
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING – FEBRUARY 1, 2021 
BYKAW: WHITE ROCK ZONING BYLAW 2012, NO. 2000, AMENDMENT 

(RT-1 – 15570 Oxenham Avenue) BYLAW, 2020,  
NO. 2365 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 15570 Oxenham Avenue 

PURPOSE: Bylaw 2365 proposes to rezone the property from ‘RS-1 One Unit Residential Zone’ to ‘RT-1 
Two Unit (Duplex) Residential Zone’ to allow for the construction of a duplex. A Minor Development Permit 
is also required to ensure the form and character of the duplex complies with the Mature Neighbourhood 
Development Permit Area Guidelines in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The OCP Designation of 
‘Mature Neighbourhood’ allows residential uses in single family homes (with or without secondary suites), 
duplexes and triplexes.  
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THE CORPORATION OF THE 

CITY OF WHITE ROCK
15322 BUENA VISTA AVENUE, WHITE ROCK, B.C. V4B 1Y6 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 2021 

NOTICE is hereby given that the Council of the City of White Rock will hold an opportunity 
for public participation for a Public Hearing on MONDAY, FEBRUARY 1, 2021  
at 6:00 P.M. in accordance with the Local Government Act. All persons who deem their 
interest in property is affected by the proposed bylaw/application shall be afforded an 
opportunity to be heard via a telephone-in process or by forwarding written submissions 
reflecting matters contained in the proposed bylaw/application that is the subject of the Public 
Hearing. At the Public Hearing, Council will hear and receive submissions from the interested 
persons in regard to the bylaw/application listed below: 

1) BYLAW 2365: White Rock Zoning Bylaw, 2012, No. 2000, Amendment 
(RT-1 – 15570 Oxenham Avenue) Bylaw, 2020, No. 2365 

CIVIC ADDRESS:  15570 Oxenham Avenue (See Site Map Attached) 

PURPOSE: Bylaw 2365 proposes to rezone the property from ‘RS-1 One Unit Residential 
Zone’ to ‘RT-1 Two Unit (Duplex) Residential Zone’ to allow for the construction of a 
duplex. A Minor Development Permit is also required to ensure the form and character of the 
duplex complies with the Mature Neighbourhood Development Permit Area Guidelines in the 
Official Community Plan (OCP). The OCP Designation of ‘Mature Neighbourhood’ allows 
residential uses in single family homes (with or without secondary suites), duplexes and 
triplexes.  

Further details regarding the subject of the Public Hearings/Public Meetings may be 
obtained from the City’s Planning and Development Services Department at City Hall by 
contacting 604-541-2136 | planning@whiterockcity.ca. 

Electronic Meeting:  The Provincial Health Officer has issued orders related to gatherings 
and events in the province of BC. As such, Public Hearings will be held virtually and 
will also be live streamed on the City website. To participate in a Public Hearing, please 
review the options below. 

mailto:planning@whiterockcity.ca
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1. Submit written comments to Council:

You can provide your submission (comments or concerns) by email to
clerksoffice@whiterockcity.ca or by mail to Mayor and Council, 15322 Buena Vista Avenue,
White Rock, BC, V4B 1Y6. The deadline to receive submissions is by
12:00 p.m. on the date of the Public Hearing, February 1, 2021.

You may forward your submissions by:

• Mailing to White Rock City Hall, 15322 Buena Vista Avenue, White Rock, BC
V4B 1Y6, or hand delivery by leaving it in the “City Hall Drop Box” to the left outside
the front door; or

• Emailing the Mayor and Council at clerksoffice@whiterockcity.ca with
the applicable subject line:

o PH #3, Bylaw 2365, 15570 Oxenham Avenue

2. If you do not wish to speak or write in but would still like to convey that you are in
support or that you are not in support of the Public Hearing item:

You may phone 604-541-2127 to register your support / or that you are not in support of the
Public Hearing item. If the call is not answered please leave a voicemail with the call-in
information noted below (all four (4) bullet points must be noted).

When you call-in, please be prepared to provide the following information:

• The public hearing item
• Your first and last name
• Whether you live in the City of White Rock
• Whether you are in support of or not in support of the item

3. Register to speak to a Public Hearing item via telephone:

Register to speak by emailing clerksoffice@whiterockcity.ca or calling 604-541-2127.

Registration will be open from 12:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. on the date of the Public
Hearing, February 1, 2021. Registration will only be available during this time. Once
you register, you will be sent an email with further instructions.

mailto:clerksoffice@whiterockcity.ca
mailto:clerksoffice@whiterockcity.ca
mailto:clerksoffice@whiterockcity.ca
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Please note the following instructions when you call in: 

• You will be put on hold in a queue for the respective item, and you will be
connected when it is your turn to speak. If you hang up during this time, you
will lose your place in the queue. You may watch the Council meeting through
the City’s Live Stream while you are on hold.

• Your comments must be relevant to the application (bylaw and permit) being
considered at the Public Hearing

• You will have 5 minutes to speak
• Turn off all audio of the meeting. Note: There is a 1-minute delay in the live

stream so please listen to the cues given over the phone
• Do not put your phone on speaker phone
• Once you make your comments to Council, the call will end quickly so that the

next speaker can join the meeting

If you miss the noted registration period, please watch the live meeting at the 
following link: https://www.whiterockcity.ca/453/Video-Recording-of-Council-
Meetings as there will be an opportunity for you to call in for a limited period of 
time. 

Please Note: Correspondence that is the subject of a Public Hearing, Public Meeting, or 
other public processes will be included, in its entirety, in the public information package 
and will form part of the public record. Council shall not receive further submissions from 
the public or interested persons concerning the bylaw/application after the Public Hearing has 
been concluded. 

The meeting will be streamed live and archived through the City’s web-streaming service. 

The proposed bylaw and associated reports can be viewed online on the agenda and minutes 
page of the City website, www.whiterockcity.ca, under Council Agendas from  
January 19, 2021, until February 1, 2021. If you are unable to access the information 
online, please contact the Corporate Administration department at 604-541-2212, 
between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., or leave a voicemail and staff will ensure 
you have the information made available to you.   

https://www.whiterockcity.ca/453/Video-Recording-of-Council-Meetings
https://www.whiterockcity.ca/453/Video-Recording-of-Council-Meetings
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SITE MAP FOR BYLAW 2365, 15570 Oxenham Avenue 

January 19, 2021 

Tracey Arthur 
Director of Corporate Administration 



THE CORPORATION OF THE 

CITY OF WHITE ROCK
     CORPORATE REPORT 

DATE: November 9, 2020 

TO: Land Use and Planning Committee 

FROM: Carl Isaak, Director, Planning and Development Services 

SUBJECT: Rezoning and Minor Development Permit Application – 15570 Oxenham 

Avenue (ZON/MIP 19-008) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

THAT the Land Use and Planning Committee recommend that Council: 

1. Give first and second readings to “White Rock Zoning Bylaw, 2012, No. 2000, Amendment

(RT-1 – 15570 Oxenham Avenue) Bylaw, 2020, No. 2365 as presented, and direct staff to

schedule the required Public Hearing; and

2. Direct staff to resolve the following issues prior to final adoption, if Bylaw No. 2365 is

given Third Reading after the Public Hearing;

a) Ensure that all engineering requirements and issues, including completion of a servicing

agreement, are addressed to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Municipal

Operations;

b) Registration of a Section No. 219 Covenant to restrict basement suites; and

c) Demolition of the existing home.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City of White Rock has received an application to rezone 15570 Oxenham Avenue from 

‘RS-1 One Unit Residential Zone’ to ‘RT-1 Two Unit (Duplex) Residential Zone’ to allow for 

the construction of a duplex on the property. A minor development permit for form and character 

is also required. The subject property meets the lot area and dimension requirements of the RT-1 

zone and the siting and massing of the proposed two-storey duplex is similar to a detached 

residential building that could be constructed under the existing zoning. The duplex would 

provide two ‘affordable’ ownership options in the City, relative to a large single-family home.  

A previous City-initiated effort in 2010 to establish policies to guide infill redevelopment for 

large lots on the east side of White Rock included the block where the subject property is 

located. Residents on the block requested exclusion from the designated area, and the area was 

removed from the “East Side Large Lot Infill Area.” The design of the proposed duplex has been 

reviewed under the Mature Neighbourhood Development Permit Area and the City of White 

Rock Duplex Design Guidelines. Staff believe that the design and character of the project fits 

within the overall character of the surrounding area, and recommend advancing the application to 

public hearing. 

Page 16 of 152
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PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION 

None.  

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND 

White Rock Official Community Plan 2017, No. 2220 (OCP) designates the subject property as 

‘Mature Neighbourhood.’ The designation applies to areas characterized by low-scale residential 

uses where gentle infill opportunities, such as the introduction of duplexes and triplexes, is 

supported. The goal of this designation is to protect the character of existing mature single-

family neighbourhoods, while supporting increased housing choices and affordability. The 

requested rezoning is from RS-1 to RT-1, which would enable the construction of a duplex. 

If the rezoning is approved, Section 3 of the City of White Rock Planning Procedures Bylaw, 

2017, No. 2234, provides that proposals for a duplex or triplex require a minor Development 

Permit (DP), and the authority to issue such DPs is delegated to the City Manager on the advice 

of the Directors of Planning and Development Services and Engineering and Municipal 

Operations. Duplex proposals are to be reviewed against the ‘Mature Neighbourhood Infill’ DP 

Area (DPA) guidelines, found in Section 22.9 of the OCP, which are used to ensure the form and 

character of the development fits within the character of the neighbourhood.  The project has 

been reviewed by City staff and the City’s Advisory Design Panel (ADP). Staff believe the 

rezoning is consistent with the applicable policies of the OCP, and the City’s Mature 

Neighbourhood DPA Guidelines.  

ANALYSIS 

The application has been reviewed by City staff and the ADP. The original proposal has 

undergone a series of revisions to ensure alignment with the City’s DP Area and Duplex Design 

Guidelines. The project aligns with the OCP’s Mature Neighbourhood DPA policies. The 

following sections describe details of the proposal and key land use planning considerations 

made in preparing the staff recommendation outlined in this report. 

Site Neighbourhood Context  

The subject property is situated near the end of the block on the south side of Oxenham Avenue 

between Best Street and Finlay Street. The street is comprised of low density, single family 

homes on lots measuring typically 18.0 m (59.0 ft) in width and 40.3 m (132.0 ft) in depth. There 

is one existing duplex lot on the opposite side of the street at 15541 Oxenham Avenue that was 

rezoned in 2017 (see photos in Appendix G).  

Development of the two blocks north of the area has occurred under the ‘South of the Hospital 

Lands’ policies which allows for infill redevelopment of narrow lots (9.1 metre width) in 

accordance with the RI-1 One Unit (Infill) Residential Zone. To the south and east of the site, 

most development is in the form of low-density single-family homes.  Less than 300 metres west 

of the site, the properties are designated ‘Town Centre Transition’, which consists of existing 

three and four storey apartment buildings. To the northeast, the ‘East Side Large Lot Infill Area,’ 

considers small-lot subdivisions and townhouse redevelopment supported in the OCP. The 13-

storey ALTUS mixed-use development, currently under construction, is also located in this area. 

Zoning Analysis 

The subject property is approximately 19.5 m (64.0 ft) wide, 40.14 m (131.7 ft) deep, and has a 

lot area of 783.1 sq.m (8,429.2 ft2), exceeding the minimum requirements of both the existing 

RS-1 zone and the proposed RT-1 zone. The zoning requirements that relate to the siting and 

massing of buildings are largely identical for the RS-1 and RT-1 zones. The only variation is to 
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lot coverage with a maximum of 40% required in the RS-1 zone as compared to 45% in the RT-1 

zone. The proposal at 15570 Oxenham Avenue has a lot coverage of 41.56 % and conforms to 

RT-1 standards. Secondary suites are not permitted in the RT-1 zone. 

Table 1: Comparison of existing RS-1 Zone, Standard RT-1 Zoning Provisions, and 

Proposed Site Statistics 

Zone Standard Existing RS-1 Zone Standard RT-1 

Zone 

Proposal (RT-1 Zone) 

Lot Width (min) 15.0 m (49.2ft) 18.0 m (59.1ft) 19.5 m (64.0ft) 

Lot Depth (min) 27.4 m (89.9ft) 30.5 m (100.1ft) 40.14 m (131.7ft) 

Lot Area (min) 464.0 m2 (4,994.5ft2) 742.0 m2 (7,986.8ft2) 783.1 m2 (8,429.2 ft2) 

Lot Coverage (max) 40% 45% 41.5% 

Floor Area 0.5 times the lot area 0.5 times the lot area 0.497 times the lot area 

Height (max) 7.7 metres (25.3 ft) 7.7 metres (25.3 ft) 7.68 metres (25.21 ft) 

Front Setback (min) 7.5 metres (24.6 ft) 7.5 metres (24.6 ft) 7.89 metres (25.9 ft) 

Rear Setback (min) 7.5 metres (24.6 ft) 7.5 metres (24.6 ft) 9.08 metres (29.8 ft) 

Side Setback (min) 1.5 metres (4.9 ft) 1.5 metres (4.9 ft) 1.51 metres (4.95 ft) 

Development Proposal 

The proposed side-by-side duplex has been designed in accordance with the City of 

White Rock Duplex Design Guidelines and the Mature Neighbourhood DPA Guidelines. The 

site plan, floor plans, and elevations of the proposed duplex are attached as Appendix C. A 

rendering of the proposed duplex is included below as Figure 1. 

Each unit provides five bedrooms and four bathrooms, with large verandas to accentuate the 

front of the houses and south-facing covered decks at the rear. In order to break up the massing 

of the two storey homes, the upper floor has been significantly set back from the main floor, box 

windows added, and different types of façade cladding material have been used. Distinction 

between units has been achieved through variations in the floor plans, window sizes, verandas, 

dimensions and setbacks, incorporation of different roof styles, stepping of the upper floor roof, 

placement of accent materials, and by using variable colours. Both units have been designed to 

allow space for an elevator and include a bedroom and washroom on the main floor. The two 

risers to the verandas can be changed to a small ramp in order to provide an accessible front 

entrance, allowing for conversion into two barrier-free units for future residents.  

Substantial landscaping has been added to the front and rear yards, as per the landscape plan 

provided in Appendix C, in order to soften the appearance of the proposed duplex and to 

emphasize the individuality of each unit. Paved areas have been kept to a minimum by placing 

the garages side by side with a central combined driveway. 
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Figure 1: Rendering of Proposed Duplex Looking Southeast along Oxenham Avenue 

Public Information Meeting and Public Feedback 

The applicant held a public information meeting (PIM) on July 10, 2019, at the White Rock 

Library (15342 Buena Vista Avenue) from 5:30 p.m. - 7:00 p.m.. Approximately eighty (80) 

letters were circulated notifying owners within 100 metres of the proposal. The meeting was also 

advertised in consecutive publications of the Peace Arch News in advance of the PIM. Appendix 

D to this report includes the PIM sign-in sheet, completed comment forms, and PIM summary 

submitted by the applicant. There was a total of six (6) paper feedback forms submitted and one 

email written to staff addressing the proposal. A total of five (5) of the respondents were in favor 

of the application and two were in opposition of the proposal. 

Support for the proposal was outlined through comments relating to: 

• Enhancement of the neighbourhood; and

• Support for overall development in the area.

Concerns brought up during the meeting included the following: 

• overflow of parking into the surrounding neighbourhood;

• the potential for suites on the basement levels;

• creation of ‘spot’ zoning;

• large duplex form does not allow for sightlines between houses compared to two

smaller homes;

• increased density on an existing low-density street; and

• increased traffic and decreased safety for children.

As residents noted concerns regarding the potential for secondary suites in the basements of the 

duplex and potential parking issues from the increased number of units, staff have recommended 

that a restrictive covenant be registered on the land title of the property. The proposed RT-1 zone 

does not allow for secondary suites. To supplement this restriction, a section 219 restrictive 

covenant prohibiting an accessory secondary suite can be required as a condition of final bylaw 

adoption if Council wishes to provide additional assurance that secondary suites will not be 

permitted in the future without Council approval. 

The proposal also meets the minimum requirements of the Zoning Bylaw by providing two 

parking spaces per unit (four total). OCP Policy 7.4.2 supports duplexes in mature 

neighbourhoods provided they do not make up more than 20% of the block frontage. The 
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proposal at 15570 Oxenham Avenue would be the first duplex on the south side of the street and 

complies with Policy 7.4.2.  

Public Realm and Streetscape Improvements 

Improvements to the City boulevard would be taken as cash-in-lieu by the City’s Engineering 

and Operations Department (e.g., sidewalks, street tree planting, etc.). Improvements to the 

overall street would occur when enough money is collected to warrant an overall capital 

improvement project.  

Multi-Family DPA Guidelines 

The applicant has submitted a response to the Mature Neighbourhood DPA Guidelines, which 

are applicable to the proposal pursuant to OCP Policy 22.1. The response to the guidelines is 

attached as Appendix E. Staff consider the submitted response conforms to the DPA Guidelines. 

The applicant has adequately identified how the proposed development meets the DP guidelines 

by providing the following key aspects: 

a) The use of high-end finishes and cladding materials and landscaping of the front and rear

yards ensures the proposed duplex will have a positive effect on the existing streetscape;

b) Large Verandas accentuate the front entry. The second storey has been significantly

setback to break up the front facade to not "overpower" the neighbouring roof styles /

facades;

c) Individuality of each unit has been achieved through variations in the floor plans, window

sizes and veranda sizes, stepping of the upper floor roof, and by placing accent materials in

different locations; and

d) Uniform Hardie panel cladding, stone accents, and cedar siding provide west coast design

elements with natural tones and materials.

Advisory Design Panel Review 

During the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) meeting on July 7, 2020, the panel recommended that 

the application for the development proposal at 15570 Oxenham Avenue be referred back to the 

ADP once the applicant had the opportunity to consider comments pertaining to the following 

items (see Appendix F for related ADP meeting minutes): 

a) Efforts to maximize natural infiltration

Design Response: A rain garden has been added to the landscape design to address onsite

stormwater management.

b) Provision of a preliminary lot grading plan that illustrates how natural infiltration can be

improved (maximized)

Design Response: Lot grading information was provided to confirm how natural

infiltration would be addressed.

c) Efforts to lessen the variety of design elements within the front façade of the duplex with

influence being taken from contextual design elements

Design Response: The appearance of the building has been revised including simplification

of the veranda roof styles, garage doors, and entry doors to convey a more consistent, “less

busy” appearance. The use of colours / materials has been reduced to one Hardie panel

colour with cedar accents and stone cladding.
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d) Flat versus pitched roof 

Design Response: Veranda roof styles were revised to match on both sides to simplify the 

design.  

The application was brought back to the ADP and after consideration, the panel directed the 

application to Council. Staff believe the applicant has provided a satisfactory response to the 

comments noted above.  

Tree Management 

The Arborist Report prepared by Huckleberry Landscape Design identifies that a total of four 

“protected trees,” being those subject to City of White Rock Tree Management Bylaw, 2008, No. 

1831, may be impacted by the proposal (see Appendix H). The trees are all located off-site. The 

Report recommends that all trees be retained as they are in good condition. The off-site trees on 

the neighbours’ property would be protected through the installation of tree barriers within which 

no excavation, grade alterations, or material storage would be permitted. 

City staff have reviewed the recommendations of the Project Arborist and are comfortable with 

the proposed tree protection measures subject to the posting of securities for the four offsite trees 

as required by the Tree Management Bylaw. Three new trees are proposed as part of the 

development, which would not have been required under the Tree Management Bylaw. 

Appendix C includes the proposed landscape plan which will be further reviewed upon receipt of 

an application for a Tree Management Permit (TMP), likely to accompany a future request for 

demolition of the existing building.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  

The Rezoning and Minor DP, if approved, will not result in any additional costs to the City. 

Development cost charges will apply to the redevelopment.  

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS  

Not applicable. 

COMMUNICATION AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS  

Not applicable. 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL INVOLVEMENT/IMPLICATIONS  

The Rezoning and Minor DP applications were circulated to internal City departments and 

comments requiring a response / resolution by the proponent have been addressed.  

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLICATIONS  

The application will enable modest infill within the ‘Mature Neighbourhood’ designation, 

thereby lessening the demand for outward sprawl otherwise necessary to accommodate growth.   

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PRIORITIES  

The proposal is generally aligned with the Corporate Vision established as part of Council’s 

Strategic Priorities, particularly with respect to supporting a community where people can live, 

work and play in an enjoyable atmosphere.  
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OPTIONS / RISKS / ALTERNATIVES 

The Land Use and Planning Committee can recommend that Council: 

1. Reject the proposed Zoning Amendment Bylaw; or

2. Defer the Zoning Amendment Bylaw pending further information to be identified.

CONCLUSION 

The proposal for a duplex at 15570 Oxenham Avenue is consistent with the objectives and 

policies of the ‘Mature Neighbourhood’ OCP land use designation and Development Permit 

Area Guidelines. Staff support the proposal to rezone 15570 Oxenham Avenue from ‘RS-1 One 

Unit Residential Zone’ to ‘RT-1 Two Unit (Duplex) Residential Zone’, to allow the construction 

of a duplex. Staff have brought forward a draft Zoning Amendment Bylaw to move the 

application forward to a Public Hearing. Staff recommend that the Zoning Amendment Bylaw be 

given first and second reading, and that a Public Hearing be scheduled. If Council adopts the 

zoning amendment bylaw, the subsequent issuance of the Minor Development Permit for the 

form and character of the duplex would be considered by staff, as authority is delegated to the 

City Manager by the Planning Procedures Bylaw. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Carl Isaak, MCIP, RPP 

Director of Planning and Development Services 

Comments from the Chief Administrative Officer 

I concur with the recommendations of this corporate report. 

Guillermo Ferrero 

Chief Administrative Officer 

Appendix A: Draft Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 2365 

Appendix B: Location and Ortho Photo Maps 

Appendix C: Architectural Drawings and Landscape Plan 

Appendix D: Public Information Meeting Sign-in Sheet, Comment Forms, and Summary 

Appendix E: DPA Guidelines Response Table 

Appendix F: ADP Minutes dated July 7, 2020 

Appendix G: Photos of Site and Surrounding Area 

Appendix H: Arborist Report 
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APPENDIX A 

Draft Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 2365 

(Attached Separately) 
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The Corporation of the 

CITY OF WHITE ROCK 
BYLAW 2365 

 
 

A Bylaw to amend the 
"White Rock Zoning Bylaw, 2012, No. 2000" as amended 

__________________ 
 
The CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of White Rock, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
as follows:  
 
1.  Schedule “C” of the “White Rock Zoning Bylaw, 2012, No. 2000” as amended is further amended 

by rezoning the following lands: 
Parcel “A” (Explanatory Plan 29301) Lots 37 and 38 Section 11 Township 1 New 
Westminster District Plan 27297 
(15570 Oxenham Avenue) 
PID: 008-977-968 

 
 as shown on Schedule “1” attached hereto, from ‘RS-1 One Unit Residential Zone’ to ‘RT-1 Two 

Unit (Duplex) Residential Zone’. 
 

2. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "White Rock Zoning Bylaw 2012, No. 2000, 
Amendment (RT-1 – 15570 Oxenham Avenue) Bylaw, 2020, No. 2365". 

 
 PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING on the  10th  day of July, 2019 

 RECEIVED FIRST READING on the  day of  

 RECEIVED SECOND READING on the  day of  

 PUBLIC HEARING held on the  day of  

 RECEIVED THIRD READING on the  day of  

 RECONSIDERED AND FINALLY ADOPTED on the  day of  

 
 
 
 
 

 ___________________________________ 

 Mayor 

 

 ___________________________________ 

 Director of Corporate Administration 
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Schedule “1” 
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APPENDIX B 

Location and Ortho Photo Maps 
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APPENDIX C 

Architectural Drawings and Landscape Plan 

 

 

 

(Attached Separately) 
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APPENDIX D 

Public Information Meeting Sign-in Sheet, Comment Forms, and Summary 

 

 

 

(Attached Separately) 
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From: DARRYL WILKS
To: Athena von Hausen
Subject: Re: Proposal at 15496 Thrift Avenue
Date: Thursday, October 15, 2020 5:50:56 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
Thanks for returning my call concerning development proposal 15496 Thrift Avenue.

Our Family are currently living a home that required rezoning to allow higher density and create more
single Family residences using the "in fill" model.  We appreciate the need to increase density, for a
multitude of reasons, however over the past decade, there have been significant changes that are
resulting in issues related to living in a primary residential neighbourhood that Planning seems to have
missed.  These changes are having a definite negative effect on what could and should be considered a
single family home residential neighbourhood.

Residential Parking
As a home owner we are allotted 4 "Restricted Parking" passes for the "in fill" home we live in, which are
used for on street restricted parking (all homes on Thrift purchase up to 4 on street parking passes).  The
Proposal for the new development, which is a duplex home(s), if parking allotment remains consistent,
will add 8 more on street parking requirements.  
The former owner of the property, who we knew for 15 years, had one vehicle and never parked on Thrift
Avenue.  A number of the "in fill" homes constructed on Thrift Avenue from 2000 to 2008 have driveways
that are totally useless because, when the homes were constructed, had to meet City elevation
requirements.  That meant that the foundations were dug so deep that the driveways were rendered
effectively useless with parking for maybe one vehicle at the very top of their driveway.  The result is
residents of those properties, having more than one vehicle, have to park on the street as it is the only
alternative.
We watched and were shocked to see what happened on the 15400 block of Goggs Street.  It is a
parking nightmare for residents.  There are also many homes on 15400 block of Thrift that have suites
and in today's economy, many Families have adult children sharing their homes, all driving vehicles, all
adding pressure to on street parking.

Traffic & Safety Concerns

Increased pressures with on street parking is creating traffic and safety issues.  It is not a matter of
policing, it is a matter of citizens using Thrift as a commuter route or alternative to any travel on North
Bluff (16 Avenue).  It starts with the bottom of 14 Avenue East (Thrift after crossing State Avenue) and
King George Blvd interchange.  When 14 Avenue traffic circle opened it became a favorite commuter
route up to State Avenue through to Thrift Avenue.  Today every vehicle type known uses Thrift.  Huge
tandem dump trucks, monster cement trucks, tradesman driving huge Dodge Ram trucks dragging
construction trailers as if driving Daytona.  Speeders of every type, vehicles passing Seniors to get to who
knows where, trades people passing drivers training vehicles, of course, Harley Nation.  There has
NEVER been a game of street hockey or kick the can or stick ball because participants would be run over
in a second.
One of the major challenges with this flood of traffic and tangle of on street parking, is access and egress
to and from your home.  This is a residential neighbourhood and should be respected as one.  Most
residents back into their steep driveways because it is almost impossible to see anything while backing
out of them.  Back up cameras provide good images of planes and birds but are tilted so high as to be
ineffective.  To make your driveway remotely useful requires backing down the driveway.  As we all know
that requires time, space and patients by all drivers.  Good luck!  Drivers approaching from behind do not
stop, they instead cruise over to the parking lane to get around and I have even had drivers go into the on
coming lane while I am backing up, driving head on into coming traffic and give me the horn and worse.
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Leaving the driveways is just as challenging.  Again visibility is challenged because of the numbers and
size of vehicles parked on Thrift.  There are also the standard hedges and trees that add to the
challenges of just getting on to Thrift.  It's a residential neighbourhood, it is to be expected.

With the completion of three more huge towers, adding potentially 200 to 300 more vehicles daily, all
using Thrift as the access to Highway 99 or other areas in South Surrey, White Rock, adding 8 more on
street vehicle parking spaces is going to add to the safety and traffic issues.  I have met with City
Planners asking about remedies, such as traffic calming devices, but it is up to Citizens to initiate the
requests (petition).  I certainly don't agree with that policy!  I will endorse the City NEVER to repave Thrift,
I prefer it be left to deteriorate to a condition that forces drivers to seek alternative routes or slow down.

Planning needs to consider that the density changes taking place now should not destroy residential
neighbourhoods, but unfortunately they are.  They do not have to need to address safety and traffic
concerns for Families living on a great street in a Great Community!

Regards 

Darryl Wilks

From: "Athena von Hausen" <AvonHausen@whiterockcity.ca>
To: "dlwilks" <dlwilks@shaw.ca>
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 1:47:43 PM
Subject: Proposal at 15496 Thrift Avenue

Hi there,
 
Please just reply to this email noting your concerns as we discussed on the phone.
 
Kind regards,
 
ATHENA VON HAUSEN, MCIP, RPP
Planner, City of White Rock
15322 Buena Vista Avenue, White Rock, BC V4B 1Y6
Tel: 604.541.2159 | Fax: 604.541.2153 | www.whiterockcity.ca

 
Email signature logo

The information transmitted, including attachments, is intended only for the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
confidential and/or privileged or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in
reliance upon this information by individual(s) or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. Please notify the City of White Rock and destroy any copies of
this information. Thank you.
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From: Matt Saunders
To: Athena von Hausen
Subject: Oxenham Ave. / Duplex Proposal"s / Matthew & Lisa Saunders 15448 Oxenham Ave / Disapprove
Date: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 5:52:38 PM
Attachments: image19be72.PNG

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
To Whom it may Concern,
 
My wife and I (and three children) bought this house (15448 Oxenham) 1.5
years ago, and have been citizens of White Rock for the past 5 years.  We
moved out here to get away from congestion and high density.  We have
spent over 2 Million dollars on our current house.
 
We could have chose to live in almost any neighborhood in White Rock. 
Yet we chose Oxenham to raise our kids.
 
If we wanted to live in a neighbourhood with duplexes and infill housing, we
would've never bought this house, in this neighbourhood.
 
It's not a high-traffic area, witch we like. Also not a dense area in terms of
accommodation, so people take care of their properties.
 
We don't want to be pounded by duplexes and semi-detacheds and more
neighbours.
 
We like the way the street is currently with houses and yards. 
 
The street is already lined with cars on it any given day.  Adding more units
will just add to the  cars, and will clog up the streets even more.
 
I know we are not the only residence’s on this street that are against these
proposal’s.
 
The only reason these people are proposing these duplex is for peer profit. 
 
They will NOT live here.
 
I have invested in this street to raise my family on nice quite WHITE ROCK
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street.
 
Matthew and Lisa Saunders

Matt Saunders  | Sales Representative

Prosol Inc.  | Surrey

Tel: 604 635-1313, 855 635-0264
Fax: 604 635-0266
Cell: 778 928-3774
Email:MSaunders@prosol.ca

7550 132nd street
Surrey, BC
V3W 4M7
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Public Information Meeting Summary    DesigNZ 
15570 Oxenham Ave.   N. Ziesmann (B.Sc.Arch.) 
White Rock, B.C.   July 2019 
 

Public Information Meeting Summary 
15570 Oxenham Avenue, White Rock, B.C. 

 

 

 
Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to summarize the Public Information Meeting held by the 
City of White Rock and 1187387 B.C. Ltd. On July 10th, 2019. The intent of the meeting 
was to present the development proposal for 15570 Oxenham Avenue to the public 
and to address the attendees comments and concerns. 

 
Location and Time 

The meeting was held at the City of White Rock Public Library at 15342 Buena Vista 
Avenue from 5:30pm to 7:00pm. 
 

Meeting Format 
The meeting was held as an open house. Poster boards displaying the proposed 
development including all related information were set up around the room for the 
attendees to review. 

The City of White Rock provided sign-in sheets and feedback forms for the attendees to 
complete if they wished to do so. 

Representatives of the City and the Developer 
Athena von Hausen – Planner, City of White Rock 
Jolly Salluja – Developer / 1187387 B.C. Ltd. 
Natania Ziesmann - Architectural Designer of the proposed buildings 
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Public Information Meeting Summary    DesigNZ 
15570 Oxenham Ave.   N. Ziesmann (B.Sc.Arch.) 
White Rock, B.C.   July 2019 
 

Sign-in and Feedback 
Eleven people signed in representing individuals and some of them couples of which six 
completed a feedback sheet. 
Five out of these responded that they agree with the proposed development, one 
party was undecided. 
 
 

Reasoning provided for supporting the application 
- The proposed building “looks good” and will enhance the neighbourhood 
- The proposed plan is “very good” 
- It is good for White Rock to have development in the area if it is within the guidelines 

 
 

Reasoning provided for being undecided 
- Dislike of “Spot” zoning 
- Concerns that the proposed duplex will be turned into a 4-Plex 
- Number of parking spaces provided might not be sufficient 
- Increase in traffic/no sidewalks present and children are playing on the street 
- The width and mass of the proposed building “does not allow for any sightlines”  
- The attendees own property was rezoned at some time in the past without her 

knowledge, the drainage fees have therefore doubled which led to trust concerns 
regarding City Hall decisions 
 
 

Additional comments from parties supporting the application 
- Sufficient parking is a concern  
 
 

Response to the above comments 
 

Parking  
Each unit has been provided with the required two spaces per dwelling. The applicant 
feels that the setback to the garages in combination with the section of the driveway in 
between lot line and road edge will be sufficient to accommodate one additional 
temporary visitor parking space per unit so that visiting vehicles will not have to park 
along the edge of the road. 
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Public Information Meeting Summary    DesigNZ 
15570 Oxenham Ave.   N. Ziesmann (B.Sc.Arch.) 
White Rock, B.C.   July 2019 
 

Secondary Suites 
The proposed basement layout of the units is intended to provide additional indoor 
recreational space for the occupants as well as a guest bedroom with a conveniently 
located washroom on the same level.  
The proposed zoning furthermore does not permit secondary suites.  
City Planner Carl Isaak previously mentioned to the applicant the possibility of placing a 
restrictive covenant on the property to further restrict the conversion into a 4-plex. The 
applicant would be more than happy with such a solution in order to eliminate this 
concern.  
 
 
Changes to the overall Neighbourhood character and sightlines 
The rezoning from ‘RS-1 One Unit Residential Zone’ to ‘RT-1 Two Unit (Duplex) Residential 
Zone’ of the property would be in accordance with the Official Community Plan 
designation and the proposed side-by-side duplex has been designed in accordance 
with the City of Whiterock’s Duplex/Triplex Design Guidelines in order to fit well within 
the surrounding context. 
 
The existing house situated on the subject property is dated and will require extensive 
repairs. Finishes and materials currently present are basic and weathered.  
A new and modern building with high-end finishes and materials will improve the overall 
appearance of the streetscape significantly.  
Younger families and couples looking to downsize would be attracted to the 
neighbourhood by these more affordable housing options and a rezoning on a lot-by-
lot basis will preserve the existing neighbourhood character. 
 
The side yard setbacks of the proposed design and zoning do not differ from the 
setbacks of the current zoning. In addition to meeting these requirements extensive 
landscaping has been proposed and the applicant feels that this will as well be a 
significant improvement to the current appearance of the property. 
 
 
 

Conclusion 
We have made our best effort to review and address each comment received. If any 
clarification is required related to our proposal or our responses please let us know and 
we will ensure to responds accordingly. 
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APPENDIX E 

DPA Guidelines Response Table 

 
 

 

(Attached Separately) 
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

The objectives of the Mature Neighbourhood Infill Development Permit Area are to: 

Establish an attractive, comfortable, well-connected, pedestrian-oriented environment that fosters 
vibrant public life 
Ensure the compatibility of infill development (i.e: duplexes, triplexes, small-lot single family) 
within established neighbourhoods.  
Ensure the compatibility of new development with adjacent existing buildings 
Enhance quality of life 
Conserve energy, conserve water, and reduce GHGs 
Enhance the character of the built environment and public realm in the City of White Rock 

Please provide a summary of how your proposal achieves  
the objectives and policies of the Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA below: 

 

NOTE 1: All ‘Applicant Response’ sections must be filled out by the applicant.  

NOTE 2: If your proposal cannot adequately address one of the below-listed DPA guidelines, provide a rationale (and alternative 
resolution) above, and in the applicable response section.  

  
The proposed side-by-side duplex has been designed in accordance with the City of Whiterock's 
Duplex/Triplex Design Guidelines in order to fit well within the surrounding context. 
The significant setback of the upper floors as well as the chosen roof style ensure that the 
neighbouring properties will not be overshadowed. 
The use of high-end finishes and cladding materials, the design and individuality of each unit as well 
as the substantial landscaping of the front and rear yards ensure the proposed duplex will have a 
positive effect on the current streetscape.
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

 

Section 22.9.1 - Buildings 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.1 (a) 

Ensure buildings are compatible with or complementary to adjacent developments in terms of 
height, density, and design. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.1 (b) 

Consider alternatives to the traditional side- by-side duplexes and triplexes, such as front/ rear and 
top/bottom layouts. ‘Mirror-image’ designs will not be permitted for single family dwellings, 
duplexes, or triplexes. Entrances shall be clearly identifiable, and weather protection with 
overhangs and awnings shall be provided over all entrances. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

  
The proposed building will have a height of 7.68m with the highest point of the roof at 
101.87m which is compatible with the neighbours highest points of 101.73m and 
99.23m. 
The lot coverage of the proposed duplex would be just slightly higher than the max. 
permitted in the RS-1 Zone (41.56%) which is due to the large covered decks in the rear. 
Single garages are being proposed to match the neighbouring properties.  
Large Verandas accentuate the fronts and the second story has been significantly 
setback to break up the front facade and to not "overpower" the neighbouring roof 
styles/facades.

  
Both entrances are weather protected and accentuated through large verandas.  
Individuality of each unit has been achieved through variations in the floor plans, 
window sizes and veranda sizes; stepping of the upper floor roof and by placing the 
accent materials in different locations. 
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.1 (c) 

Create visual interest with architectural details that break up the mass of the building and give each 
dwelling unit in a duplex or triplex its own visual identity. Open verandas and peaked roofs are 
encouraged for duplexes, triplexes, and small-lot single family development. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.1 (d) 

Use a variety cladding colours and/or materials to avoid large, uniform expanses. Different cladding 
colours or materials can be used to differentiate between units in a duplex or triplex. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

  
Large verandas in different shapes and sizes and differentiations in the placement of the 
box windows and accent materials have been proposed. 
Upper floor has been significantly set back to break up the massing of the front facade.

  
Besides the uniform Hardie panel cladding and the stone accents on the lower level, 
cedar siding as well as a darker shade of colour for front doors and soffits has been 
proposed - please see attached list of finishes by Creative Spaces.
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.1 (e) 

Follow passive solar design principles for the orientation and siting of buildings. Design roofs to 
maximize opportunities for solar collection in winter and control solar gain on south-facing facades 
by blocking high- angle sun in summer. Maximize passive ventilation and passive cooling through 
building orientation. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.1 (f) 

Incorporate west coast design elements with the use of natural materials, including brick, stone, 
concrete, exposed heavy timber, and/or steel. Vinyl siding and stucco will not be considered for 
cladding.  Use rich  natural tones which reflect the natural landscape and seascape as the dominant 
colours, with brighter colours used only as accents. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

  
Large windows and french doors have been proposed on the South and North side of the 
duplex to maximize natural lighting. 
Covered decks on the South side protect from high-angled sun in the summer.

  
Natural colours were chosen for all cladding materials. Stone as well as Cedar Siding 
have been proposed as accent materials.
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.1 (g) 

Ensure that garages do not dominate the front face of a building. If a garage faces a street, it shall 
be subordinate to the pedestrian entrance in terms of size, prominence on the streetscape, 
location, and design emphasis. The use of landscaping to screen and soften the appearance of a 
garage is encouraged. 

Applicant 
Response 

   
Pedestrian entrances/large Verandas are the prominent feature of the front facades. The 
single garages are subordinate elements with their lowered roofs and recess from the 
Verandas. 
Substantial landscaping of the front yards will be provided, as per attached landscape 
plan.
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

 

Section 22.9.2 – Public Realm and Landscape 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.2 (a) 

Improve the public realm with widened sidewalks (minimum 1.8 metres).  Plant  street trees and 
design curb let-downs to accommodate wheelchairs and  scooters. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.2 (b) 

Site buildings to create through-block walking connections where appropriate. These will create 
opportunities for a variety of pedestrian-oriented activities and a finer- grained street grid. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

  
Not applicable - there is currently no sidewalk along the property line.

  
Not applicable - there is currently no sidewalk along the property line.
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.2 (c) 

Use light coloured reflective paving materials such as white asphalt or concrete for paths and 
driveways to reduce heat absorption and urban heat island effect. Ensure all areas not covered by 
buildings, structures, and roads are landscaped. Incorporate shared pedestrian accesses where 
possible to minimize impervious areas. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.2 (d) 

Ensure all trees are planted with sufficient soil volume, using soil cells where appropriate, and 
incorporate diverse native shrub layers below trees to intercept stormwater. Projects should be 
designed to allow for the retention of large, mature, healthy trees, and landscape design should 
employ CPTED principles. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

  
A shared brushed concrete driveway and walkways with natural, light coloured borders 
and dividing line has been proposed. 
Extensive landscaping will be provided as per the attached landscape plan.

  
Please refer to the attached Arborist Report and Landscape plan.
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.2 (e) 

Select trees that will maximize passive solar gain, natural ventilation, and natural cooling, and 
increase the entry of natural light into buildings. Maximize the use of drought tolerant species that 
can withstand the seaside setting and require minimal irrigation. Avoid planting invasive species. 
The planting of hedges directly adjacent to sidewalks is discouraged, unless they are screening a 
garbage/recycling  area. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.2 (f) 

Use Low Impact Development Techniques for stormwater management, where appropriate, in 
accordance with the City’s Integrated Storm Water Management Plan (ISWMP).  This includes but is 
not limited to bio-swales, cisterns, and permeable paving. Narrower lanes/access roads and the use 
of porous asphalt are encouraged. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

  
Trees and shrubs have been selected according to the DPA guidelines. 
Please refer to the attached Landscape plan.  
 

  
Gravel walkways to the side yards have been proposed to minimize non-porous surfaces. 
Minimum of 300mm top soil will be provided in all sod areas.
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City of White Rock – Planning & Development Services  
Mature Neighbourhood Infill  
Development Permit Area Guidelines  
 

 

 

Section 22.9.3 – Parking and Functional Elements 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.3 (a) 

Minimize paved areas with narrow, shared vehicular accesses. Separate accesses are considered for 
duplexes or triplexes that are located on corner lots or that have street and lane accesses. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

Mature Neighbourhood Infill DPA Guideline 22.9.3 (b) 

Provide sufficient space for garbage, recycling, and composting where appropriate. These areas are 
to be located so that they are convenient for users and accessible for waste/recycling/ compost 
collection and removal. 

Applicant 
Response 

 

  
A shared brushed concrete driveway and walkways with natural, light coloured borders 
and dividing line has been proposed.

  
Garbage and Recycling containers will be stored either in the garages or in the side yard 
behind the gates not visible from the street.

Page 74 of 152



Rezoning and Minor Development Permit –15570 Oxenham Avenue (ZON/MIP 19-008) 

Page No. 13 

 

APPENDIX F 

ADP Minutes dated July 7, 2020 

 

 

 
(Attached Separately) 
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Minutes of an Advisory Design Panel Meeting   
Held Digitally Using Microsoft Teams 

July 7, 2020 

1 
 

 

PRESENT:  K. Hammersley, Chairperson 

 P. Byer 

 J. Muego 

 N. Waissbluth 

 R. Dhall 

 

ABSENT: Paul Rust 

 

NON-VOTING MEMBERS: C. Sears, RCMP 

 K. Pauls, RCMP 

 S. Greysen, BIA Representative 

 A. Nixon, BIA Representative 

 

GUESTS: N. Ziesmann, Designer (15570 Oxenham Ave.) 

 J. Saluja, Owner (15570 Oxenham Ave.) 

 P. Khatkar, Owner (15495 Oxenham Ave.) 

 B. Singh, Owner (15496 Thrift Ave.) 

 S. Bhatti, Owner (15496 Thrift Ave.) 

  

STAFF:  G. Newman, Manager of Planning 

 Athena von Hausen, Planner 

 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 3:45pm. 

 

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
It was MOVED and SECONDED  

 

THAT the Advisory Design Panel adopts the July 7, 2020 agenda as circulated.  

 

CARRIED 

3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
It was MOVED and SECONDED 

 

THAT the Advisory Design Panel adopts the minutes from the April 23, 2019 meeting as circulated.  

 

CARRIED 

 

4. MANAGER WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

G. Newman provided a welcome and introduced members of the Panel. 

 

5. SUBMISSION TO THE ADVISORY DESIGN PANEL 

 

At the beginning of this section of the agenda, Athena von Hausen, Planner, provided an 

overview of the policy and regulatory framework applicable to the three applications under 
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review by the ADP.  The following subsections outlined the minutes of the meeting as they relate 

to each of the three applications. 

 

5.1. Application 1: 15570 Oxenham Avenue – Proposed Duplex – Jolly Saluja (owner) 

P. Byer requested confirmation of where the second required parking space would be situated to 

which Athena von Hausen confirmed it would be in the driveway; the other required space being 

in the garage. P. Bylaw asked whether the walkway shown in the landscape plan on the eastern 

lot was to be established as it wasn’t shown on corresponding plans. Mr. Byer asked if the large 

Douglas Fir on the property was to be retained and how runoff from the driveway would be 

managed, noting with respect to the latter point that there is a desire to see runoff directed to 

pervious surfaces (e.g., lawn).  

J. Muego also noted discrepancies in the landscape plan which illustrated paving stones in the 

location of window wells as shown in the architectural drawings.  

R. Dhall asked how the sides of the property would be treated/finished (e.g., fencing, patio doors, 

etc.) as a means of ensuring privacy treatment for abutting properties. The sloping nature of the 

property was highlighted as something to be considered. 

N. Waissbluth asked that the applicant speak to the distinction proposed in the architectural 

aesthetic of the building, pointing to features in the design of the façade.    

S. Greysen asked how the Panel might confirm the colours and materials as illustrated in the 

rendering noting that in many instances the two can be very different.  

K. Hammersley provided a brief summary of the items introduced by the Panel and asked that the 

designer provide a response. 

N. Ziesmann, being the project designer, confirmed that the space beside the driveway (lawns) 

would be used for the partial control of stormwater but that drains would be installed at the base 

of the driveway as well. Regarding the conflict in the walkway around the sides of the duplex, N. 

Ziesmann noted that it was likely they would be removed from the plans to avoid conflicts with 

structural components of the building (i.e., window wells). The Designer also confirmed that 

privacy fencing would be installed along the side lot lines to support the privacy of abutting 

owners.  

N. Waissbluth requested confirmation of how the basement had been designed to allow natural 

light into the space and also requested whether or not the Fire Department would have any 

concern with access around the building if the walkway / paving stones, were removed. N. 

Ziesmann confirmed that the building would be designed in accordance with the BC Building 

Code as it relates to access and that the design included large windows and French doors at the 

rear to allow for natural light beneath rear, upper floor, balconies. 

J. Muego asked whether the City would require covenants to prohibit secondary suites within the 

duplex to which Athena replied it would. 
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Following an initial question period, the Chair asked that Panel members offer comments on the 

application.  

P. Byer noted that there needs to be better infiltration of stormwater and that the design should 

encourage runoff into the soil as opposed into storm system. J. Muego added that the applicant 

ought to provide rudimentary lot grading information to City staff to confirm where stormwater 

will go.  

J. Muego commented on the lack of consistency in the drawing package with some drawings 

being conventionally laid out with the north arrow pointing upwards but in this case drawing 

were inconsistently oriented creating some inefficiencies in the review. J. Muego acknowledge 

the exterior design expression as being more monumental than contextual (e.g., use of a flat roof 

in the design as opposed to a pitched / gabled roof as seen in the neighbourhood) and that there 

was too much variety in the siding / cladding materials. It was noted that the roof makes the 

building look boxy and that while it is good to see differentiation in the façade, as proposed it is 

too busy. Finally, J. Muego noted the inconsistencies in the rendering from the architectural 

design and landscape plans. 

 R. Dhall further acknowledged some of the inconsistencies between the rendering and the 

landscape plan but noted he was okay with the level of permeability shown. R. Dhall reiterated 

that the façade of the building is too busy. 

N. Waissbluth further identified the issues of consistency in the drawings. 

P. Byer provided that the rendering needs to more accurately represent the project as designed. 

K. Hammersley noted that the Panel would benefit from a sample board of materials / cladding 

and that a number of homes in the neighbourhood may, at some point, be going through 

redevelopment process as this area of the City experiences change.  

S. Greysen, noted that the garage doors should be the same so as to lessen the variety in the 

façade. 

Additional general comments included the following: 

 Confirm what materials/colours are proposed through the provision of a materials board that 

the ADP can review 

 Confirm side slope for driveway runoff- trench drain to deal with runoff (conformation)  

 Revise walkway along sides of the building, as window wells may not allow enough space 

 Adjust landscape plans to match architectural drawings (revise walkways to match), confirm 

hardscape/softscape materials 

 Confirm fencing surrounding property (provide spec) or hedging on plans 

 Confirm light to basement through window wells—will there be grates? Confirm on both 

landscape and architectural drawings 
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Following the receipt of final comments the Chair asked for a motion. 

 

It was MOVED and SECONDED 

  

THAT the Advisory Design Panel recommends that the application for the development proposal 

at 15570 Oxenham Avenue be returned to the ADP for further review once the applicant has had 

an opportunity to consider the comments (recommended changes) pertaining to: 

 

a. Efforts to maximum natural infiltration 

b. Provision of a preliminary lot grading plan that illustrates how natural infiltration can be 

improved (maximized) 

c. Efforts to lessen the variety of design elements within the front façade of the duplex with 

influence being taken from contextual design elements 

d. Flat versus pitched roof 

e. Alignment of landscape plans and architectural designs 

f. Materials board to be brought back to ADP 

CARRIED 

 

5.2. Application 2: 15495 Oxenham Avenue – Proposed Duplex – Prabhdeep Khatkar (owner) 

A. von Hausen began the review of the second application with an overview of the proposal, 

including reference to the contextual factors and the design details associated with the duplex. 

R. Dhall noted that the landscape plans are unclear and that the renderings omit details that may be 

necessary in the build out of the project (e.g., railings along slope of driveway). The applicant 

clarified that there would be guardrails as required and that these details could be added to the 

drawings. D. Dhall asked whether an Arborist Report was provided. G. Newman presented the Panel 

with the related Arborist Report. 

J. Muego asked whether the City of White Rock has established an impermeable surface limit to 

which A. von Hausen answered there is not. J. Muego asked whether a structural engineer had been 

involved in the design to date to which the applicant noted they had not. 

S. Greysen noted that the design is stark and there is a need for the colours of the building to draw 

from the warmth of the colours in the stone accents. The applicant noted there are trying to use earth 

tones without too many colours but that changes can be made to the drawings. S. Greysen noted that 

the use of cedar may be beneficial to which the applicant mentioned they could look at the use of 

beams similar to the use of such in the neighbouring home. 

P. Byer asked if the height of the building is compliant with the zoning applicable to the lot to which 

A. von Hausen confirmed it is. P. Byer noted that the landscaping plans are missing a lot of detail 

including reference to existing trees at the rear of the property. 

N. Waissbluth noted that there appear to be conflicts in the rendering with respect to how roof lines 

are interacting / connecting and that a digital sample board of the materials (e.g., siding, stone, etc.) 

would be helpful; N. Waissbluth also noted that it would be good to see which materials are authentic 

versus those that are not (e.g., vinyl).  

J. Muego added that there should be some consideration for human scale in the design and that some 

of the features of the design were improbable from the perspective of constructability (e.g., stone 

column on the left side of the façade, covered patio/balcony on the second storey, right side, of the 

front facade). Regarding cladding, J. Muego provided that the designer should look for where a 
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natural break in materiality may occur and that structural design elements should look at the 

practicality of implementation. Finally, J. Muego asked that the applicant give further consideration 

to the design of the rear façade, noting that it has limited design treatment as proposed.  

R. Dhall provided that landscaping should not be a mirrored design on each side of the property / 

duplex and that there was not a landscape design plan submitted with the application. R. Dhall noted 

that the applicant should look to simplify the volume of design elements and look for variety and 

warmth in materials.  

P. Byer noted concerns with the sloped driveway and the ability to maximum natural infiltration of 

stormwater by directing runoff to the lawn and away from catch basins.  

K. Hammersley noted the overbearing nature of the duplex compared to the massing of homes within 

the immediate neighbourhood context. K. Hammersley reiterated the need for a complete landscaping 

plan.  

The Applicant offered that a detailed landscape plan could be provided and that 30 percent permeable 

pavement may be used in the driveway.  

P. Byer noted concern with the double car garage and S. Greysen added that perhaps a single car 

garage on one side of the project would be beneficial. P. Byer noted that there was very little lawn on 

which to grow plants to soften the appearance of the garage. 

Additional general comments included the following: 

 Confirm guardrails along driveway 

 Confirm materials proposed on landscape plan (hardscape / softscape) 

 Plantings should be arranged to differentiate between units 

 Provision of a materials board; would like to see warmth brought up around the windows 

 Landscape plan to show existing / proposed landscaping 

 Roof over east entry needs to be resolved 

 Revisions required to:  

o 2 storey columns surrounding entryway and covered porch 

o Materials – find natural break in building to change materials (right elevation)  

o Focus on rear elevation (this should not be forgotten)  

o Structural design (soffits would be much lower)  

o Roofline is confusing (simplify elements, rooflines, placement of elements)  

o Potential for increased permeability through a single car garage on one side and 

double car garage on the other  

 

Following the receipt of final comments the Chair asked for a motion. 

 

It was MOVED and SECONDED 

THAT the Advisory Design Panel recommends that the application for the development proposal at 

15495 Oxenham Avenue be returned to the ADP for further review once the applicant has had an 

opportunity to consider the comments (recommended changes) pertaining to the items discussed (as 

summarized in the meeting minutes). 

CARRIED 

 

5.3. Application 3: 15496 Thrift Avenue – Proposed Duplex – Baljit Singh & Sukhi Bhatti 

(owners) 

A. von Hausen began the review of the third application with an overview of the proposal, including 

reference to the contextual factors and the design details associated with the duplex. 
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R. Dhall provided that the landscape plan was limited in detail and that more information was 

required regarding surface treatment (e.g., existing guardrails, etc.).  

J. Muego noted that there needed to be consistency in the drawings, referencing the absence of 

walkways in some but the inclusion of such in others.  

P. Byers asked for confirmation of which trees were to be removed / retained. G. Newman included 

reference to the Arborist Report with confirmation of removals being given.  

J. Muego identified a concern with the slope (17%) of the driveway, noting that it would likely not be 

functional. A. von Hausen confirmed that the slope could be no greater than 15% per City (Streets) 

bylaw.  

R. Dhall requested more variety in design with less mirroring. R. Dhall also noted there were too 

many varieties of plants and that one tree in the rear yard, as opposed to two, would be enough. R. 

Dhall also requested confirmation of the treatment of the side yard spaces.  

N. Waissbluth noted the pitched roof in Drawing A2.5 is incomplete (showing a door submerged in 

the patio) and that the patio stairs in A3 were going in the wrong direction. It was further noted that 

the 3D drawings don’t align with the floor plans and that many of the details (roof lines, columns, 

etc.) were missing from the rendering and/or illustrating conflicts in the design. Regarding 

materiality, N. Waissbluth request sample boards or picture of the proposed building materials used in 

a real application. N. Waissbluth also provided that the renderings were illustrating different materials 

/ tones that other drawings.  

P. Byer noted that he liked the offset in the garages and recognized that Thrift Avenue, being the 

context of this application, is different than that applicable to the two preceding applications on 

Oxenham Avenue. P. Byer noted the need for consistency and accuracy in the renderings and that the 

amount of impervious surfaces in the design is too high. P. Byer requested that the applicant look to 

hide the driveway with vegetation at the front of the property.  

J. Muego pointed to a number of discrepancies (errors) in the designs (e.g., left entry in Drawing A6.1 

having a floor cutting through the door) and requested that more accurate designs be advanced by the 

applicant. J. Muego also questioned the constructability of a number of components of the design and 

provided that is an additional level of care in development of the project that needs to be furthered.  

Additional general comments captured by staff include: 

 Site Plan / Landscape plan – confirm proposed hardscape/softscape surfaces 

 Ensure drawings are consistent and coordinated 

 Confirm proposed guardrails 

 Show walkways on rendering 

 Confirm driveway slope at 15%, right now the section shows a driveway slope of 16.6% 

 Increase the variety in landscaping in the front (less mirroring) 

 Revise landscape plan to accommodate one tree per lot in the rear yard with more plantings 

 Include more information on the termination of walkways and the definition of the rear yards 

 A2.5 Pitched roof is incomplete, the 3D model is flipped and the patio stairs are not reflected 

properly 

 Rooflines need review (what is supporting the roof) 

 Rendering needs to be consistent with the materials that are proposed 

 Material Board required to confirm proposed materials 

 A6.1. South Elevation:  

o Door is cutting through entry floor 

o Windows are cutting into roof 

o Right side balcony is cutting into roof 

o Guardrails do not touch walking surface 
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PRESENT:  K. Hammersley, Chairperson 

 P. Byer 

 J. Muego 

 N. Waissbluth 

 R. Dhall 

 

ABSENT: Paul Rust 

 

NON-VOTING MEMBERS: C. Sears, RCMP 

 K. Pauls, RCMP 

 S. Greysen, BIA Representative 

 A. Nixon, BIA Representative 

 

GUESTS: N. Ziesmann, Designer (15570 Oxenham Ave.) 

 J. Saluja, Owner (15570 Oxenham Ave.) 

 P. Khatkar, Owner (15495 Oxenham Ave.) 

 B. Singh, Owner (15496 Thrift Ave.) 

 S. Bhatti, Owner (15496 Thrift Ave.) 

  

STAFF:  G. Newman, Manager of Planning 

 Athena von Hausen, Planner 

 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 3:45pm. 

 

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
It was MOVED and SECONDED  

 

THAT the Advisory Design Panel adopts the July 7, 2020 agenda as circulated.  

 

CARRIED 

3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
It was MOVED and SECONDED 

 

THAT the Advisory Design Panel adopts the minutes from the April 23, 2019 meeting as circulated.  

 

CARRIED 

 

4. MANAGER WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

G. Newman provided a welcome and introduced members of the Panel. 

 

5. SUBMISSION TO THE ADVISORY DESIGN PANEL 

 

At the beginning of this section of the agenda, Athena von Hausen, Planner, provided an 

overview of the policy and regulatory framework applicable to the three applications under 
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review by the ADP.  The following subsections outlined the minutes of the meeting as they relate 

to each of the three applications. 

 

5.1. Application 1: 15570 Oxenham Avenue – Proposed Duplex – Jolly Saluja (owner) 

P. Byer requested confirmation of where the second required parking space would be situated to 

which Athena von Hausen confirmed it would be in the driveway; the other required space being 

in the garage. P. Bylaw asked whether the walkway shown in the landscape plan on the eastern 

lot was to be established as it wasn’t shown on corresponding plans. Mr. Byer asked if the large 

Douglas Fir on the property was to be retained and how runoff from the driveway would be 

managed, noting with respect to the latter point that there is a desire to see runoff directed to 

pervious surfaces (e.g., lawn).  

J. Muego also noted discrepancies in the landscape plan which illustrated paving stones in the 

location of window wells as shown in the architectural drawings.  

R. Dhall asked how the sides of the property would be treated/finished (e.g., fencing, patio doors, 

etc.) as a means of ensuring privacy treatment for abutting properties. The sloping nature of the 

property was highlighted as something to be considered. 

N. Waissbluth asked that the applicant speak to the distinction proposed in the architectural 

aesthetic of the building, pointing to features in the design of the façade.    

S. Greysen asked how the Panel might confirm the colours and materials as illustrated in the 

rendering noting that in many instances the two can be very different.  

K. Hammersley provided a brief summary of the items introduced by the Panel and asked that the 

designer provide a response. 

N. Ziesmann, being the project designer, confirmed that the space beside the driveway (lawns) 

would be used for the partial control of stormwater but that drains would be installed at the base 

of the driveway as well. Regarding the conflict in the walkway around the sides of the duplex, N. 

Ziesmann noted that it was likely they would be removed from the plans to avoid conflicts with 

structural components of the building (i.e., window wells). The Designer also confirmed that 

privacy fencing would be installed along the side lot lines to support the privacy of abutting 

owners.  

N. Waissbluth requested confirmation of how the basement had been designed to allow natural 

light into the space and also requested whether or not the Fire Department would have any 

concern with access around the building if the walkway / paving stones, were removed. N. 

Ziesmann confirmed that the building would be designed in accordance with the BC Building 

Code as it relates to access and that the design included large windows and French doors at the 

rear to allow for natural light beneath rear, upper floor, balconies. 

J. Muego asked whether the City would require covenants to prohibit secondary suites within the 

duplex to which Athena replied it would. 
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Following an initial question period, the Chair asked that Panel members offer comments on the 

application.  

P. Byer noted that there needs to be better infiltration of stormwater and that the design should 

encourage runoff into the soil as opposed into storm system. J. Muego added that the applicant 

ought to provide rudimentary lot grading information to City staff to confirm where stormwater 

will go.  

J. Muego commented on the lack of consistency in the drawing package with some drawings 

being conventionally laid out with the north arrow pointing upwards but in this case drawing 

were inconsistently oriented creating some inefficiencies in the review. J. Muego acknowledge 

the exterior design expression as being more monumental than contextual (e.g., use of a flat roof 

in the design as opposed to a pitched / gabled roof as seen in the neighbourhood) and that there 

was too much variety in the siding / cladding materials. It was noted that the roof makes the 

building look boxy and that while it is good to see differentiation in the façade, as proposed it is 

too busy. Finally, J. Muego noted the inconsistencies in the rendering from the architectural 

design and landscape plans. 

 R. Dhall further acknowledged some of the inconsistencies between the rendering and the 

landscape plan but noted he was okay with the level of permeability shown. R. Dhall reiterated 

that the façade of the building is too busy. 

N. Waissbluth further identified the issues of consistency in the drawings. 

P. Byer provided that the rendering needs to more accurately represent the project as designed. 

K. Hammersley noted that the Panel would benefit from a sample board of materials / cladding 

and that a number of homes in the neighbourhood may, at some point, be going through 

redevelopment process as this area of the City experiences change.  

S. Greysen, noted that the garage doors should be the same so as to lessen the variety in the 

façade. 

Additional general comments included the following: 

 Confirm what materials/colours are proposed through the provision of a materials board that 

the ADP can review 

 Confirm side slope for driveway runoff- trench drain to deal with runoff (conformation)  

 Revise walkway along sides of the building, as window wells may not allow enough space 

 Adjust landscape plans to match architectural drawings (revise walkways to match), confirm 

hardscape/softscape materials 

 Confirm fencing surrounding property (provide spec) or hedging on plans 

 Confirm light to basement through window wells—will there be grates? Confirm on both 

landscape and architectural drawings 
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Following the receipt of final comments the Chair asked for a motion. 

 

It was MOVED and SECONDED 

  

THAT the Advisory Design Panel recommends that the application for the development proposal 

at 15570 Oxenham Avenue be returned to the ADP for further review once the applicant has had 

an opportunity to consider the comments (recommended changes) pertaining to: 

 

a. Efforts to maximum natural infiltration 

b. Provision of a preliminary lot grading plan that illustrates how natural infiltration can be 

improved (maximized) 

c. Efforts to lessen the variety of design elements within the front façade of the duplex with 

influence being taken from contextual design elements 

d. Flat versus pitched roof 

e. Alignment of landscape plans and architectural designs 

f. Materials board to be brought back to ADP 

CARRIED 

 

5.2. Application 2: 15495 Oxenham Avenue – Proposed Duplex – Prabhdeep Khatkar (owner) 

A. von Hausen began the review of the second application with an overview of the proposal, 

including reference to the contextual factors and the design details associated with the duplex. 

R. Dhall noted that the landscape plans are unclear and that the renderings omit details that may be 

necessary in the build out of the project (e.g., railings along slope of driveway). The applicant 

clarified that there would be guardrails as required and that these details could be added to the 

drawings. D. Dhall asked whether an Arborist Report was provided. G. Newman presented the Panel 

with the related Arborist Report. 

J. Muego asked whether the City of White Rock has established an impermeable surface limit to 

which A. von Hausen answered there is not. J. Muego asked whether a structural engineer had been 

involved in the design to date to which the applicant noted they had not. 

S. Greysen noted that the design is stark and there is a need for the colours of the building to draw 

from the warmth of the colours in the stone accents. The applicant noted there are trying to use earth 

tones without too many colours but that changes can be made to the drawings. S. Greysen noted that 

the use of cedar may be beneficial to which the applicant mentioned they could look at the use of 

beams similar to the use of such in the neighbouring home. 

P. Byer asked if the height of the building is compliant with the zoning applicable to the lot to which 

A. von Hausen confirmed it is. P. Byer noted that the landscaping plans are missing a lot of detail 

including reference to existing trees at the rear of the property. 

N. Waissbluth noted that there appear to be conflicts in the rendering with respect to how roof lines 

are interacting / connecting and that a digital sample board of the materials (e.g., siding, stone, etc.) 

would be helpful; N. Waissbluth also noted that it would be good to see which materials are authentic 

versus those that are not (e.g., vinyl).  

J. Muego added that there should be some consideration for human scale in the design and that some 

of the features of the design were improbable from the perspective of constructability (e.g., stone 

column on the left side of the façade, covered patio/balcony on the second storey, right side, of the 

front facade). Regarding cladding, J. Muego provided that the designer should look for where a 
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natural break in materiality may occur and that structural design elements should look at the 

practicality of implementation. Finally, J. Muego asked that the applicant give further consideration 

to the design of the rear façade, noting that it has limited design treatment as proposed.  

R. Dhall provided that landscaping should not be a mirrored design on each side of the property / 

duplex and that there was not a landscape design plan submitted with the application. R. Dhall noted 

that the applicant should look to simplify the volume of design elements and look for variety and 

warmth in materials.  

P. Byer noted concerns with the sloped driveway and the ability to maximum natural infiltration of 

stormwater by directing runoff to the lawn and away from catch basins.  

K. Hammersley noted the overbearing nature of the duplex compared to the massing of homes within 

the immediate neighbourhood context. K. Hammersley reiterated the need for a complete landscaping 

plan.  

The Applicant offered that a detailed landscape plan could be provided and that 30 percent permeable 

pavement may be used in the driveway.  

P. Byer noted concern with the double car garage and S. Greysen added that perhaps a single car 

garage on one side of the project would be beneficial. P. Byer noted that there was very little lawn on 

which to grow plants to soften the appearance of the garage. 

Additional general comments included the following: 

 Confirm guardrails along driveway 

 Confirm materials proposed on landscape plan (hardscape / softscape) 

 Plantings should be arranged to differentiate between units 

 Provision of a materials board; would like to see warmth brought up around the windows 

 Landscape plan to show existing / proposed landscaping 

 Roof over east entry needs to be resolved 

 Revisions required to:  

o 2 storey columns surrounding entryway and covered porch 

o Materials – find natural break in building to change materials (right elevation)  

o Focus on rear elevation (this should not be forgotten)  

o Structural design (soffits would be much lower)  

o Roofline is confusing (simplify elements, rooflines, placement of elements)  

o Potential for increased permeability through a single car garage on one side and 

double car garage on the other  

 

Following the receipt of final comments the Chair asked for a motion. 

 

It was MOVED and SECONDED 

THAT the Advisory Design Panel recommends that the application for the development proposal at 

15495 Oxenham Avenue be returned to the ADP for further review once the applicant has had an 

opportunity to consider the comments (recommended changes) pertaining to the items discussed (as 

summarized in the meeting minutes). 

CARRIED 

 

5.3. Application 3: 15496 Thrift Avenue – Proposed Duplex – Baljit Singh & Sukhi Bhatti 

(owners) 

A. von Hausen began the review of the third application with an overview of the proposal, including 

reference to the contextual factors and the design details associated with the duplex. 
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R. Dhall provided that the landscape plan was limited in detail and that more information was 

required regarding surface treatment (e.g., existing guardrails, etc.).  

J. Muego noted that there needed to be consistency in the drawings, referencing the absence of 

walkways in some but the inclusion of such in others.  

P. Byers asked for confirmation of which trees were to be removed / retained. G. Newman included 

reference to the Arborist Report with confirmation of removals being given.  

J. Muego identified a concern with the slope (17%) of the driveway, noting that it would likely not be 

functional. A. von Hausen confirmed that the slope could be no greater than 15% per City (Streets) 

bylaw.  

R. Dhall requested more variety in design with less mirroring. R. Dhall also noted there were too 

many varieties of plants and that one tree in the rear yard, as opposed to two, would be enough. R. 

Dhall also requested confirmation of the treatment of the side yard spaces.  

N. Waissbluth noted the pitched roof in Drawing A2.5 is incomplete (showing a door submerged in 

the patio) and that the patio stairs in A3 were going in the wrong direction. It was further noted that 

the 3D drawings don’t align with the floor plans and that many of the details (roof lines, columns, 

etc.) were missing from the rendering and/or illustrating conflicts in the design. Regarding 

materiality, N. Waissbluth request sample boards or picture of the proposed building materials used in 

a real application. N. Waissbluth also provided that the renderings were illustrating different materials 

/ tones that other drawings.  

P. Byer noted that he liked the offset in the garages and recognized that Thrift Avenue, being the 

context of this application, is different than that applicable to the two preceding applications on 

Oxenham Avenue. P. Byer noted the need for consistency and accuracy in the renderings and that the 

amount of impervious surfaces in the design is too high. P. Byer requested that the applicant look to 

hide the driveway with vegetation at the front of the property.  

J. Muego pointed to a number of discrepancies (errors) in the designs (e.g., left entry in Drawing A6.1 

having a floor cutting through the door) and requested that more accurate designs be advanced by the 

applicant. J. Muego also questioned the constructability of a number of components of the design and 

provided that is an additional level of care in development of the project that needs to be furthered.  

Additional general comments captured by staff include: 

 Site Plan / Landscape plan – confirm proposed hardscape/softscape surfaces 

 Ensure drawings are consistent and coordinated 

 Confirm proposed guardrails 

 Show walkways on rendering 

 Confirm driveway slope at 15%, right now the section shows a driveway slope of 16.6% 

 Increase the variety in landscaping in the front (less mirroring) 

 Revise landscape plan to accommodate one tree per lot in the rear yard with more plantings 

 Include more information on the termination of walkways and the definition of the rear yards 

 A2.5 Pitched roof is incomplete, the 3D model is flipped and the patio stairs are not reflected 

properly 

 Rooflines need review (what is supporting the roof) 

 Rendering needs to be consistent with the materials that are proposed 

 Material Board required to confirm proposed materials 

 A6.1. South Elevation:  

o Door is cutting through entry floor 

o Windows are cutting into roof 

o Right side balcony is cutting into roof 

o Guardrails do not touch walking surface 
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APPENDIX G 

Photos of Site and Surrounding Area 

Subject property           New Duplex - North side of Oxenham Avenue 

Adjacent single-family homes looking west down Oxenham Avenue 
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APPENDIX H 

Arborist Report 

 

 

 
(Attached Separately) 
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Arborist Report 
For:  

 15570 Oxenham Avenue 
 
 
 

Contact: Jolly Saluja 
Phone: 604-537-6717 

Email: jollysaluja1@hotmail.com 
 
  
 

February 20, 2019 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by:  
Huckleberry Landscape Design 

Anne Kulla 
Certified ISA Arborist PN-6263A  

Certified Tree Risk Assessor no. 334 
Member BCLNA 
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Huckleberry Landscape Design 
9756 Crown Cres, 

Surrey, BC V3V 6H9 
Cell: 604-724-3025 

Email: huckleberrydesign@shaw.ca 
 

 
Subject Property Address: 15570 Oxenham Avenue , White Rock 
Site Visit: February 20, 2019 
Submittal Date: February 11, 2019 
 
Summary: 
The owners of this lot are applying to the City of White Rock to rezone the property to 
duplex zoning from single family.  There is an existing house on the lot which will be 
demolished, and the duplex built in its place.  
 
There are no bylaw size trees on the property.  There is a good quality Japanese maple 
tree located in the centre of the front yard.  The tree cannot stay there as this is where 
the new common driveway will be installed.  The owners will attempt to relocate the tree 
to the west side of the yard, closer to the property line. This is only mentioned as this tree 
will be included on the landscape plan to be submitted with the application package. There 
is a possibility the tree will not survive; if that is the case, the owners can plant another 
Japanese maple tree in that location.  
 
There are three offsite trees and one offsite cedar hedgerow with bylaw sized trunks. All 
four of these trees are to be retained and protected with Protective Tree Barriers (PTB) 
throughout construction.  
 
The PTB are to be modified for the east side neighbour’s back yard walnut and cedar 
hedge trees. The new house foundation has been modified as much as possible to allow 
for the walnut tree’s Critical Root Zone (CRZ).  Arborist supervision will be required for 
the excavation of the foundation. 
 
The services will enter the property from Oxenham Avenue and will not conflict with any 
trees.  
 
No trees are being removed so no replacement trees are required. 
 
 
Assignment: 
Huckleberry Landscape Design was hired to:  

 Inspect and inventory any trees over 30cm diameter  
 Make recommendations for removal, retention and protection of the trees based 

on the new duplex house layout 
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 Provide a written report of the findings for the landowner and City as part of the 
building application process 

 
Glossary of Terms: 
TPZ – Tree Protection Zone 
PTB- Protective Tree Barrier 
PL – Property Line 
CRZ – Critical Root Zone 
 
Methodology: 
The trees were assessed using visual assessment from the ground. Tools used for 
assessment may include: binoculars, rubber mallet for sounding and a small trowel for 
minimal removal of soil around roots.  
 
What we are looking for during a visual inspection: 

 Any structural defects or injuries 
 Signs or symptoms of disease, infections or insect infestations 
 The height of the tree and spread of the canopy  
 Color and density of the foliage  

The inspection provides us with an idea of the overall condition of the tree. The Tree 
Inventory and Risk Assessment Table near the end of this report states these findings. 
 
Site Conditions: 
This is a flat lot with a slight elevation change sloping west to east. There are no bylaw 
sized trees on the property.  There are houses located on the east, south and west sides 
of the property. 
 
Tree locations:  
There are two undersized trees in the front yard and a large, but undersized, lilac in the 
back yard.  
 
In the east neighbour’s lot are three trees of bylaw size:  

 A Katsura tree in the front yard 
 A walnut tree in the back yard 
 A row of three cedar trees close to the walnut that are permit sized but topped at 

4m to create a hedge. 
 
The west neighbour has a large Douglas fir tree in their back yard.  
 
Tree Inventory and Risk Assessment Table: 
A table at the end of the report lists the permit-size trees affected by construction by both 
common and scientific name, their condition (G = Good, F = Fair and P = Poor), Live 
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Crown Ratio (LCR) and height and spread in metres (ex. 10m x 12m). Other information, 
recommendations for either retention or removal and protective barrier sizes for trees to 
be retained is included there as well.  
.  
Where a Tree Risk Assessment is given the following criteria was used:  
Probability of failure: a scale of 1 to 5 with five being the highest chance of failure 
Size of part: a scale of 1 to 3; 1 = under 10cm; 2 = 11 – 50cm; 3 = 50cm + 
Target: a scale of 1 to 4 with 4 being the highest chance of hitting a target 
 
Arborist Observations:   
This average sized lot has a single-family home on it.  The owner is planning to demolish 
the existing house and build a duplex on the property. There are no bylaw sized trees on 
the lot and there are four offsite trees that require protection during construction. 

Three of the offsite trees are located in the east neighbour’s yard.  

 OS 1 is a Katsura tree located in the front yard.   
o The tree is approximately 3m from the property line (it was not marked on 

the Tree Survey) 
o A PTB of 2m is required; the barrier is to be installed along the property line 

and maintained for the duration of construction.  
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L: Japanese maple owner would like to relocate; R: OS 2, Katsura located in the front yard 
 

 OS 2 is a mature walnut tree in the back yard 
o A large limb recently broke off and was lying on the ground at the time of 

the site visit.  
o The tree is in fair condition with some damaged bark and the start of decay 

along the trunk 
o This problem does not pose a risk and the tree is to be retained.  
o The house designer has tried to accommodate the CRZ of this tree as much 

as possible, making a jog in the house foundation near the tree. Even so, 
the excavation for the foundation will extend into the CRZ. 

o Arborist supervision will be required for the excavation; there is a strong 
possibility minimal root will be encountered 
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OS 2, Walnut. Whole tree view and recent broken branch 

 

 OS 3 is a three-tree cedar hedge in the back yard 
o The three trunks are between 30 and 35cm in diameter 
o The trees have been topped at 4m and sheered on the west side to the 

property line. 
o The trees are in fair condition but there is no reason to remove them at this 

time.  
o The excavation will encroach the CRZ of these trees but given the species, 

it is unlikely that large roots will be encountered.  
o Arborist supervision will be required for the excavation for the foundation 
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Looking south at cedar hedge with walnut in background 

 

The other offsite tree is located in the West neighbour’s back yard 

 OS 4 is a Douglas fir growing approximately 0.5m from the property line (P/L) 
 The PTB will have to be modified on the north side to allow for building excavation 
 Arborist supervision will be required for this excavation 

 

 
OS 4 in west neighbour’s backyard 
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Crown of OS 4 

 
The services will all enter from Oxenham Avenue.  There will be no conflict with any trees. 

No trees are being removed so no replacement trees are required.  

 

  

 
The opinions and recommendation presented above are based on the site visit made by the writer to view 
the trees on the dates noted above and are valid for these dates only. While every effort has been taken 
to assess accurately, the very nature of trees and the unpredictability of weather patterns make it 
impossible to unequivocally state the condition of the trees for the future.  
 
February 20, 2019 

 
Anne Kulla 
Certified ISA Arborist PN-6263A     
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Certified Tree Risk Assessor no. 334   
BCLNA member  
Dipl. Horticulture, CLT
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MINUTE EXTRACTS REGARDING 2365: White Rock Zoning Bylaw, 2012, No. 2000, Amendment 
(RT-1 – 15570 Oxenham Avenue) Bylaw, 2020, No. 2365 
CIVIC ADDRESS:  15570 Oxenham Avenue 

Land Use and Planning Committee 
November 9, 2020 

4.1 REZONING AND MINOR DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION - 
15570 OXENHAM AVENUE (ZON/MIP 19-008) 

Motion Number: 2020-LU/P-51  It was MOVED and SECONDED 

THAT the Land Use and Planning Committee recommend that Council: 

• Give first and second readings to “White Rock Zoning Bylaw, 2012,
No. 2000, Amendment (RT-1 – 15570 Oxenham Avenue) Bylaw, 2020,
No. 2365 as presented, and direct staff to schedule the required Public
Hearing; and

• Recommend that Council direct staff to resolve the following issues
prior to final adoption, if Bylaw No. 2365 is given Third Reading after
the Public Hearing;

1. Ensure that all engineering requirements and issues, including
completion of a servicing agreement, are addressed to the
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Municipal
Operations;

2. Registration of a Section No. 219 Covenant to restrict basement
suites; and

3. Demolition of the existing home.

Motion CARRIED 

R-2
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