ITEM 17
‘MANAGERSREPORTNO 27
COUNCIL MEETING April 8/74

Re: Letter dated March 21, 1974 from Messtrs. L.Reid & J.Khimji
' Block Bros. Realty Ltd.
6550 East Hastings, Burnaby
Area Bounded by East Hastings, Barnet Road,
- Pandora.Street ‘and Duthie Avenue

.~ Appearing on the Agenda for the April 8, 1974 meeting of Council is a letter from
s ,Messrs. L. Reid and J. KhlmJJ regarding a request to have the subject area rezoned
_-to a higher density than is permitted under the existing zoning deSLgnatlon.
*Follow:ng is a report from the Director of Plamnning oun this matter. .

' "“RECOWMENDATIONS

THAT ’he trlangular’area bounded by Barnet Road, Duthie Avenue and Hastlngs Street
) ”de31gnated as:an RML low density, multlple famlly residential area and that 1t
slnstated 1n the 1969 Apartment Study on that ba31s, and :

THAT | the:oorrespondents be directed to contact the Plannlng Department should
"proceed with development in order that an: ‘appropriate site config~" ...
can“be determxned and ‘56 that development guldellnes can be establlshed and i

nlng Department be authorlzed to work w1Lh the appllcant on‘rhat ba51s
‘the: undersLanolng‘ hat the SPElelc development proposal w1ll be pla' d- before

fthls matter via the follow1ng report

~The area bounded by Inlet Dr1ve Pandora Street Duth1e
_Avenue . and Hastings Street was recommended for apartment
: development at a medium density in the origlnal Apart--
‘ment Study in 1966, Rezoning appllcatlons followed and"
the block between Barnet and Inlet was rezoned and sub-
sequently developed under RM2 regulatlons essentially
as three storey walk-up apartments. Rezonlng applica-
tions for RM3 apartment development in the subject
triangular area, however, were rejected by Council,

The, Apartment Study was reviewed by the Planning Depart-
ment in 1969 and a new report entitled Apartment Study
1969 was submitted to and considered by Council. In
This study, which is still used as a development guide
within the Municipality, it was recommended that the
apartment designation of the subject treiangular aresa
be retained as a first priovity medium density apart-
ment area. Considerable discussion ensued on this
particular matter, a further report was requested and
submitted, and in October 1969, Council determined that
the Apa:tmoui Area "C" plan whlvh had been submitted
by the Planning Department should be used as a develop-
ment guide for the area. Subscquently, however, when
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an application for rezoning within the‘subJect trian-
gular area was submitted, it was not accepted by Council.

In January 1973, because the Municipality had received
numerous development proposals within the subject trian-
gular area, an additional report on the matter of develop-
ment was submltted to Council requesting direction as

to an acceptable redevelopment concept for the area.

It was recommended that the medium density apartment
“designation be reaffirmed but Council determined to’

remove the triangular arvea from the 1969 Apartment Study.
The Planning Department undertook this as per Coun011 S ;
dlrect1on.

‘ 3}@;, 71f Exietlng Condltlons in the SubJect Area

,The sub;ect trlangular area is currently developed w:th
E ,f;older single-family dwelllngs on larger lots. in fair and '
- poor condition, To the west is the grouping: of- three—"“'
’storey walk—up apartments discussed above, all in - -
'elatxvely good condition, To the east and southvlsla
major R4 residential area with most homes belng newer. v'“
and :in good condition. Schools and Park facilltres e
ra e,readlly avallable in ‘the area as: also 1s‘ ubllc

ISCUSSION

;The current correspondent rrepresentlng the?property_

-~ev1ew of Area “C" and its surro
amlly component \a number o “facto

: »prov1ded accommodatlon for fam111es w1t -
- Noreover, the ‘area is serviced with schools
- and:like: fa0111t1es to ancommodate thlS'type
B amlly un1t S e

,prartment Area "C" 1s prov1ded w1th avallable
- proposed . commercial facilities within. walklng d1S~_r».
tance of a large segment of the populatlon and of

the subject triangular area. ‘ -

c)  Apartment Area "C" has appropriate veh:cular as
well as public transit connection to the larger
community. .

d) Although redeveloped properties within the area are
at a sufficiently high standard and although the
majority of dwellings within the eastern R4.enclave
are of a high standard and well maintained, there
are also many properties within Area '"C" and in-
cluding the subject triangular area that are in a
gtate of decline and disrepair.

¢) The pumber of families with children who are in
vesidence in the existing RM2 dovelopments would
imply that there is a need for accommodation other
than the single-lfamily and duplex types to provide
a mixture of housing to serve the long term needs
of the area, This is particularly rolevant in
terms of the needs of younger lamilies associated
with Simon Fraser University.
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In light of these factors, it is suggested that the
spirit of the former Apartment Studies' recommendations
remains valid., At the same time, there has been a
strong expression in the past from those persons in the
single and two-family R4 enclave against higher density
development in areas adjacent to them. It is felt that
this negative expression has been founded on the desire
not to see an interface of three-storey apartments and
not to see a major input of residents who do not have
families and consequently live a comparatlvely different
lifestyle, It is felt that the opinions of these resz—'
dents are to some degree justified. -

page 3

‘For this reason, it is suggested that the three—storey
apartment development contiguration, most approprlate
~for residence by single people and ch11d1ess couples, S
~ not be extended further east, Instead, it is recommended~w'
~that family: accommodatlon be 1nst1tuted ‘at the subject = cod
~.location. However, the planning criteria above outllned S
- would suggest- that th1s family accommodation be prov1ded B
oo ocat hlgher than single and two-family densitles such that s
. -a designation of low. den51ty multlple—famlly dwelllngs .

e (RMl) at the subJect trlangu]ar area is most approprlate.;g‘

,fEThis development alternatlve prov1des the follow1ng
;advantages- S . 4 . :

vla)f'The de51gn conflguratlon of RMl essentlally town-*
_“ " house development issuch that ‘a positive, low
‘scaled interface can be provided with: the 51ng1e
_;and two—fam11y R4 area. to the east.tw ’ , :

‘}j,b)’rThe RMl des1gnat10n would prov1de a gradatlon of
"”'~‘dens1ty between the three-storey RM2 apartments ' -

. to the west and the 51ng1e and’ two—storey R4 area

“T:to the east ‘ o - PR Sl

i 'c);fThe redevelopment of “the trlangular area W111 act
“roocas-an’ impetus for further redevelopment of the
v Area "G commer01a1 core to the west because of the
ﬁlncreased consumer dens1ty. R :

";d):fThe use of the ‘area by famllles with chlldren Wlll
... be eSsentlallv malntalned :

e) The size of the parcels and the intent of the
existing owners will facilitate an assembly that can
EA O R provide a site of large enough size to accommodate
. S T : family oriented amenities, buffers, a high standard
S of development, etc. Moreover, the existing: services
in the larger area, (park, school, transit, etc,) can
well accommodate the influx of new families,

f) The use of the subject area for low density multiple
family accommodation will provide more housing of an
appropriate type and standard as required by the
regional housing pressures,

Finally, it is suggested that the designation of the
area for RM1l multiple-family use ( at an approximate
* density of 10 - 12 units per acre) will provide a develop-
‘ ment solution acceptable to all concerned parties, but
also a solution that can be supported on solid planning
grounds,
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IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT, in reference to the enquiry
of the subject correspondent, the triangular area
bounded by Barnet Road, Duthie Avenue and Hastings

- Street be designated as an RM1 low density, multiple-
family residential area, and that it be reinstated

in the 1969 Apartment Study on that basis,

. IT IS ALSO RECOMMENDED THAT the subject correspon-
,‘“dent'be;directed_to‘contgct the Planning Department
.- -should he wish to proceed with development in order
4that.an}appropriatejsite‘COnfiguratibhycan'be,deter—"
-mined and -so that development guidelines = -«
Can5befé$tablishéd4.AITfISFRECQMMENDEDfTHAT}che‘fi57f' e
Pldnning]Départment‘bg,authQriZed]tb}workLWith]thé,gi;Uﬁf‘
applicant on that basis with the understanding that =
the specific development proposal willbe placed before =
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