Minutes of a Special Meeting of
City of White Rock Council held in the City Hall Council Chambers
January 21, 2019

PRESENT:

Mayor Walker
Councillor Fathers
Councillor Johanson
Councillor Kristjanson
Councillor Manning
Councillor Trevelyan

ABSENT:

Councillor Chesney

STAFF:

D. Bottrill, Chief Administrative Officer
T. Arthur, Director of Corporate Administration
C. Johannsen. Director of Planning and Development Services
C. Isaak, Manager of Planning
S. Lam, Deputy Corporate Officer

Page 14

Press: I
Public: 43

1.

CALL MEETING TO ORDER
The Chairperson called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

2.
2019-027

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

It was MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Corporation of the City of White Rock Council adopts the agenda for its
special meeting scheduled for January 21, 2019 as circulated.

CARRIED

3.

PRESENTATIONS AND REPORTS

3.1

STAFF PRESENTATION
The Director of Planning and Development Services presented an overview ofthe
corporate report titled "Process for Official Community Plan and Zoning
Amendments for the Lower Town Centre and 1310 Johnston Road," as previously
published in the Land Use and Planning Committee agenda ofDecember 10, 2018.
Attached for reference purposes:
• Land Use and Planning Corporate Report & PowerPoint dated
December 10, 20 18
• Story Boards presented at the January 17, 20 19 Public Information Meeting
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OPPORTUNITY FOR AFFECTED OWNERS TO PRESENT VIEWS TO
COUNCIL
The Director of Corporate Administration read the procedure for public comments.
The Chairperson invited first the affected property owners in attendance to present
their comments to Council, followed by the public.
• P. Randhawa, owner of property - 131 0 Johnston Road: Gave background on
himself: born and raised in Vancouver, and White Rock has a special place in his
heart. He's grateful to be able to purchase the property 2.5 years ago. Has a
personal interest in architecture and wanted to be a part of something iconic for
White Rock. To do this he needed support from family and friends. He's a small
developer and represents a small group of people who have invested their money
because they have interest in the project. To date they have invested millions of
dollars in the project and the investment has been significant tor each involved.
He is not a developer with deep pockets; they are not a pension fund or insurance
company. They are a group of individuals who pooled their resources to build a
beautiful building. They have been working on this application for more than two
(2) years with the City of White Rock design team and Planning Department to
create the development and they did so working in good faith with the City. The
intention is to build a luxury mixed use development with large units and vibrant
retail space (enhancing the southern portion of Johnston Road). They were
working with the City's long-term vision with the goal of this building was to be
around for many years. It was important to them to appeal to local buyers. The
design of the building was to be slender to help others with views (resulting in a
smaller footprint) and having two (2) units per floor. They are always working to
be respectful of the views for the building but also aware of any impact to nearby
views. The development is consistent with the City's Vision 2045 OCP
(developed through a multiyear process). If this Council were to downsize the
site to six (6) stories I 3.5 FAR it would mean the project as conceived would be
dead and there will be very significant losses for each member of the group. They
will not be able to build on the site for an undetermined period of time. The face
of the area is already set to change in the near future due to the project to the north
of this site (12 stories I 90 units) and at this point to penalize this 30-unit
development to accommodate a revised vision of the new Council for the area is
unfair and heavy handed.
They have spent years developing a project that is consistent with the City's longterm vision, the investment partners are simple, hardworking people that believed
in the City's vision. They understood there were development risks (market,
timing sales falsity) but it was not thought that a new Council in such a heavyhanded and punitive way would destroy the development and the investment.
They hope that Council will seriously consider the impact of d1ese decisions and
the long-term view ofwhat White Rock will look like 50/100 years from now.
The impact of local residents that want to live in a vibrant Lower Town Centre
and the impact on other land owners in this block. And finally the loses inflicted
on the owner, his family and friends.
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Question from Councillor: How many below market units are included in the
project? None
• T. Casola, Architect and Agent for 1310 Johnston Road. Stated that the zoning
amendments being proposed by Council will have a project killing consequence
and in turn will incur severe financial losses for the ownership group. A
reduction of density from 4.8 to 3.5 FAR and height from twelve ( 12) stories to
six (6) would render the approved pennit unviable.
The following reasons were given as to why the proposed amendments should not
go forward:
I) Physical impact of proposed massing on immediate neighbouring parcels:
stating that at twelve ( 12) stories the massing impact on lands to the south is
minimal given the position, and orientation relative to the elementary school
(little to no shadowing). The existing Blue Frog Studio to the north of the site
would have shadowing effects and view impacts with as low as a four (4)
storey development thus there would be no improvement. If the site were only
permitted six(6) stories building massing will need to widen to obtain
maximum building area (causing more shadows and view impact). To the east
of the property it would have late day shadows on the water storage site only
(no residential or pedestrian impact).
2) Minimal impact on the height on pedestrians at grade, due to the
podium base with the tower above. It is a planning principle that the average
pedestrian is most impacted by the first two (2) to three (3) stories (with this
design a height modification will not change how it is experienced from the
street level).
3) Minimum impact of FAR reduction on human density, with approved 30 units
a reduction of 30% reflecting FAR of 3.5 would equate to a reduction of 8 or 9
residential units (little impact on actual human density). This is much effort to
reduce the project by less than I 0 units.
4) Fundamental fairness to the applicant and their tinancial commitment to the
development and the White Rock economy. The Development Pennit was
adopted by Council seven (7) months ago. The DP with its allowable OF A and
maximum height is the cornerstone vision of the owner's project.
The proposed amendments would not only cause an immediate devaluation of
the site of approximately 35% (essentially several millions of dollars) it would
also kill the development and waste all efforts to date from previous Council,
planning administration, the community, the applicant and it's design team.
Once we analyze the real impacts of the proposed amendments it is clear
a) that they won't add any significant improvement to the interface with
neighbouring sites;
b) will eliminate 8-9 residential units;
c) destroy a quality development; and
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d) these changes will indeed cause undue hardship to the development group that
placed good faith and commitment in the City of White Rock and taking on
this endeavor and obtaining the approved Development Permit.
It is our hope that Council recognizes that these proposed zoning amendments
will not provide material improvement or benefit to the community and only
serve to unduly harm those that took significant financial risk with the goal of
making a positive contribution to the City.
Question from Councillor: I do not understand how dropping the height from
twelve (12) to six (6) stories makes the project unviable.
Example Oak Street Corridor has heights at three (3)- four (4) stories and it
appears they have done well with that. What is it about White Rock land or this
property that makes six (6) stores unviable given that would be higher than
Morgan Crossing which appears to be profitable?
Mr. Casola: Every project has a vision, each are different, there are different
categories such as end of market (low end or high end) this was done as a luxury
building. The cornerstone for this was that the up zoning would occur (and it did)
and planning occurred around that. If you do a six (6) storey project on the site,
which could be done, but it would not match the work (2 years) done for the
luxury building concept.
Question from Councillor: When was the project conceived and when were the
designs done?
Mr. Casola:

We came on board approximately seven (7)- eight (8) months ago,
just prior to the release of the Development Permit. I understand original works
began more than two (2) years ago.
• R. Proskiw, Investor for 1310 Johnston Road. Stated he works in a High School,
works with students and while knowing this, the Owner, showed him the project
and asked if he could help put the project together. He decided to put his RRSP's
into the project. He was there with the owner at the City's Advisory Design Panel
meeting when they were asked to include a garden and art into the project (to help
showcase the local talent). They also amended the height at Council's request.
The Owner then continued the process and paperwork and the project was
approved. He has trouble understanding how after working with people at the
City this is being discussed. This is a project they want to do, he believes in him
(the Owner) and he believes in the project and hopes Council does too.
Comment by Councillor: When you have a building that is dedicated only to
luxury units it is actually not contributing to the growth of the community (we
have seen that throughout downtown Vancouver as it starts to hollow out
neighbourhoods) all of the current projects underway in White Rock are focused
on luxury units. I am not seeing any market or below market units/rentals. That
is detrimental to the long term health of the community.
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Mr. Proskiw: If no one else is doing it why only this one being the one { 1) that
has to supply affordable housing? He understands that the taxes will be paid by
future owners so there are funds that come back to the community.
Comment by Councillor: It was noted that this building is not being singled out,
it happens to be the only building with approval that does not yet have a building
permit.
Question from Councillor: Clarification of the height of the project? Staff
confirmed it is 44.72 metres.
Question from Councillor: Clarification of the height of the project at 1350
Johnston Road? Staff confirmed it is 5.5 metres less than the building at 1310
Johnston Road.
Question from Councillor: Clarification of the permitted height of the Blue
Frog Studio in the OCP?
Staff confirmed the maximum height in the OCP 10.7 meters I six {6)
stories. Correction made on this item in regard to the OCP designation it
was corrected to state ten {10) to twelve ( 12) stories designation.
Question from Councillor: We are trying to avoid hardship and we are trying to
balance the needs of the community and make sure the form and function is
aligned with the rest of the community in that area. I apologize for any stress this
must be causing you. My question is in regard to financial viability I am unclear
as to why six (6) stories as opposed to twelve (12) would not be economically
viable. Would you still make a profit at six (6) stories?
Mr. Proskiw: could not give an answer to this question.
Question from Councillor: In the May 29, 2017 staff report there is an excerpt
regarding height on 1300 Johnston Road from the April 24, 2017 Land Use and
Planning Committee. The increase appears to have come from Council and not
the public. This is why we want to re·open a further review of the OCP. Do you
recall the discussion around this decision?

It was noted by staff that this information I report was to give feedback from the
final phase of the OCP review process. Council noted they wanted to see
additional height between Thrift A venue and Roper A venue. There were two (2)
applications in ( 1350 Johnston Road for a 20 storey building and 1310 Johnston
Road for a 15 story building). The Director of Planning and Development
Services, who started with the City in May 2017, reviewed the OCP consultation
feedback, reviewed and walked the block, considered context of the zoning. the
land use, and major features and then concluded that I 0- 12 storey height for this
area would be appropriate. There is a large green space due to the school which
would be a natural break between higher density and lower density. This
approach would maintain a key view corridor south down Johnston Road by
insuring any buildings are set back from the street.
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On the east side and looking west even a two (2} to three (3) storey building
would block views of the ocean.
The public hearing for the OCP was held July 10, 2017.
Comment by Councillor: Duty to respect land owners and residents and OCP's
are to represent a vision of the community, the people and businesses.
Staff noted that public consultation process (for an OCP) is important but there
are other factors to be considered such as policy, technical infonnation and
knowing the site. Staff also take direction from Council
• C. Levert, Investor for I 3 I 0 Johnston Road. Noted the developer discussed the
project with her and she decided to participate in it through investment. Stated
she is not rich, they are average people with a single income. These proposed
changes would cause a significant loss for us. To change the project would be
hard on us, we work hard.
• P. Cross, Previous Property Owner and Advisor for 13 I 0 Johnston Road. Owned
the property for 20 years and is involved in the new development. Started the
project four (4) years ago. His dream for the site was to have a high density
building that would compliment White Rock. He hired the original designers and
worked in conjuction with the City for over a year. Very concerned about the
wood frame structure (many of the buildings in the area are wood framed and
approximately 50 years old). He would like to see concrete as it is a safer
structure (Concrete building lifespan is 70 years). Approximately 10 years ago
Community Amenity Contributions were discussed with the City. What is being
proposed now by the new Council has not moved forward from years ago. White
Rock has no more land.
Investor certainty, should be considered when there has been and Development
Pem1it issued by the City.
Oak Street corridor was noted earlier, four (4) stories that went from single-family
residential to townhouse I greater density.
Concerned what has been implied on the signage stating six (6) stories for this
project, is misleading. Six (6) stories but due to land layout it would be four (4)
stories at Roper Avenue.
Question from Councillor: Is there any flexibility with this project?
There is flexibility in most things in life, a big stumbling block would be concrete
vs. wood as they are very different costs. Land is very expensive.
Question from Councillor: What is the maximum highest for wood
construction? Staff noted six (6) stories.
• S. Marples. Investor for 1310 Johnston Road. Noted that none of the Councillors
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are business owners. There is a different side to this; you are now running a City
(which is a business). There are alot ofthigs to know and understand and there is
a fiscal responsibility that comes with that. This project is already approved and
approved for good reasons. It was not an over night decision. It followed a lot of
work, energy, effort and expense. This was a meaningful project. It is a nice
building; it would do a lot for White Rock bringing up standards for the
surrounding area. People that were investing in the project were doing so to make
it happen. I wanted to move into this building. I love this City; this is an
opportunity to do an effective uplift to the property that will bring a positive
impact to the community. This was to be a place I would retire in, but no longer
viable. The cost to the City is not just whether you pass the project of not. Other
considerations while taking fiscal responsibly would be the possible legal costs
and battles that can easily occur due to making the project no longer viable.
Fiscal responsibility, requires sound decision making. This project in the end will
possibly lower taxes (more revenue from it). People will be hurt by a decision
against this project. People that work hard for their money. not off shore funds,
these are local White Rock people. Looking at where we are, we have
opportunities ahead of us, this is a good strong project. He truly believes it would
be a wrong decision to vote the project down. Believe it is the best thing thing for
White Rock.
• K. Breaks, 1328 Johnston Road, stated he's very concerned about what is
happening in the area. He invested in his business (Blue Frog Studio) and home.
This was done based on meetings held nine (9) years ago where he was told that
the immediate area below Thrift Avenue would be low to mid rise (four (4) to six
(6) stories). Based on these assurances has invested heavily into the sound studio
which brings over 30,000 people into White Rock. In 20 17 in the final phase of
the OCP review a new concept called the Lower Town Centre was introduced and
nine (9) months later two (2) high-rises on either side of the Blue Frog Studio
were approved. It was always noted there would be no high-rises below Thrift
Avenue. During the public hearing we observed over 90% of the speakers (City
Residents) that were opposed to this. Staff recommendation was for ten (10)
stories. Proper planning principles were not followed. Blue Frog Studio was left
out of the planning process. The City brought in a thirty (30) metre separation
between the towers and the Blue Frog Stuido site that orphaned and downzoned
the property. A key planning principle is that one (I) property owner cannot be
downzoned from the effect of a neighbouring development. Therefore whatever
Council will approve for height and density the neigbouring properties should be
given equal treatment. There will be large financial ramifications of Blue Frog
Studio having five (5) years of construction noise on either side of the recording
business. In the rear alley two (2) cars cannot pass at the same time and now with
large scale development it will be a nightmare for the entire neighbourhood.
High-rise construction will put the operations at our studio at risk. The higer the
building the longer the construction period (more risk). The City has noted they
are on their own for dealing with the developers for any mitigation of our issues.
Prior to any construction occurring a comprehensive mitigation plan should be
spearheaded by the City and agreed to by all parties. We feel that bringing the
high-rises down the hill will have a severe impact on White Rock. When they
built their home they had the option to build right up to the street, they looked at
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the overall community and went with a better fit by building back from the street.
The view corridor should be kept as wide as possible with new buildings having a
deep setback and staggering the height. Connecting the beach and the uptown is a
priority for the City. The Lower Johnston Road area can be an amazing transition
zone from the high-rises and offices of uptown. This is a chance to get this right.
Question from Councillor: In regard to the 30 metre separation requirement,
what options does Council have to waive the 30 meters?
The 30 meter separation requirement (distance between the high-rise and the next
site) is noted in the Development Permit Guidelines, and the OCP for the Upper
and Lower Town Centre. The separation requirement is noted for buildings once
above eight (8) stories. Best practice to separate high rises by 30 metres I I 00
teet.
With the FAR at 3.5, potential development that can be achieved on the Blue Frog
Studio site would be six (6) to maybe seven (7) I eight (8) stories. Then the 30
metre separation may not be necessary. A variance consistent with the OCP, a
comprehensive development zone tailored to the site there may be flexibility in
this regard.
Question from Councillor: Mr. Breaks have the developers of 1310 or 1350
Johnston Road approached you regarding development collaboration?
We cannot plan anything we want to keep going and are not interested in
developing; we want to keep doing our business.
Question from Councillor: Did the City approach you prior to your addition of
a third story to amend what you were building (additional height)?
Mr. Breaks, No, nothing like that
Staff information, the addition was done in 20 13. not a subject of a public hearing
as there were no variances or changes to zoning bylaw.
• R. Jackson, 131 0 Johnston Road. Stated that for the last few years, while the
OCP was being developed, he participated in many of the the OCP meetings (at
least 2 years of consulatation to help formate the OCP). Felt there was good
input involving business owners, community (including community Pop Up
participation opportunities) and landlords. Stating he felt it was an extensive and
well thought out process.
Mr. Jackson is the owner directly opposite the proposed development and was
surprised by potential changes being sought at this point. Stated there is a need
to see innovation and progress of development. Cares about White Rock and is
concerned about the current situation of the Johnston Road location. Some of the
buildings are 50 years old (limited time span/life). Concerned what will happen
if no development occurs on Lower Town Center.
If this project is not viable, is there a plan to help bring new business I tenants to
the area?

Minutes of a Special Meeting of
City of White Rock Council held in the City Hall Council Chambers
January 21,2019

Page 22

• P. Cross, Previous Property Owner and Advisor for 1310 Johnston Road. Spoke
a second time, the OCP took a number of years to develop and there was many
meetings in regard to input (this would be a change to the current OCP). There
was communication between 131 0 Johnston Road and the property to the north
(Blue Frog Studio) prior to the development. Area is quiet, not vibrant.
Question by Councillor: How do we find a way to make you successful and
also be able to please the community who wanted change? We want to get it
right.
Mr. Cross, Felt the Vision 2045 concept is good because times change.
Buildings covering the entire lot area are solid and this is the old way. he wants
to see quality buildings I concrete buildings.
• K. Breaks, 1328 Johnston Road, Spoke a second time, wanted to inform that the
previous owner did not talk to him about the application. They had past
discussions but it appeared to be more abstract (hopes and dreams). When the
development was approved I tried to discuss interfacing Blue Frog Studio with
their property by them putting in a "knock out wall" and that was shot down.
Again the Cty should spearhead how two (2) properties should work together.
• G. Wolgemuth, White Rock, BC, stated he was surprised the City was going
through this process- focus on one (I) property. This appears to be unfair to the
developer as it is so far along in the process (City approvals given). The
developer has noted they have put many funds into the project already. There
could be repercussions, as the developer will have protection through the courts.
The entire Town Centre should be part of the OCP review. Do not agree with
anything being spot zoned.
• B. DeAngelis, White Rock, BC, owner along with her family (5 family owned
houses since 1980 on Winter Street and Thrift A venue), stated that she Iikes the
look of the building and it will enhance the neighbourhood. It does not make
sense after all the time and funds put into the project to have it scrapped. Those
willing to invest in White Rock and especially those that are significantly into
the development process should be able to expect stability and consistency
between the Councils. The owners of this development are being treated unfairly
and it appears anyone can face the same treatment when a new Council comes in.
Question from a Councillor: It was clarified which five (5) properties noted,
and the current zone, it was noted by staff they are currently zoned RS I zone
(designated as tour 4 stories and 2 Gross Floor Area Ratio)
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• D. Stonga, White Rock, BC, stated this proposed height is too high, 90% of the
public did not like the idea of the proposal however Council approved it. In
favour of amending the heights in the Town Centre (Johnson Road and North
Bluff Road) however south of Thrift Avenue does not seem to fit in. Concerned
with congestion and livability of White Rock. Would like to see more
technology considerations (solar energy panels, preservation of water and outlets
for electric cars). This development should not have gone this far.
• K. Jones, White Rock, BC, stated a further option to concrete vs wood frame
construction being steel frame. Stated he had particated in OCP meeting,
understood this area to be two (2) -three (3) three stories does not know where
higher density came from. Concern with the towers that are permitted to
overlook children playing in the playground. Those who speculate on land are
gambling, they do need to be considered as they are making contributions to the
community but there should be no consideration for any loses they may incur for
taking a gamble.
• G. Wolgumeth, White Rock, BC, spoke a second time, stated Community
Amenity Contributions are a benefit for construction inconvience I change in
City. Concerned with this process that allows for more height. Would like to
see this element be taken out of the amendment. Would like to see an offer to
the Blue Frog Studio to remove the comer from J3 t 0 Johnston Road and the
resulting impact would be for their view. Stated he does not agree with spot
zoning. Utilizing the lot covereage could be a solution. What are we going to do
in the future should be what Council addresses. Would like to see 12 stories in
the Town Centre and would like to have input on this when the full OCP review
process is done.
• L. Atitlair, White Rock, BC, stated that she had attended public hearings held for
both J350 Johnston Road and t 310 Johnston Road. The desires of the residents
were they had spoken against the high-rises and then the Council of the day
approved them. Residents want a community they can be happy in, high-rises
take a toll on the community. The high-rises below Thrift Avenue are not
necessary.
Question from a Councillor: Is there a happy medium in this area in terms of
stories I height?
Ms. Atitlair, 6 stories in this circumstance however concerned that would leave
the door open. Does not want to see a precedent set for high-rises.
• M. Hornak, White Rock, BC, stated that White Rock is not an inexpensive place
to live, he made a choice to live in WR, affordable housing is an interesting term,
it means something to each person, there are all types of financial situations. He
won'tjudge those that have more or less than the does. Respects the process,
there was an OCP public process, He had my say at the hearings, went online,
attended and spoke at the public hearings as well made contact the Mayor and
Council. The OCP was supported and voted upon.
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• P. Kealey, White Rock, BC, stated the zoning on this block is CR-2, which is
three (3) stories or 35 feet this is what people want (for it to stay this way). This
item ( 131 0 Johnston Road) is a problem but is should be dealt with separately
from the rest of the block.
• D. Stanga, White Rock, BC, spoke a second time, stated he is not against
development. This area south of Thrift Avenue should be a smaller version of
what is being propsed. Does not believe we need more units for the kids to live
in - this is not affordable. You need a mix of luxury and affordable housing for
all income levels (so those living in the community can stay in the area).
• K. Jones, White Rock, BC, spoke a second time, stated the issue is height and the
City does not need to compromise on this project, this is not what the public
want for this area. The public want two (2)- three (3) stories and an open view
down the corridor to the Upper Town Centre. They are asking for this area to be
a livable area, suggested that the City modernize gradually but keep in mind the
type of development that the public want.
• S. Marples, Architect and Agent for the development, spoke a second time, there
was a question in regard to affordable housing and how much did this
development contribute toward that. Stated this is not the right proposal for
affordable housing, it is not the right place. It is needed however the Town
Centre corridor does not make sense.
In addition further housing brings in higher population and this is required to
help the business community. this is a proposal to be valued. Changes could be
made moving forward not in the way this is being proposed. There has been a
lot invested into this project already, it went through due process.
• F. MacDermid, White Rock, BC, stated that she had purchased her condominium
and lost property value due to a tower being built next to her. This is a small
community, does not know how many towers are needed. A proper plan is
required. Towers appear to distress a lot of people.
Question: How much do you believe you have lost in property value?
$120,000.

4.

CONCLUSION OF THE JANUARY 21, 2019 SPECIAL COUNCIL
MEETING
The Chairperson declared the meeting concluded at 8:40p.m.

Tracey Arthur, Director of
Corporate Administration

