
REPORT INFORMATION REPORT TO COUNCIL

PITT MEADOWS

DATE:

FROM:

May 24, 2017

Community Services Department

FILE: 3360-20-2014-01

SUBJECT: Golden Ears Business Park Phases 3 & 4 Rezoning and Official Community Plan

Amendment Applications - Additional Information.

RECOMMENDATION: THAT Council:

A. Receive the report dated, May 24, 2017 from the Director of Community Services, titled Golden
Ears Business Park Phase 3 & 4 Rezoning and Official Community Plan Amendment Applications -

Additional Information; OR

PURPOSE: To provide additional information and clarity based on information submitted by the
applicant and Council and public comments received where possible.

BACKGROUND: At the May 16, 2017 Regular Council Meeting, Official Community Plan Amendment
Bylaw No. 2760, 2017, Zoning Bylaw Amendment (map amendment) Bylaw No. 2761, 2017, and Zoning
Bylaw Amendment (text amendment) Bylaw No. 2762, 2017 received First and Second Readings. The
Bylaws were referred to a public hearing which is scheduled for June 13, 2017. Since the Regular Council
Meeting on May 16, 2017, questions and comments have been received by staff.

UPDATE TO THE APPLICATION BY THE APPLICANT:

Building Height Request — Applicant’s Amendment to their Application

On Monday May, 29, 2017 the applicant provided the City with written communication that they are
revising their application with respect to the building height request from 15m to 13.5m. This means
that the request to amend the zoning building height is now from 12m to 13.5m with the exception of
the areas indicated on the site plan. Previously the applicant was requesting a height increase to 15m.
The 13.5m would apply to all areas of the proposed development, except those identified on the site
plan as 12m (properties adjacent to residential neighbourhoods).

The rationale shared by the applicant for the original height increase was to make the development
more competitive with the standards established by other industrial parks in the region. The applicant
has taken a closer look at their requirements and has now refined their application to minimize the
additional height being requested. The rationale for the change to this request came from a detailed
analysis to evaluate if a lower height could still accommodate a development that would meet industry
standards. As a result the height request has been lowered by 1.5m.

B. Other.

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER COMMENT/RECOMMENDATION:
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For comparison purposes the building height authorized by zoning for GEBP Phase 1 was 12m. Most of
the buildings in that phase were constructed to a height less than 12 m. For GEBP Phase 2 the building
height was authorized by variance at 14.8 m.

Options for Council Consideration:

Council has the following options that can be considered with respect to Onni’s request to permit a
13.5m building height in the 1-3 Zone.

Option 1— Change the Zoning Bylaw amendment to include a 13.5m maximum building height as
requested by Onni, but to restrict the 13.5m building height to certain areas of the subject
properties as indicated on the site plan.

The applicant has submitted a sight line analysis illustrating the impact of the higher 15m
buildings vs. 12m height buildings on the site lines of nearby residential neighbourhoods. The
purpose of the site line analysis is to demonstrate an option on how the impact of the height
increase could be mitigated and the view corridor maintained. Stepping the buildings back is the
proposed solution by the applicant. Even though the view corridor analysis was completed for
15m buildings the applicant has not amended that view corridor analysis so the same areas that
were previously suggested as exempted from the height request would be applied. Language
could be added to the Zoning Amendment Bylaw No, 2762, 2017 to permit 13.5m high building
outside of the area as indicated by the visual analysis and within the provisions suggested.

Option 2 — Retain the 12m building height that is currently permitted in the 1-3 zone.

The applicant also has the option of applying for development variance permits that Council could
consider on a case-by-case basis. Should the new Development Permit Area guidelines be
adopted, Council could consider further measures to offset any requested increase in building
height with these guidelines.

ANALYSIS:

Multi-Use Pathway

The proposed buffers in addition to landscaping are envisioned to accommodate a trail and/or pathway
to provide connectivity around the site from the north to the southern area of the City. Currently the
design guidelines suggest a minimum of a 3m multi-use pathway. The Transportation Association of
Canada provides the following standards for pathway design:

Table 3.4.6.1 Bike Path Lane Width

Classification Lane Width (m)
Design Domain

Two-way, exclusive 2.5 — 3.5
Two-way, shared with pedestrians 3.0—4.0
One-way, exclusive 1.5—2.0
One-way, shared with pedestrians 2.0— 3.0
Note: A horizontal clearance of 600mm is maintained between a bikeway and a lateral obstruction. Curbing in excess of

150mm in height, is regarded as a lateral obstruction.
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Applying the above standard to the proposed pathway, the two-way shared with pedestrian
standard should be used which would result in a path between 3m and 4m. The Transportation
Association of Canada guidelines also provide the following conditions to be evaluated when
determining if the appropriate width size should be increased:

• Will bicycle volumes be substantial?
• Will cyclists likely travel two abreast?
• Will the path likely be shared use with pedestrians or joggers?
• Will the path have sections with steeper grades?
• Will the path need to be accessed by maintenance vehicles?

Based on the above information it would be appropriate for the proposed path to be built to the
4m standard to ensure that various user groups can comfortably and safely travel the pathway, and
further to limit potential user conflicts. The pathway surfacing could be paved or hard gravelled. It
would be appropriate to require that the pathway be paved to ensure the greatest accessibility to
all users of the pathway.

The image below provides a design approach that further separates users based on pathway
materials.

Options for Council’s Consideration:

Council has the following options that can be considered with respect to the proposed pathway design
criteria:

Oition 1- Require a Paved 4m Pathway

Require a 4m pathway as the appropriate trail design. Since the pathway is located in the urban
area of Pitt Meadows and will function as a link between the northern highlands of the City and
the southern portion of the community, a paved pathway would be the most accessible surface
to all users.

#142051v2- 118 -



PITT MEADOWS

Option 2 — Require Gateway Entries

The proposed Development Permit Area 1*4 Design Guidelines have largely been silent on how
the entrances to the pathway should be integrated into local neighbourhoods. Entrances should
be considered at the design stage. However, it is appropriate for Council to provide direction
that entries onto the pathway should feature design elements that identify the entry in relation
to the surrounding neighbourhood, including safety elements to provide for an ‘eyes on the
street’ approach and functions as a gateway. Currently there are opportunities for four entries
from residential areas and two entries from Airport Way. Depending on the location, the design
of the gateway should respond to the surrounding area. This matter can be addressed in detail
at the development permit stage in consultation with the Advisory Design Panel, but could be
added as an amenity feature as part of the rezoning application.

Option 3—Maintain the Current Standard of a 3m Pathway

Maintain the existing approach and make no changes to the language around pathway widths.
The current approach is silent on construction materials and gateway entry signs.

Buffers

Buffers are often used to create a zone to reduce the potential for conflicting land uses. Buffers can
serve as a physical barrier between the potentially conflicting land uses and provide community
benefits. Buffers should not limit the interaction between like land uses; with like land uses if a buffer is
contemplated it should provide synergy between the two land uses. In the situation of a park to park
land use, the property edge should invite people to explore between the parcels allowing for
connectivity and interaction. Currently there are four land use interfaces identified for consideration in
determining the preferred buffer approaches as follows:

• Industrial to Residential
• Industrial to Park
• Industrial to Industrial
• Parkto Park

As indicated in previous reports, currently an undulating approach is before Council for consideration.

Buffers and the Waterway
While the width of the buffer is a critical matter for consideration, the location where the buffer is
measured from must also be considered. The buffers are proposed to be located adjacent to the eastern
portions of proposed Golden Ears Business Park Phase 3 and 4. Currently a ditch/waterway is located in
the area identified for the buffer location. The property owner has not indicated at this time how they
intend to address drainage along this portion of the property.
Generally there are two design options that will be considered:

• Retain the ditch in its current location
If the ditch remains, the property owner will have to identify a streamside protection and
enhancement area setback. This area would remain free of development to provide for
environmental habitat. This is a matter that will be addressed at development permit stage.
The buffer would either incorporate the ditch into the setback area, or it would begin at the
edge of the streamside protection and enhancement area setback.
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• Culvert the ditch
The property owner, with proper senior government approvals, can culvert the ditch. This
would alleviate the requirement for a streamside protection and enhancement area
setback and allow the buffer to begin at the edge of the property line.

Options for Council’s Consideration:

Council has the following options that can be considered with respect to buffer’s located adjacent to
ditches and waterways and can be added for consideration as part of the rezoning application:

Option 1 — Buffer is measured from the Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area Setback

The buffer would be measured from the edge of the streamside protection and enhancement
area setback. This would provide for additional separation and can be included in a Section 219
Covenant. However, it is important to note, that the property owner may seek to culvert the
ditch. If this was the case, the buffer would begin at the property line.

Option 2 — Buffer is measured from the top of the bank of the ditch

If the buffer was measured from the top of the bank, the buffer design would need to include
habitat enhancement design features and may impact how the buffer functions in relation to
landscape screening and pathway location. Measuring the buffer from the top of bank limits the
design flexibility and landscape screening measures the additional separation provides.

Industrial to Industrial Buffer
The buffer between the property in question and the industrial property abutting in the south east
section of Phase 4 is proposed at 5 metres. Typically like land uses are not buffered therefore the buffer
size was established to allow for the multi-use path and site landscaping. Respecting that there are
residential properties with a rear yard view corridor to the proposed site, a larger buffer could be
considered in this area to provide additional landscape screening.

Buffer Ownership by the City vs. City Right of Way

Looking to the future, there are two options for the City to consider for establishing the multi-use
pathway access:

• Established through a right of way registered on the titles of the properties.
• The City taking ownership of the buffers through a subdivision process.

Option 1— The City Obtains Ownership of the Buffers
The City could obtain ownership of the buffer areas, including the pathway. The City would take
ownership through a subdivision process once the buffers have been constructed and
landscaped. The on-going maintenance and programing of the buffers would be the
responsibility of the City.

Option 2 — Register a Right of Way for the Pathway

Registering a right of way agreement for the pathways would allow for public access. The buffer
would be owned and maintained by the property owner. This option reduces the City’s financial

#142051v2- 120 -



PITT MEADOWS

responsibility for on-going maintenance, but limits the City’s ability to manage the maintenance
and use of the space on-going.

Legal Agreements/Tools to Secure the Amenity

Proposed Amenity Land Dedication

The City has received questions concerning how the proposed amenity lands would be secured by the
City. A legal agreement by way of a Section 219 Covenant pursuant to the Land Title Act would be
registered on the titles of the properties comprising proposed Golden Ears Business Park Phases 3 and 4.
The covenant would restrict any building on the properties until such time as the amenity lands have
been transferred to City ownership.

A Section 219 Covenant could also be used to secure the land transfer of the buffers after construction.

Aib - Transportation Upgrades

A Section 219 Covenant would also be utilized to secure requirements for transportation upgrades. This
agreement would allow the property owner to complete a certain portion of the development, but
withhold building permit issuance for the remaining portions of the property until transportation
upgrades are complete. The threshold for these upgrade requirements would likely be 50% of the
combined Phase 3 and 4 construction.

Council Site Visit

At the May 16, 2017 Regular Council Meeting, a resolution was passed directing staff to organize a site
visit for Council. This site visit was conducted on May 27, 2017. Over the course of an hour, four
Councillors in total attended the site visit. At no time did the tour include more than three councillors.
Issues around the location of the buffers in relation to the ditch were discussed and the design
relationship of a berm similar to landscaping on Phase 1. Trail design and gateways were also discussed.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS:

Q1 — Will the trees along the adjoining property line between GEBP 4 and PH Molds be retained?
Al — Staff has let the applicant know that there may be an interest in the trees being retained. From an
initial review the trees appear to be on PH Molds property. If the rezoning application moves forward a
property survey will be required. This survey would verify if any of the trees are located on the
applicant’s property. The request to maintain the trees can be made to the applicant if any of the trees
are on their property, but the site filling activities could impact the survival of the trees.

Q2 — Could the berm that is located along the south side of GEBP 1 be continued along GEBP 4 adjacent
to Fraser Way?
A2 —The berm located along GEBP 1 is along a dike. This berm could be continued along GEBP 4, but
additional factors to right of way improvements would need to be considered prior to making this
determination. A more detailed review of the berm option could be considered with a development
permit as it is at this stage that landscape plans are required. In addition, a berm in the landscape
portion of the buffer could be considered in the areas adjacent to residential properties.
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Q3 — What elevation would the property be built to?
A3 —The current standard for flood construction elevation for industrial uses is 5.15 metres geodetic
datum (reference point is sea level). The South Bonson areas have been built to 5.33 geodetic datum.
To maintain consistency with property levels in the area the applicant is requesting to build to the 5.33
geodetic datum that is already established in the area. The elevation of Airport Way will be maintained.
In 2014, Council issued the Fill Permit for the subject lands. At that time flood construction was
permitted to an elevation of 5.33 m GSC.

Q4 — Why is the City asking the applicant for a financial contribution towards building the amenity?
A4 - There are limitations on what the Park Land Development Cost Charge (DCC) can be used for.
Based on legislation, the DCC’s can be used to acquire land for community parks which includes sports
fields, but not actually improve (construct) artificial turf sports fields. To maximize the use of funds
already collected for parkland acquisition an option available to the City is to purchase the amenity land
from the applicant and then receive an equal financial contribution to construct the desired amenity.

Q5 — Why does the City’s new Community Amenity Contribution policy not apply to industrial land?
A5 — Development impacts and community needs are identified and evaluated during the application
review process for commercial and industrial rezoning applications on an application by application
basis as each project has a unique set of attributes and community impacts. For residential projects
there is often a consistency to applications and therefore a community amenity contribution policy can
be used to set the tone for the municipal interest in encouraging affordable housing and other identified
amenities in the community.

Q6 —Are community amenity contributions (CAC’s) standard practice with the development of industrial
uses and business parks?
A6 — Community amenity contributions for industrial uses are not a typical practice in the Lower
Mainland as some municipalities find that CAC’s discourage the construction of employment generating
developments. In a scan of the Lower Mainland, the types of CAC’s that were found with industrial
development were typically limited to small on-site amenities for employees and elements to enhance
environmental protection and trails.

Q7 — Why does the site plan label the amenity area with ‘Olympic Track and Fields and Parking 115 Cars’
if the City is only receiving land?
A7 — The applicant has labelled the area based on the possible use use and provided a possible sports
complex layout to show what could be built in the space that is being proposed for the community
amenity.

Q8 — What are the cost estimates to build and maintain an amenity that could include: a running track!
CFL size football field, an artificial turf soccer field, parking for up to 115 cars and viewing/amenity
areas?
A8 — Staff estimates the cost to build the amenity that includes a running track! CFL size football field,
an artificial turf soccer field, parking for up to 115 cars and viewing/amenity areas would cost between
$7M -$9M. If additional or more elaborate amenities are contemplated during the site planning
consultation additional costs would be required. The annual maintenance costs are estimated to be
$60,000-$75,000 per year for the full facility. The financial contribution from the applicant towards the
amenity construction would be $3.6M.
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Q9 — How would the amenity lands be developed?
A9 — A park planning process that would include public consultation would be completed prior to the
construction of the amenity area if the Zoning Bylaw is adopted.

QlO — How much does the City have in the reserves to purchase the proposed amenity land?
AlO — The City has approximately $2.25M in the Parkland DCC fund and $l.35M in the Parkland
Acquisition Reserve Fund. Therefore the total currently allocated in reserves is approximately $3.6M.

Qll — Is the amenity contribution proposal by the applicant attached to the building height request?
All — Onni’s application is a total package: buffers, building height, amenity contribution and off-site
transportation improvement requirements. The sum of all the elements makes up their application.

Q12— Who would be responsible for the costs of the utility infrastructure and the drive aisle network on
site if the project were built?
A12 —The owner of the property would be responsible for all on-site costs.

Q13 — What was the perspective used for the site line analysis illustration to determine the areas where
the additional building height request would not be permitted?
A13 — The site line analysis illustration used the perspective of a person in a second story window. The
reason this perspective was used is that the greatest view corridor is achieved from this perspective.
The reason is the site angle is more flat at this location than at ground level therefore greater distance
from the perspective location is required to maintain the view corridor.
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Q14 — What are the off-site transportation improvements being requested and what are the projected
costs associated with this application?

A14 — Following is a chart listing all the off-site transportation improvements requested:
Location - Upgrade Description Cost Estimate

Airport Way between Baynes Road and Golden Four Lane widening $4,268,505
Ears Way

Airport Way! Harris Road Intersection Intersection Signalization $1,614,720

Airport Way! Bonson Road Intersection Intersection Signalization $1,449,940

Airport Way / Southgate Road Intersection Signalized Pedestrian Crosswalk $175,000

Harris Road! Fieldstone Walk Intersection Signalized Pedestrian Crosswalk $175,000

Bonson Road @ Athletic Park Entrance Marked Pedestrian crosswalk $15,000

Sidewalks Harris Road east side between Fraser $126,254
Way and Airport Way

Sidewalks Harris Road east and west side between $216,568
Airport Way and Fieldstone Walk

Sidewalks Sutton Avenue - North side between $126,254
Lasser Road to Bonson Road

Bike lanes Bonson Road between Sutton Avenue to $16,886
Hammond Road

Bike lanes Harris Road between Fraser Way and $9,698
Airport Way

Bus Shelters Two bus shelters on Bonson Road $80,000

Grand total $8,273,825

Q15 — What are the proposed tax collections for each phase of GEBP?
A15 — The following are estimates based on the information known today per tax collections at GEBP
Phase 1 and 2 and the proposed Phase 3 and 4:

• Phase 1-$700,000

• Phase2-$800,000

• Phase 3-$900,000
• Phase 4-$900,000

Q16 — Why is the amendment to the Official Community Plan Development Permit Area #4 policies and
design guidelines currently under consideration on a timeline similar to the application?
A16 - In October 2015, staff presented the Onni application for Golden Ears Business Park Phase 3 and 4
to rezone the subject properties from A-i to 1-3 and an OCP Amendment to re-designate lot 3 from
agricultural to Business Park. In this report, the request to retain a consultant to draft new design
guidelines to accommodate tilt up construction (standard construction method for industrial
development, as recognized by IBI) and to provide some flexibility in the provision of landscape buffers
was made. Therefore, from the onset, the intention was to create new design guidelines concurrently
with the zoning application.
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Q17 — What is the purpose of the greenspace along Airport Way on GEBP Phase 4? Could this land be
dedicated for different purposes?
A17— The area designated in green along Airport Way on GEBP Phase 4 is along the Katzie Slough and is
dedicated streamside protection enhancement area. This area is intended as habitat to buffer the
slough and cannot be relocated elsewhere on the site.

RELEVANT POLICY: The subject sites are designated for Business Park uses, which permits clean
business industrial uses in office-like structures in the Official Community Plan. The Official Community
Plan (OCP) encourages uses that will help the City achieve higher employment and land use densities,
and requires that all industrial development have good design and high landscaping standards, and
encourages the provision of amenities to serve employees and the general public.

STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT: This application falls within the Economic Prosperity Strategic Focus Area as it
facilitates long term community prosperity.

KATZIE FIRST NATION CONSIDERATIONS: Katzie First Nation was included in the public hearing
notification.

OTHER Considerations: None further at this time.

Prepared by: L. Grant, Manager of Community DeveloDment
Submitted by: K. Zanon, Director of Community Services
Approved by: M. Roberts, CAO

ATrACHMENT(S): None
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