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Re: Letter dated April 28, 1974 from Mr. M.I.J. Bhend
6643 East Broadway, Burnaby '
D.L. 91, Lot 49, Plan 23989 (7619 Elwell Street)

Appearing on the Agenda for the May 6, 1974 meeting of Council is a letter from
Mr, M.I.J. Bhend regarding his desire to have the subject property rezoned to permit
development of an apartment complex (he has requested permission to appear as- a

delegation on this date). Following is a report from the Director of Planning on -
this matter, C '

- The Director of Planning in his report suggests that Mr. Bhend be advised that he.. FRA
~should consider development of the subject property in context with Council's final -
" decisions on the proposal to raise densities in Low Density Residential Districts; -
It is not possible to realistically predict when Gouncil will be in a position to. .
- .deliberate on this matter; in all likelihood, it will not be until some time after. '
Srgummer, S ' St

kEéOMMENDATIéN:

TﬁAT*the Difééﬁér»@f Piéﬁniﬁg'sfrééommendationsibe adopted.
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- PLANNING DEPARTMENT

u?¥MiﬁijéHELPEYif.
UNICIPAL MANAGER. -

91, Lot 49, Plan 23989

7619 Elwell Street

(See “Sket hes #. 1&2 T attached} 2.
Council will consider at its May. 6, 1974 meet
ing a letter from Mr. M.=I." 3. Bhend concern
. 'ing: the 'rezoning of ‘the subject property fro
'Residential District Five (R5) to Multiple F
' Residential District Three (RM3). . = . -

2.0 DISCUSSION:

. The subject property, having an approximate area of 17,100 : -
sq. ‘ft. is located in the centre of an established single~ - . -
and-two family residential district in the area northwest -

- of Edmonds Street and Canada Way. The property is well out- . -
side of the areas designated for apartment development in
the 1969 Apartment Study and no existing apartments are
located in the immediate vicinity. The correspondent notes
that to the south is an existing project under development
unitizing the Comprehensive Development District (CD) .

While this is true, the CD project has been rezoned to
specifically accommodate residences and personal care facili-

ties for senior citizens, an upgrading of facilities already
existing.

The correspondent makes reference to the advantages to be
gained from the mixture of single-and-two family dwellings
and smaller multiple family apartments. Council will recall
that the 1966 and 1969 Apartment Studiecs were undertaken to
agsure that higher density development could be concomit-
antly provided with the range and intensity of services
requisite to successful multiple family habitation. The
development of necessary services such as schools, parks,
commercial centres, etc., has consequently been organized
over the past five years in reference to the land use con-
figuration delineated in the Apartment Studies.
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The correspondent has also suggested that the bylaw minimum
lot width for RM3 development should be amended from 100'
to 70'. It is felt that the quality of development histor-
ically approved for RM3 development would be proportionally
lowered it such were to be undertaken.

v - Page 2
May 1, 1974

The Planning Department cannot support the correspondent's
request for rezoning on the following grounds:

a) The property does not fall within those areas desig-
nated by Council for apartment development in the 1969

Apartment Study.

b) Conditions in the subject area do not suggest that an
apartment desrgnatlon in the area is approprlate.

¢) Overall services and facilities in tbe area have not
~ “pean prepared to accommodate bicher den51ty develop—;
ment at thlS 1ocat30n. -

d)_‘Further con51derat10n of thls request for rezonlng

" (that is essentially contrary to. Mun1c1pa1 policy: and
- plans to:date) would establlsh a negative precedent

- .relative to the. locatlon of apartments w1th1n the .
”ufT‘Mun1c1pallty o : o N

”Subd1v151on of the subject property is: not con51dered
fea51b1e under. ex1st1ng conditions because the most. nor
lot created would not: have either- 1egal or: physrcal ‘access
to a street’ rlght— f-way Moreover, because of /the con
‘flguratlon of streets and parcels in the. 1mmed1ate area
~}and because all adjacent parcels are. currently develop :
it is’ not: p0531b1e'u:const1uct a new street to prov de
;3theirequ151te access. o L :

Councll is aware of 1ts dlrectlon to th 1D1re
ing to 1nvest1gate the potentlal and methods’o accommod
atlng higher. dens1t1es in.the low: den51ty dlstr ts5: of the
Munlclpallty.: ‘TE is’ suggested that:the corresp 7 :
advised to- evaluate his prerogatlves ‘for- development of’
the. subject property in the context of thé Director of
Plannlng 'S recommendatlons and Council's final ete
"[ﬁatlon on thlS matte1 at a. later date. R A

Ay3{0e-REC0MMENDATION

‘It is recommended that Council not further consrder the
correspondent's request for rezoning of the subject prop-
erty from Residential District Five (Rb) to Multiple Family
Residential District Three (RM3). It is further recommended
that the correspondent be advised that the Director of
Planning is undertaking study of raising densities in the
low density residential districts and that the correspondent
should consider the development of the subject property in .
the context of Council's final decisions on this matter
when available at a later date.

Respectfully submitted,
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L. Par]"
/6i¢/ < DIRECTOR OP PLANNING.
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Attach.
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