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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

This report follows up on several recommendations in the Development Process Review Report prepared
by UMA Engieering in 2004 and presented to Council (the UMA report). The Council at the time
endorsed the report recommendations but asked for a follow up report on several issues requiring further
action. Staff has reported back to Council on the Advisory Design Panel Bylaw and the policy for
Development Information Meetings leaving four issues/recommendations to be addressed. Some of the
recommendations have been expanded upon, and one additional recommendation relating to development
permit notification is being brought forward for Council direction. These items relate to:

1)
i)

iii)

Delegating authority to review and approve minor amendments to development permit plans;
Requiring the development permit application at the same time as the rezoning application
where applicable;

Delegating authority to issue environmental development permits within development permit
areas designated under Section 919.1 (1) (a) of the Local Government Act (Natural Features
and Watercourse Protection Development Permits);

Scheduling the Council meeting for the day after the Committee of the Whole for land use
application matters;

Authorizing staff to send the required notification of Council consideration of a development
variance permit without having Council consider whether to send the notice on each case
individually. ‘

This report will deal with each of these issues separately and recommend relevant bylaw, policy, and
procedural changes.

RECOMMENDATION:

1) That Maple Ridge Development Procedures Amending Bylaw No. 6477 - 2007 be read a first,
second, and third time and;

2) That Maple Ridge Delegation Bylaw No. 6478 — 2007 be read a first, second, and third time;

3) That Council authorize the Manager of Legislative Services to send the required notification
for development variance permits in accordance with Section 922.6 of the Local Government
Act without having Council consider whether to send the notice on each case individually.
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1)  Minor Amendments To Development Permits:

Issue 9.6 of the UMA report recommends that the Director of Planning be authorized to approve minor
variations to Development Permit drawings. Changes to drawings inevitably occur between the development
permit stage and the building permit stage as drawings evolve. There is currently no legislation, policies or
guidelines for handling these changes. Therefore, applicants have had to apply for a new development
permit with full process and Council review when changes are made after development permit issuance.
This can be expensive and time consuming for applicants and additional workload for staff and Council.

If staff is to approve minor plan changes, it needs to be done in a consistent fashion which is endorsed by
Council. A delegation bylaw is required to implement this recommendation and has been prepared. To guide
staff in the review and consideration of minor amendments associated guidelines have been developed and
attached to the bylaw. The guidelines would provide for a consistent approach to consideration of minor
amendments to plans, but not allow significant changes to the development without Council authorization.
Bylaw No. 6478-2007 would delegate this authority to the Director of Planning or in his or her absence, the
Manager of Development and Environmental Services. All changes would be considered in the context of
the guidelines. As required under the Local Government Act, a procedure to have Council reconsider a
decision by staff is included in the Bylaw.

The new Official Community Plan also provides the ability to deal with some situations that would have
previously required a development permit through an expanded list of development permit exemptions. This
combined with other recommendations contained in this report will provide some additional tools for
gaining efficiencies in the process.

It is recommended that Council give three readings to Maple Ridge Delegation Bylaw No. 6478-2007.

2)  Development Permit Application Submission With The Rezoning Application And More Complete
Information.

Requiring Development Permit Applications to be submitted with the Rezoning application was
recommendation 9.1 in the UMA report. Under issue 9.4 of the report the consultant recommends more
detailed information be provided with the initial application. The UMA report also generally discussed the
need for updated Bylaws and checklists/handouts etc.

The UMA report observed that development application processing in the District of Maple Ridge 1s in a
state of transition, moving from a small community to one which includes broader community objectives
and concerns typically associated with larger urban centres. The development process needs to be aligned
accordingly. The consultant recognized that “Council and the Community require greater design detail and
certainty when considering rezoning applications”. This recommendation is aimed at increasing information
requirements with the initial rezoning application. The method proposed is by requiring the development
permit application to be submitted with the rezoning application. It is suggested that this recommendation be
expanded to include other applications as well, such as the subdivision application and development
variance permit application if required. In addition, new checklists are needed to update the current
checklists, make them more user friendly and to reflect the new processes. The need for the new checklists
and plan requirements are also driven by the recently amended Watercourse Protection Bylaw and the new
Official Community Plan particularly with regard to environmental matters.

Description of Bylaw Amendment:
A text amendment to the District of Maple Ridge Development Procedures Bylaw No. 5879 - 1999 as

amended, is required to address this recommended change. The Bylaw amendment would essentially do the
following:



¢ Divide the current checklists for application submissions related to development applications so that
each type of application would stand on its own as a separate checklist. (This would not include
subdivision as the application requirements for subdivision are contained in the Subdivision and
Development Servicing Bylaw);

¢ Correct an existing reference error in the bylaw;

¢ Modify application requirements for those sites involving multiple applications, so that they would
be required to be submitted together. A development permit application would not be required for
most applications for rezoning to single family residential, except where a subdivision is for
Intensive development in the R-3 zone, includes land within a watercourse or natural features
development permit area, or where a development permit is specifically required in the Zoning
Bylaw. (RG-2 and RG-3). The proposed bylaw amendment also provides the ability for alternative
processing and submission requirements for large, multi- phased, mixed use projects, where
architectural drawings at the initial stage may be less practical;

e Update the checklists to reflect today’s information requirements and the revised processes.

¢ Require a corresponding subdivision proposal where applicable, to be found to be technically
feasible before a rezoning application can proceed to Public Hearing.

e Provide staff with the authority to close inactive rezoning, development permit, and development
variance permit applications where no meaningful activity has occurred within any 12 month period.

Planning Analysis:

The above amendment 1s being brought forward for a number of reasons. For ease of reading, the analysis
will be broken out into two areas as follows:

Revised Checklists and Amendment to Procedural Bylaw

¢ The UMA report identified the need for updated bylaws and application checklists, and reducing the
number of reports to Council by combining reports. The revised process, new checklists, and the
delegation of issuance of development permits, would address these recommendations;

¢ The new OCP has introduced new Development Permit areas for watercourse protection and natural
features, and expanded the objectives and guidelines for many development permit areas. This in
turn, requires updating of checklists and handouts and ensuring plan submissions are sufficient to
address development permit area guidelines;

e The existing Bylaw Application Submission Requirements contained in Schedule A (attached) were
established in the form of an add-on method to identify different requirements for different
applications. Schedule A was later converted to a handout and over time this handout has proven to
be somewhat confusing and difficult to use by applicants. The revised separate checklists are felt to
be clearer and more concise for the wide range of users and their varying knowledge of development
application processing;

e There is an existing reference in Clause I of the Bylaw where it refers to a plan in “B” above
whereas that reference should be to “D”. The amendment replaces this section so this anomaly will
be automatically corrected;

e The existing Bylaw can be confusing in its requirements and this will be corrected in the
amendment. For example, Clause D requires one full set of architectural blueprints and then, later,
Clause E requires additional plans that should be included in a “full set” of architectural blueprints.
It is a bit unclear as to the intention and the new checklists will clarify requirements;




e The bylaw amendment would update application requirements. An example of this would be
eliminating requirements such as a context plan and legal survey (except where required to identify
conservation boundaries) and add requirements which in practice are currently required like site
profiles, arborist reports, and tree surveys, to address potential tree retention opportunities. In
addition, Council has recently directed that requirements for Watercourse Development Permits be
modified and the revised checklist will reflect this;

e The Procedural Bylaw contains provisions for dealing with rezoning applications where they have
reached the third reading stage but have not taken the necessary actions to secure final adoption
within 12 months of third reading. It does not however, address inactive applications which have
been submitted in the past and have been sitting without any status for extended periods of time in
some cases. A bylaw amendment is being proposed whereby applications can be closed after 12
months of inactivity.

Increased Information and Parallel Application Processing

e For some time now, it has become evident that Council and the public are demanding more
information and input on development applications at the rezoning and public consultation stage. In
order to provide this information, more complete plans, submission materials, and reports are
required at an early stage in the process;

e The public wants some assurance that what is shown at Development Information Meetings and the
Public Hearing is actually built and not changed later. More complete plans will be required for
rezoning and development permit applications, thereby providing more detailed information. The
intent is to focus on the whole development initially and process applications as concurrently as
possible. Processing applications concurrently will allow for issuance of the Development Permit at
the final reading stage, giving Council a level of assurance that the intended development to
accompany the rezoning will be followed through to building permit except for minor changes and
shortening process time for the applicant. Any significant changes to the plans would require further
input from the Advisory Design Committee and Council approval. This would not however,
guarantee that what is authorized in the development permit would be built, since hypothetically, an
applicant could let the development permit lapse, or request an amendment. However, in either case
a process would be involved and Council approval would be required. In addition, given plan
requirements and required time lines for processing, it is less likely an applicant would totally
change the project once the development permit level of commitment was made.

e From a public information and legal perspective, it is necessary to have all reports and information
available in advance of the Public Hearing, to allow the public the opportunity to review it. The
types of reports would include traffic, environmental, geotechnical and site servicing methods.

e Under the current process when land is “pre-zoned” on preliminary conceptual plans, the applicant
may not have thoroughly worked out development costs, Building Code issues, Official Community
Plan policy, Zoning Bylaw requirements or architectural elements. ~When they reach the
development permit application stage, this can result in significant changes occurring to the original
proposal. The public can feel they have been misled about the proposal or that the project is being
modified for economic reasons. Development Permit drawings require more information which
requires the project architect and the applicant to think out the design more completely, resulting in
fewer changes after Public Hearing and less miscommunication with the public.

e More complete plan submissions will allow for a more thorough review in relation to Development
Permit area guidelines which provides Council and the public with a better understanding as to how

the land use and a particular development may comply with Official Community Plan policy;

4.





























































































