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Staff Report 

Origin 

This report presents the recommended 2012 utility budgets and rates for Water, Sewer, Drainage and' 
Solid Waste &. Recycling. The utility rates need to be established by December 31,20 II in order to 
facilitate charging from January 1, 2012. 

Analysis 

Key factors contributing 10 changes in the utili ty budgets in 2012 include: 

• GVWD (Greater Vancouver Water District) regional water rates have increased approximately 
5.9% for costs relating to various projects including replacement of the Port Mann rivet crossing, 
construction of the Seymour/Capi lano tunnels and construction of an ultra-violet water treatment 
system at Metro' s Coquitlam plant. 

• Rcdu.ced revenues associated with declining water consumption from reductions in commercial 
use and residential transition to metering. 

• GVS&DD sewer operating and maintenance costs are increased by approximately 7.7% for costs 
relating to various projects including the lana and Lions Gate Treatment Plant upgrades. twinning 
ofthl~ GilbcrtiBrighouse trunk and various pump station and seismic upgrade projects. 

• GVS&DD debt costs are reduced 24.8% as a result of debt repayments ($658,500). As debt costs 
are n!covered through property taxes, utility rates will not be affected. However, these savings 
will be realized through property taxes. 

• Metro Vancouver solid waste tipping fees have increased from $97 to $107 per tonne, i.c. 10.3%. 

Long-term infrastructure planning to replace ageinydeteriorating municipal infrastructure will continue to 
impact budgets and rates until we are able to sustain the necessary level of funding required 10 replace 
infrastructur~: in the future . Council has adopted a staged program to increase water, sewer and drainage 
reserves to support infrastructure replacement. These cost impact rates to a lesser extent than regional 
costs outside of the City' s control and are itemized separately in this report. 

As noted in the "Ageing Infrastructure Planning - 2011 Update" report presented to Counci l on June 27, 
2011 (Attachment I), increases in the annual capital funding contributions for sanitary and drainage are 
required, whl~reas the requ ired annual capital replacement funding contribution for water has been met. 
The annual n~quired contribution for sanitary is $6.2 million, whereas the current funding level is $4.3 
million. The annual required contribution for drainage is $9.8 million, whereas the current funding level 
is $6.1 million. The annual water reserve conlribution is $7.5 million and is sufficient at this time to meet 
reserve funding requirements. Therefore, no increase in the annual reserve contribution for water is 
proposed. The 2012 budget figures outlined represent options for infrastructure replacement increases in 
drainage only. 

Recognizing the challenges of increasing costs outside of the City's contTol and those associated with 
maintaining City infrastructure, staff have presented various budget and rate options for 2012. The 
budgets and Irates are presented under three different options. Option 1. presents the minimum increases 
necessary to meet those demands placed on the City by external or other factors outside oflhe City's 
direct control (e.g. regional or other agency increases, contractual obl igations, plant growth, fuel, 
insurance, etc.) Options 2 and 3 present various actions the City can take to either lessen or increase the 
budget and rates depending on the varying circumstances and needs within each budget area. The various 
options are presented for each ofthe utility areas in the following charts: 

• Water • Sewer 
• Drainage & Diking • Sanitation & Recycling 
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The concluding summary of proposed rates for 2012 is shown on pages 16/17. 

Water Services Section Chart 
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A description. explaining the increases and budget reductions in each of the areas outlined above is 
outlined below. 

Operating Expenditures 

Salary costs are increased associated with anticipated wage settlements as well as staffing requirements 
for maintaining increased plant/infrastructure as part of the non-di scretionary Option 1 costs. Public 
Works maintenance and related costs are increased as a result of external cost factors, such as vendor 
increases. Vehicle costs are increased associated with fuel, insurance and related costs. Plant growth and 
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power costs n~late to maintenance of additional infrastructure and external supplier increases. Postage 
and miscellaneous costs are increased for the mail out of the annual utility bill and general related 
expenses. 

Toilet Rebate Program 

There is a $50,000 increase for the toilet rebate program included due to higher·than·anticipated uptake in 
this program during 20 II, taking the recommended program to $ 100,000 armual1y. This program is one 
of the key ma.rkedly successful water conservation programs for existing apartments, townhomes and 
single· family homes. Current fu nding levels are not sufficient to keep pace with demand for the program. 
This program includes a rebate of $1 00 per toi let, with a maximum allowable rebate of$200 per 
household replacing a 13 litre per flush toilet with a 6 litre or lower per flush toilet. To date in 201 1, 
approximately 1,045 toilet rebates have been issued, at a cost of approximately $100,000. As this 
program is fu nded from the water provision account, there is no net impact to the water rate charged since 
there will be a corresponding increase in the amount of money applied from the provision account to fund 
this program . 

GVRD Water Purchases - Metro Vancouver 

Metro Vanco'uver has advised that water rates increase 5.9% for 20 12. [ncreases in regional chargcs for 
water purchases reprcsent the largest increase under all options at $0.6 million above 20 II costs. 

Benefits a/Water Metering & Conservation Initiatives: The net increase to Richmond is lower than the 
regional rate :increase due to water conservation in itiatives in Richmond. These initiatives have resu lted 
in an overall reduction in total water consumption, thereby mitigating the full impact of the regiona l water 
rate increases. This is a testament to the initiatives and strategies that have led to reduced residential 
water consumption. 

Capittliln/mstruciure Replacement Progmm 

There are no increases proposcd under any of the options fo r contribution to water capital infrastructure 
replacement. This is due to the fact that the annual capital contribution for wateHelated infrastructure 
replacement has reached $7.55 m illion, which meets and exceeds recommended flUlding levels. Per the 
June, 2011 " Ageing Infrastructure Planning - 2011 Update" report, the minimum required annual funding 
for Water is $7 m illion. A reduction in the annual funding contribution is not recommended due to 
anticipated growth in water infrastructure over the next few years. StaffwiU continue to undertake 
further assessments to detennine infrastructure replacement requirements going forward and identify any 
recommendcd changes to the annual contribution, if required. 

Residential Water Metering Program 

Currently, $1.6 million is a llocated annually to the residential water metering program. Expenses in 2010 
were approximately $1.4 million and to date in 2011 are approximately $1.2 million. Option I maintains 
the current allocation at $1.6 mil lion. Options 2 and 3 include an option to reduce the annual allocation to 
$1.4 million, or a reduction of$200,000. 

Staff are recommend ing Option 1 in order to maintain the metering al location to furt her expand 
residential m.etering to the greatest extent possible. Currently, approximately 60010 of single·family 
households have meters installed. Continued funding at the recommended level wi ll allow for continued 
expansion of the program. 
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MuJri-Family Water Metering Program: The City's multi-family water metering program has been very 
successful in helpi ng to reduce water consumption. The City has received approval from 68 volunteer 
complexes (comprising 4,238 multi-family dwelling Wlits) to inslall water meters. Of these, 40 
complexes have been completed to date (2,418 units), including 15 apartment complexes (1 ,715 units) 
and 2S townhouse complexes (703 units). These voluntary installations will continue to be funded 
through the water metering program funding allocation, to a maximum of the funding level approved by 
Counci l. 

Meter Rale 

From inception, the water meter rate has included an incentive to encourage those on the flat rate to 
switch to mel·ers. For ex.ample, the flat rate charge to residents in single-family homes with no meter 
reflects nearly double the consumption of a resident on a water meter (566 m3 vs average 296 m3

). In 
other words, the estimates of water consumption for flat rate customers is considerably higher than 
average metered customers as an incentive to move more residents toward metering. However, as more 
residents hav,c switched to meters, this results in a higher than relative increase in the flat rate charge to 
compensate for the losl revenue. TIle proposed meter rates continue to offer that incentive over flat rate 
customers. Eventually, as more residents switch to meters and there are fewer flat rate customers, the 
meter rate will need to increase more substantially to pay for all programs (i.e. capital replacement). The 
charts presented in this report detail both the impact of the budget increases on meter and flat rate 
customers in 2012 for clarity and comparison between metered vs. flat rate customers. 

Rate Stabilization Contribution 

A rate stab il ization fund was established a number of years ago by Counci l to help build a provision 
account to offset the significant spikes in regional water purchase costs. These increases were anticipated 
due to Metro Vancouver infrastructure upgrades associated with water treatment and filtration 
requirements. 

The foresight in creating this fund presents Council the opportunity to apply a funding offset to reduce the 
overall budS,:t and rates. Under Options I and 2, the 20 12 base leve l budget reflects a $750,000 
application offset from the water rate stabilization fund. While this contribution assists in helping to 
reduce the overall rate, it cannot be continued indefinitely going forward since the water rate stabilization 
fund will eventually be depleted, leaving no funding to help stabilize rates in the future and lead to an 
eventual higher increase in ratcs. Council has the option to draw more from the rate stabilization fund to 
minimize the rate increase impact to ratepayers. Option 3 includes a further drawdown of$150,000 (total 
of $900,000) from the stabilization fund, shou ld Council wish to use these funds to a greater extent to 
reduce the overa ll rate. This is not recommended by staffin order to allow the rate stabilization fund to 
be sustained for a longer period (approximately 8 years at the current amount) and to avoid the higher rate 
impact which will occur once the fund is depleted. In addition , Metro Vancouver projections are for an 
18.6% increase in water rates in 2013 and it is likely that Counci l may wish to use the rate stabi lization to 
a larger extent at that time to offset this sign ificant projected increase. 

As of October 31 , 20 II, the water stabilization account has a balance of $7,638,813 and accumulates any 
funds that may be left over from water purchases. 

Regionallssue.'i 

The Regional District increases are for the drinking water treatment program. There are several capital 
projects being undertaken by Metro Vancouver, including the Port Mann Main No.2 Fraser River 
Crossing, Seymour/Capi lano Tunnels construction, the Angus Drive Main and the Annacis Main No. S 
Marine Cros:>ing - ~ as a few examples. Metro's current S-year projections for the regional water rate are 
outlined as follows: 
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Projected Metro Vancouver Water Rateiml 

% Increase ovt:r Prior Year 

ImpaCI on 20112 Water Rutes 

- 6 -

2012 
$.5980 
5.9% 

2013 
$.7093 
18.6% 

2014 
$.7556 
6.5% 

2015 
$.8009 

6% 

2016 
$.8453 
5.5% 

The impact ofthese various budget options on the water rates by customer class is as follows. The first 
chart shows the various options for meter rate customers. The second chart shows the options for flat rate 
customers . As noted in the "Meier Rate" section above, the impact to metered customers is considerably 
less overall than flat rate customers due to the incentive built into the meter rate. 

The impact of the Water budget options on metered customers is as fo llows: 

2012 Water 

which 

Rate 

The impact of the Water budget options on the flat rate customers is as follows: 

2012 Water Net 

1012 Rate which Inelude 

" 

The rates outlined in the above tables are net rates. Due to the bylaw provisions which provide for a 10% 
discount if utility bills arc paid within a specified timeframe, the net rates shown will be increased by 
10% in the supporting bylaws to provide for the-discount incentive while ensuring cost recovery for the 
net budget requirement. 

AdvanlagesllJ;sadvanlages of Various Optiolls 

Option 1 

• Represents the minimal increase necessary to sustain operations, while maintaining business as usuaL 
• Provides for a continued $1.6 million annual contribution to the residential water metering program to 

continue expanding this program. 
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• Maintain!; the contribution from the rate stabilization fund in the amount of $750,000 to partially 
offset the impact of regional water increases . 

Option 2 

• Represents a $200,000 reduction in the residential water metering program, reducing the annual 
funding for this program from the current budget level of $1.6 million to $1.4 million. This reduction 
will reduce the funding available for this program. 

• Maintains the contribution from the rate stabilization fund in the amount of $750,000 (0 partially 
offset the impact of regional water increases. 

Option 3 

• Represents a $200,000 reduction in the residential water metering program, reducing the annual 
funding for this program from the current budget level of$I .6 million to $ 1.4 million. This reduction 
will reduce the funding available for tbis program. 

• Increases the contribution from the rate stabilization fund by $150,000 (to $900,000) to furthcr offset 
the impact of rate increases. This would draw down the rate stabi lization fund by this additional 
amount. 

Recommmded Option 
Staff recomm.end the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 1 for Water Services. 
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Sewer Services Section Cbart 
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A description explaining the increases and budget reductions in each of the areas outlined above is 
outlined below, 

Operating E.ypenditures 

Salary costs ~lre increased associated with anticipated wage senlements as well as staffing requirements 
for maintaining increased plant/infrastructure. Pub lic Works maintenance and material, etc. costs are 
increased as 11 result of external cost factors, such as inflationary increases. Monthly vehicle costs are 
decreased as a result oflease buy-outs. Increases in power costs are due to hydro increases to operate 
pump stations, and are outside of the City 's control. 
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GVS&DD O&'M (Grealer Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage Dislriel Operating ami Maintenance 
Costs) - Metro Vnt.couver 

Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District operations and maintenance charges arc increased by 
approx.imately $1 .12 million, or 7.7%. These costs relate principally to the operation of the Lulu Island 
Water Treatment Plant, since these costs are borne entirely by Richmond. Other projects of specific 
interest to Richmond include the GilbertlBrighouse Trunk Pressure Sewer twinning project and the Lulu 
Island Wastewater Treatment Plant Digestor. 

GVS&DD Ddt (Grealer Vancouver Sewerage and Draim'ge Dis/rict Debt) 

GVS&DD debt costs are reduced 24.8% per Metro Vancouver in association with debt reduction. These 
costs arc recovered from property taxes and, therefore, do not benefit the sewer utility rates charged. 
There will, however. be a corresponding reduction in the amount recove red from property taxes 
($658.500) for regional sewer debt. 

Rate Stabilization Contribution 

Option I - N Oli Discretionary - docs not include a contribution or draw from rate stabilization funds, 
which, as of October 31, 2011 , has a balance of$4,977,582. 

Option 2 includes an option to draw or apply $100,000 from the rate stabilization fund to reduce the 
impact of me rate increase in 20 12. Option 3 includes an option to draw $200,000 from rate stabilization 
to further off.'iet the rate increase in 2012. 

Staff recommend Option I in order to maintain the sewer provision account to offset future anticipated 
increases in regional sewer operating costs. 

Cilpitlli infrastructure Replacement Program 

Under all opt ions outlined above, there is no increase proposed in the annual contribution to the sewer 
infrastructure capital replacement program. The " Ageing Infrastructure Planning - 20 II Update" report 
noted that the: annual funding contribution for sewer to sustain the current infrastructure is $6.2 million, a 
$1.9 million shortfall. The funding strategy outlined in that report _. to increase the rates by $10 each 
year for an additional 10 years·· is being integrated into the utility budgets and rates. In 2012, the 
increase is reflected in the drainage area (addressed later in this report). 

Operll/ing Dt~bl 

Operating debt relates to the sewer debt sinking fund and is based on costs provided by the Municipal 
Finance Authority. There is a small increase in 2012, but this has no impact on the rates charged since the 
amount is offset by a corresponding increase in revenues. 

Regional issues 

The main budget drivers impacting the projected increase in Metro Vancouver costs include a variety of 
capital infrastructure projects, such as the GilbertlBrighousc tnlnk pressure sewer and digestor at the Lulu 
Island treatment plant; various treatment plant upgrades (Iona, Lions Gate, etc.); seismic sewer upgrades, 
and various infrastructure upgrades and capacity improvements. While Metro Vancouver projections 
indicate a 5% blended overall increase (combined debt reduction and operating cost increase), staff 
estimate the regional impact on rates to increase at approximately 8% per year in accordance with trends 
in regional operations and maintenance costs, which arc recovered through utility rate charges. 

3398960 



FIN - 50

December 1. 2011 - 10-

Impact on 2012 Sewer Rates 

The impact of these various budget options on the sewer rates by customer class is provided in the table 
which follows. The first chart shows the various options for meter rate customers. The second chart 
shows the options for flat rate customers. As noted previously in the "Meter Rllte" discussion within the 
Water Servicc~s portion of this report, the impact to metered customers is considerably less than flat rate 
customers dUl~ in part to the incentive built into the meter rate. 

The impact o!f the Sewer budget options on metered customers is as follows: 

2012 Sewer Net Meter Rate Options 

2012 Rate Options w/.lch Illclude 
Illcrease Ide"'ified Below in Italics 

Recommended: 
Customer Class 2011 Rates 2012 Option I Rate 2012 Option 2 Rule 2012 Option 3 Rale 

Single Family Dwelling $225.52 $246.78 S245.80 $244.82 
!(based on av\!.. 296 m' )- $21.26 520.28 5/9.30 
Townhouse $201.90 $220.93 $220.06 $2 19.18 
(based on avg. 265 m') 5 /9.03 518.16 51n8 
Apartment $137.90 S150.9O 5150.30 $ 149.71 
(based on av~. 181 ml) S13.00 512.40 511.81 
Metered Rate (S/m' ) $0.7619 SO.8337 $0.8304 50.8271 

SO.07/8 SO.0685 SO.0652 

The impact of the Sewer budget options on the flat rate customers is as follows: 

which Include 
Below in Italics 

The rates outlined in the above tables are net rates. Due to the bylaw provisions which provide for a 10% 
discount if utility biUs are paid within a specified timeframe, the net rates shown will be increased by 
10% in the supporting bylaws to provide for the discount incentive while ensuring cost recovery for the 
net budget requirement. 

Advantages/Disadvantages of Various Options 

Option 1 

• Represents the minimal increase necessary to sustain operations, while maintaining business as usual. 
• There is no collection of funds to contribute toward rate stab ilization for future increases, i.e . the rate 

stabilization contribution remains at $0 in 2012. 
• Does not meet C ity's long·term infrastructure plan to increase the capita l program for replacement of 

aging infrastructure. Capital replacement remains fixed at $4.3 million for 20 12. The objective is to 
build the annual infrastructure replacement for sewer to $6.2 million, representing an annual $1.9 
million slhortfa ll. 
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Option 2 

• Represents the minimal increase necessary to sustain operations with $100,000 being applied or 
drawn frc,m the rate stabilization fund to reduce the impact of budget and rMe increases .. 

• There is no collection of funds to contribute toward rate stabilization for future increases, i.e. the rate 
stabilizati.on contribution remains at $0 in 2012. 

• Does not meet City 's long-term infrastructure plan to increase the capital program for replacement of 
aging infi-astructurc. Capital replacement remains fixed at $4.3 million for 201 1. The objective is to 
build the annual infrastructure replacement for sewer to $6.2 million, or an annual $1 .9 mi llion 
shortfall. 

Option 3 

• Represents the minimal increase necessary to sustain operations with $200,000 being applied or 
drawn frclm the rate stabilization fund to reduce the impact of budget and rate increases .. 

• Tbere is no collection of funds to contribute toward rate stab ilization for future increases, i.e. the rate 
stabilization contribution remains at $0 in 2012. 

• Does not meet City 's long-tenn infrastructure plan to increase the capital program for replacement of 
aging infrastructure. Capital replacement remains fixed at $4.3 million for 2011. The objective is to 
build the annual infrastructure replacement for sewer to $6.2 million, or an an nua l $1.9 million 
shortfal l. 

Recomme,.ded Option 

Staff recommend the budgcts and rates as outl ined under Option 1 for Sewer Services. 

Drainage and Diking Section Cbart 

As noted previously within the water and sewer sections, the above rates are net rates and will be 
increased by 10% in the rate amending bylaws in accordance with the bylaw early payment discount 
provisions. 

Background 

Drainage - In 2003 , a drainage utility was created to begin developing a reserve fund for drainage 
infrastructurt:: replacement costs. The objective as outlined in the "Ageing Infrastructure Planning - 2011 
Update" report is to build the fund to an anticipated annual contribution of approximately $9.8 million. 
subject to ongoing review of the drainage infrastructure replacement requirements. 

As adopted by Counci l in 2003, the rate started at $10.00 (net) per property and is increased an additional 
$10.00 each year until such time as the $9.8 million annual reserve requirement is reached - expected to take 
approximately 6 more years. The net rate in 2011 was $90.31 resulting in approximately $6.1 million being 
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collected towards drainage services. The options presented above represent no increase under Option I, 
approximately one-half of the increase under Option 2, and the full increase of $1 0.00 under Option 3 per 
prior Council approvals. The recommended increase under Option 3 will result in $6.77 million in annual 
reserve contributions for drainage. A continued increase in capital contributions for drainage is 
recommended in light of the importance of drainage infrastructure in Richmond. 

Diking - An annua l budget amount of approximately $600,000 was established in 2006 to undertake 
structural upgrades at key locations along the dike, which equated to a $ 10.00 charge per property. 
Continued annual funding is required to facil itate continued studies and upgrades as identified through 
further seism ic assessments of the dikes. No increase in the $ 10.00 per property rate is proposed for 
20 12. This will result in revenues of approximately $675,000 in 2012, based on total estimated 
properties. 

Recomme.nded Option 

Staff recommend the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 3 for Drainage and Diking Serv ices. 
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Solid Waste & Recycling Section Cbart 

2012 Solid / -

Option I Option 3 
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A description explaining the increases and budget reductions in each of the areas outlined above is 
outlined below. 

Salaries 

Salary costs arc increased associated with anticipated wage settlements. 

Contracts 

Contract costs relate to non-discretionary increases for so lid waste and recycling collection services as 
outlined in Council-approved agreements. 

EquipmelltIJ~aterialsIVehicles 

Material. equipment and vehicle costs are increased associated with plant growth and increased fuel and 
insurance costs. 
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Metro Vancouver Disposal Costs (MY) 

Disposal costs associated with the regional tipping fee increase from $97 to $ 1 07 per tonne. The City ' s 
G reen Can program has helped in sign ificantly reducing disposal tonnages, minimizing the impact of 
tipping fee increases. For example, had the G reen Can/organ ics program not been introduced to divert 
more waste from garbage, the metro d isposal costs noted in the budget table would have been 
approximately $300,000 higher. 

Regional tipping fees are expected to continue to rise sharply over the next several years to help create 
greater incentives for recycling alternatives and to meet the objectives as outlined in the new Integrated 
Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan which received provincial approval on July 22, 201 L. 

Projected Metro Vancouver Tipping Feerronne 
% Increase over Prior Year 

Recycling Materials Proceuing 

2012 
5107 
10.3% 

2013 
$121 
13% 

2014 
$153 

26.4% 

20lS 
$182 
19% 

Recycling malterials processing costs are reduced assoc iated with green waste volume adjustment 
reductions at the Ecowastc Landfil l resu lting from commercial use restrictions. 

Container Rt'ntaVO,l/ectioll & Operating Expenditures 

2016 
$205 
12.6% 

Container rental and operating expenditures are increased associated with rates from re-tendered service 
contracts and printing costs. 

Programllnwrnal Costs & Agreements 

Program cost increases relate to increased resident uptake in the City ' s spring clean up program (garbage 
disposal vouc,her program). Agreement costs are increased s lightly based on the consumer price index 
contractual increase with Vancouver Coastal Health Authority for the City ' s public health protection 
service agreement. 

Rate StabiliZl'lliOlr 

Option I reflects a $57,900 reduction in the application of the rate stabil ization fund for so lid waste and 
recycling. This reduction reflects the anticipated variance to equal the full offset of costs for the Green 
Cart Pilot program in accordance with prior approvals, pending an evaluation and report on that program 
in early 20 12 ( reference Green Cart Pilot Program section). Option 2 includes a partial contribution of 
$138,700 to c.olleet toward building the sol id waste stab ilization/provision fund, and Option 3 includes a 
contribution of $277,400. Option 1 is recommended in light of significant increases in other utility areas. 
Any increase in the rate stabilization contribution outlined under Options 2 and 3 would allow funding 
levels to build in order to offset future s ign ificant regional tipping fee increases as outlined above. In 
addition, future funding wiU be needed to further develop significant recycl ing programs, such as a 
potential Eco Centre, introduction of carts for residential curbside collection, pilot initiatives, etc. The 
current balance in the solid waste prov ision is $7,455 ,315. 

Recycling Material Revenues 

Revenues from the sale of recycling commodities are increased approximately 20% in 2012, or from 
$652,000 to $786,800. Under servicing contract tenns, the City receives the full benefit of any increases 
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in the recycling commodity markets above an established base level. Similarly, the City bears the risk of 
any dovmtum in commodity markets. The increased revenue projection is based on estimates of market 
conditions as reflected over the past year. This amount can vary up or down, and is dependent in large 
part on economic conditions. Therefore! it is an estimate only. Note that revenues from the sale of 
recycling matc~ria1s are applied against expenditures to help offset rates. 

Green Cart PUot Program 

A pilot organics/food scraps recycling pilot program, involving approximately 3,200 townhome units, 
commenced in April and is currently underway. The pilot is intended to run to the end of20 II and then 
be evaluated for potential broader sca le implementation to all townhomes. Staff are currently evaluating 
the program and will present a report with recommendations early in 20 12. The cost of this program is 
offset through the sanitation provision account. The budget/funding identified above a llows the pilot 
program to continue in 2012 under these same funding cond itions until such time as a Council decision is 
made on the future of organics recycling for townhomes. 

A report regarding the pilot program is scheduled for the first quarter of20 12. 

Impact on 20.12 Rates 

The impact of the budget options to ratepayers is provided in the table which follows. 

2012 Solid Wtlste & Recycling Net Rates Options 
2012 Rate Options which Include 

Tncrease Identif;ed Below ill Italics 
Recommended: 

Customer Class 2011 Rates 2012-o,;~ioll 1 RUle 2012 ODtion 2 Rate 2012 ODtion 3 Rate 
Single Family Dwelling $234.81 $239_6 1 $24{.96 $244.50 

$4.80 $7. 15 $9.69 

Townhouse $ 169.46 $171.10 $173-44 5175.99 
$1.64 S3.98 56.53 

Apartment $52.14 $51.40 $52.25 $53 .24 
(50.74) SO.ll SUO 

Bus iness Metered Rate $26. 16 $25.75 $25.86 ~;S99 
($0.41) (S0.30) 0.17) 

As noted previously within the water and sewer sections, the above rates are net rates and will be 
increased by 10% in the rate amending bylaws in accordance with the bylaw early payment discount 
provisions. 

Regional Issues 

As previously noted, the regional tipping fee has increased $10, From $97/tonne to $1 07/tonne. The 
impact to Richmond is not as great as it would otherwise have been had the City not had the fores.ight to 
introduce the Green Can (food scraps/organics recycling) program. Overall, the region is continuing to 
experience declining waste flows and reduced revenues in light of recycl ing initiatives and poor economic 
cond itions, wlhich are contributing factors to the tipping fee increase. Costs for regional initiatives 
identified in the lntegrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan are other factors driving the 
tipping fce increase. In addition to the impacts of the tipping fee increases, Richmond will also incur 
costs to imple:ment the local government actions identified in the Integrated Solid Waste and Resource 
Management Plan. Council previously endorsed the plan, which establishes a new regional waste 
diversion targ:et of 70% by 2015 (currently at 50%). These costs could amount to an additional $4 million 
annually, dep,ending on the level to which the municipal actions are pursued. These added programs will 
be brought to Council for approval in advance of incurring any additionaJ expenditures. 
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Recommer.rded Option 

Staffrecommc~nd the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 1 for Solid Waste and Recycling as it 
meets the minimum funding requirement necessary to maintain existing programs, while minimizing the 
overall rate impact -- particularly in light of increases in other utility areas. 

Total Recommended 2012 Utility Rate Option 

In light of the sign ificant challenges associated with the impacts of regional costs and new programs in 
the City, staff are recommending a combination of various budget and rates options as follows: 

• Option I is recommended for Water 
• Option I is recommended for Sewer 
• Option 3 is recommended for Drainage & Diking 
• Option I is recommended for Solid Waste & Recycling 

This results in the following 2012 recommended utility rates as summarized in the following tables. The 
first table provides a summaI)' ofthe estimated meter rate charge, based on average water and sewer 
consumption. The second table provides a summaI)' of the flat rate charge. 

20/2 Total Annual Utility - Estimated Charges to Metered Customers based 0" Recommended 
Rates and Average WaterlSewer Consumption by Customer Class 

(Net Rates) 
2012 Recommended Rate 

ffncTease Idenli ,ed Below in Italics) 
Clls/Omer Class 2011 Estimated Net Total 2011 Recommended 

Rates ODlion £slinwled Net Rates 
Single-Family Dwelling $833.64 $894.42 

(based on avg. 296 m3) $60.78 

Townhouse $7 16.08 $768.88 

(on City garbage service) S52.80 

(based on avg. 265 ml) 

Townhouse $609.37 $659.88 

(not on Cicy garbage service) 
(based on avg. 265 m3) 

$50.51 

Apartment $457.29 $494.66 

(based on avg. 181 ml) S37. 37 

General Other/Business 

Metered Water ($/m ) $0.9223 SI.0058 
$0.0835 

Metered $ewf:r ($/m ) $0.761 9 SO.8337 
SO.0718 

Business: Ga:rbage $26.16 $25.75 
($0.4/1 

Business: Drainage & Diking $100.3 1 $110.31 
S/O,(}() 
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2012 Total Annual Utility - Recommended Flat Rates (Net Rates) 
2012 Recommended Rate 

(Increase Identified Below in Italics) 
CUSlOmer Class 2011 Net ROles To/al20n Recommended 

ODrion - Net RaJes 
Single-Family Dwel ling S1.l93.22 $1,269. 51 

S76:29 
Townhouse SI,004.59 $1,068.91 
(on City garbage service) S64.32 

Townhouse $897.88 $959.9 1 
(not on City garbage service) S62.03 

Apartment $683.88 $731.28 
$47.40 

General Othc:r/Business 

Metered Wat~!r ($/m ) .$0.9223 $1 .0058 
SO.0835 

Metered Sewer ($/m ) $0.76 19 $0.8337 
50.0718 

Business: GaLfbage S26. 16 $25.75 
($0.4 /) 

Business: Drainage & Diking $100.3 1 S11 0.3 1 
S/O.OO 

As noted previously, the rates highlighted in this report reflect the net rates. This is the actual cost that 
property owners pay after the 10% discount incentive is applied as outlined in the rate bylaws. It also 
represents tht~ minimum amount required to recover the net expenditure budgets for each utility area. The 
discount incentive provided in the by laws is a very effective straiegy in securing utility payments in a 
timely manner. To ensure full cost recovery while maintaining the payment incentive, the bylaw rates are 
inflated by the discount amount. The recommended rates out lined above result in the following gross rates 
to be reflected in the amending bylaws for each utility area, should they be approved by Council : 

2012 '"'"' "J ( Gross, 
Estimated Meter & Actual Flat Rates per Bylaw 

~y T/,;Uh 

Waler Sewer To/al 
Diking 

MeI« (Bas<d on , Sew« Rat. , w;1 Vary , ,10 'cloa 
$274.18 

(0" City I 
1114 ~:; i*i; ~ (n" .14 

)2.27 $57.11 

FI 
,621.51 

(0" 0 $190. 
$69. 

'7.85 $305.01 il22 .57 $57.11 

,'J $1.1175 
I Sew., ($/m'l 

$28.6 1 
,& Diking 
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The number ()f units by customer c lass, including those on meters, is shown below for Council 's 
infonnation. The number of units will vary to some degree based on the type of service (e.g. some units 
are not on sewer service), therefore, the following is based on the water services unit count: 

Residential Unit Counts - Flat Rate and Metered 
CWitomers 

Single-Familv Residential Flat Rate 10,635 
Metered 17,816 

Townhouse Flat Rate 14,308 
Metered 703 

Apartment Flat Rate 20, 109 
Metered 1,715 

Total Residential Units 65,286 

Commerc ia l Units Metered 3467 

Fanns Metered 49 
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Comparison of Recommended 2012 Utility Rate Option to Major Household 
Expenses 

In relation to other common household expenses, City utility expenses represent good value when 
compared with other daily major household expenses such as telephone, cable, internet, electricity, transit 
and others. Water, sewer, garbage and drainage utility services arc fundamental to a quality lifestyle fOT 
residents as well as necessary infrastructure to support the local economy. The following chart 
demonstrates the value of these serv ices when compared to other common household expenses. 

Daily Cost Comparison of Major Household Expenses for a Single Family Dwelling 

Drainage&Dy~e 

$0. I I I 
Solid WuIe& Recy<:ling 

$0.66 I I C~y ' s 2011 Ne1 UtiI~y Rates 

I 
$.90 Basic Services Offered by othef Agencies 

HomePhone 
I 

$0.99 
~. 

I 
i TVCable < 
& • w InlMl81 • .. 
< • Wo~ , 
• " 

$1. 5 

II I I 
$1.51 

I I 
$1 .53 

I I 
$2.56 

Electncily 

II I I I I I '>6, 
0- II I I I I I 

$2.66 
Tran$tl 

II I I I I I 
$3.01 

Homeln ........... 

• so." $1 .00 S1.SC $2.00 $2.SC $3.00 $3.50 

Chan REDMS Ref.. 3054483 
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Financial Impact 

The budgetary and rate impacts associated with each option are outlined in detail in this report. In all 
options, the budgets and rates represent full cost recovery for each respective area. 

The key impacts to the recommended 2012 utility budgets and rates stem from increases in regional watcr 
purchascs~ scwer treatment and disposat costs. Contractual increases for tendered services and other 
external costs is also a factor, a1though to a much lesser degree. Option I is recommended for the Water, 
Sewer and Solid Waste/Recycling budgets and rates; whereas Option 3 is recommended for Drainage as 
per the strategy outlined in the "Ageing Infrastructure Planning - 201 1 Update" report. 

Considerable effort has been made to minimize City costs and other costs within our ability to influence 
in order to m'inimize the impact to property owners. The following graph demonstrates the principal 
factors in the 2012 budget in the area of regionaJ costs, contract costs, net capital infrastructure 
contribution (drainage) and other City operating costs. 

2012 Recommended Options Utility Budget 
% Net Increase by Category 

Capital 

Drainage. 
23% 

~--""'::::::::~~~~ .. rCjty Operating Costs * 
8% 

Regional MV;:----..::; ... ""'''''.-;:.-----

61% 

• Indudcs City's contribution from TlIie slabilizstionlincome vW"illlions to milig3{e increases 
Reference Chart doc. 3055227 version 4 

Conclusiol11 

8% 

The utility rate strategy represents a comprehensive approach to addressing current increases in regional 
charges for watcr purchases, watcr filtration, sewer treatment and disposal costs. City costs have been 
minimized as much as possible to reduce the impact to budgets and rates. Regional increases continue to 
represent a sil;nificant portion of the increases in utility rates. This trend will continue for the foreseeable 
future as the (:hallenges associated with addressing growth and new demands for water and sewer treatment 
are managed. 

3398960 



FIN - 61

December 1, 2011 - 21 -

Staff recomnl(:~nd that the budgets and rates as outlined in this report be approved and that the appropriate 
amending bylaws be brought forward to Council to bring these rates into effect. 

6U3 
SUZJ!JUIe BY~ 
Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs 
(3338) 
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Attachment 1 

City of Richmond Report to Committee 

To: Public Works and Transportat,on Committee Date: June 7, 2011 

1~060-01120' 1·Vol 01 From: John Irving MPA, P,Eng File: 
Director, Engineering 

Re: Ageing Infrastructure Planning - 2011 Update 

Staff Recommendation 

·111<1! "tulT rev iew Ihl' rcpon dOIl'd June 7. 2011 rrom the l1ircctor. En!!inccring in cl'nj ullcl inn 
with the Long Tenn Financial Management Slrategy :!nd bring forward recommendations to 
Finance Committee. 

-

L 
.1nhn Irvi l1lg. MP:\. lJ .I-ug. ' 
Di rc": II>r. !Engin~-ering 
i-HolO) 

.. \11. 6 

,/ 

FOR ORIGl NATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED 1'0: 

Budgets 
Roads and Construction 
SeweragE! and Drainage 
Water Services 

REVIEWE[) BY TAG 

I hansporta,"on 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

In July 200 I and Man:h 2006 the Engineering Dt:partmclll repurted 10 ( 'ouncillhc t!Stinmtcd 
long tcml capital n.o.quiremcnrs for age-related infrastructure: renewal. -111is report updates those 
estimates to. ret1t:ct current inventory. new thoughts on infrastructure service life and changing 
in frnstrul'ture rcphlcClllcnt prici ng. It illso extends the report to comment on dikes and clirn :ll~ 
change. 

Backgrourud 

Council 1 el111 Goals 

Om: of the strategic I~cus arcus outlineu in the eUrTcntly ndopted Council Tcnn Goals is 
Financial f\.'fanagemt.'llt. ('he Boal is to ensure the City has the capacity to meet thc financial 
chal lcnges Qftoday 3nd the luture. while maintaining current levels arservice. This report 
nut lines the current und long tcnn linatlcial requirements tor nw..ininining and replacing the 
City's ageing inlrastructurc. 

Existi ng Infrastructure 

Table I is a, summary ut'thc City' s inventory of watcr. sanitary. drainagc. and roads 
iufm:-;tnlclUrc. rhe rCI)ltlcelllcnt vu lue nS$umcs thul inlnlstnlclUl'C will Ix.- rep laced "size-on

. , · 1 
SI/.O • 

Table t : Infrastructure Inventory 
~ - .-c- . ---

'F'Unding :-Replacemenf lafrastructuTe Tot:.. lcngth of Odlcr Features 
Pipe or Hoad Source Villue 

(2011 dolilln) 

\Vater 624 km 13 PRY Chambers Water $514M 
S Sponge Vuulls Utili ty 

60 V:uvc Chambers 
Saniwy ~ -- -

Sanitary 562 km 1 S 1 Pump Stations S436M 
Util ity 

Dminugt! 61 7km 39 Pump Statillns Drninagc $933 M 
Utili ty 

Dike 49 km - Drainage $200 M 
Utility 

Road Pavement 
-----~ 

1285 lane km 212.000 sq. m of General $56 1 M 
Inon-MW'l) l'arkinJ,l lot Revenue 
Tolal 
Replacement SZ.644M 
Value 
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Previous SlnlT Rci.?9~ 

~taff CIlmpl~h::tI the City 's first ageing inirastmcturc assessment and rcrxmed the results to 
Council in 200 I. TIle assessment v,'aS based on the limited in formation available at that time. An 
updated a.gcing infrastructure report was presented to the Public Works and Transportation 
Cummittt!c (VWTC) in Murch 2006. Both reports identi1ied that intrnstructurc rt.-placcment 
fUllu ing k~vels were insufficient <Uld the 20U6 report proposed St!vcml prelimi nary strategies tu 
address the shortfall.s that included the fo llowing: 

I. Implement an immcdiate onc4 Qmc increase to Ihe rates to close the tunding shoniall. 
2 . Itn plemt:nt a grmlual incrt'ase to roues over H sjlL'Gilied pl:!riod tn close the fllltding shurt llilt. 
J . Borl"Q'w money to fund the necessary improvements, 
.:.. Combination ofthc abovc strategies. 

From the above str3tcgies. the City implemented a variation of strategy 2 tholt d id not inc lude a 
sPl-'Cilic date to close identilied fund ing gaps. Tuble 1 c3tnlQgues lind ('.ompan.-s 2006 cap ital 
infrastruct ure annual funding III thill in 20 11 . It 31so tabulates I,; lIrrenl rcscrve level s. 

Table 2: Annual Capitallnfnstructure fu nd ing and Rcserves 

--
"'ulld~ 

-
Infra!struet ure 2006 2011 % R~!i('rve Reserve 
T yp" Funding Funding Source Funding Balance Balance 

(2006 (2011 IncreHse (0« 31, (D« 3J , 
dullars) dotlars) 21HJb) 2(10) 

I Water S6.5 M S7.,M Wuter t SO/O $34 .1 M $46.4 M 
l llililY 

, ~anitnry SL5 M $4.3 M Sanital) 15% $16.4 M $27 .7 M 
Util ity 

Drainage $).1 M $6.1 M Drainage 97'''/1t $7.3 M S 18.2 M 

-
$3.0 M -

Uti lity - -
I 
--

Road Paving $2.6M General 15% N/A NIA 
(uoll lV1R~ ) Revenue 

Total S14.7 M $10.9 \t I -Ult/it $57.8 I $92.3 M 
~ 

As can bI~ seen in Table 2. the City has substantially increased funding tor infrastructw-c 
replacement ovcr the last tive years. Increases to the water, sewer and drniTUlge capitnl funding 
were (lchicVl"tl rhrough the IInnual utili ty rales ccv i(!w process where infmstnlcmfC rcplncemenl 
funding ga ps were considered \\lhcn t:slablistJi ng utility rat~ The rnadways are nut part uf :J. 
utility an d the re· paving budget is included in the Roads operating budget. Road repaving 
increases, were accomplished througb the operating budgeting procC$. 

Ageing l:nfrastructUfC Replaced ~rQm 2006 to 20 I 0 

Since Murch "2OfKI the City has replaced over 28 km ofngl!ing wahmnains {approximately 4% of 
Ihe syste;mj and repaved 141 km of road lanes (opproximately II % of the non-MRN roadways) 
through its annual c3pitaJ '..-orks programs. Various sanitary and drainage pump stations were 
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also rebUliilor improved during this time due to both ageing infrdstructure and capacity based 
upgrade :needs. The.c:e replaec;:mcnts and upgrJdl!s arc planned utili7.ing water, sa.llilnry, dminagc: 
and pavement management ",nd capacity models developed for Richmond's infrastructure. Given 
the large catalogue orinli'ru.1ntcturc assets within the City and the significant population 
iocrenses predicted tor Richmllnd. tl~ moc.lels arc C$Sl.'Iltiui tor short and long tl.'TUl eflpitill 
plannillg and for supporting broader City nhjcctives such 3." the Official Communi ty )llan . 
Af1Qc/'m~nt 6 is a swnmar)' uf infrastructure projects completed between 2006 rutd 10 t 0 as part 
ur Ihe ongoing infrustructurc rcplac.."cmcnt and upgrade program 

The replacement work tll datc has put Ricilillond in a much beUer position than the majnri ty of 
Canadian municipalities, A report titled "Danger Ahead: The Coming Collapse of Canada's 
Municipal ln frostnll::ture" was published by the Fcdcmtion ofCanll.dian Municipalities (FCM) in 
Nnvemb.-:r 2007. rhe n:purt staled that. 'Icross ('an:.lda, municipal inrrn:-lructurc has reached the 
brca.lcing point. The report recommended thallong·tcrm invc."<;trnent plans be created to manage 
in tbsuu~:turc tim<ling. Richmond has been pro·activc in this regard :md had long·tcml ageing 
i"fmslrw~ture replacement stmtegy and reserve Ilmding in plae,c prior to the FCM report. As 
~uch. Ihl::" City's infr;lslructure is in better cundition lrum the average ('un:tdinn nll.micipality and 
is tar from the bre:tking point. Ho\\·e\'er. lhe Fe \-, report iI1ustrJI t..~ what can happen iflhc 
City' s municipal infrastructurc becomes a lower priority and t\mdin~ Ic .. -cls do nol continue to 
inen:a:ic 10 close idcmiticd funding gaps. 

Analyshl 

Tolal Replacemcnt V:lluc and Schl-dule 

Charts J to 4 (attached) show estimated infrJstrucrurc replacement eost.<;: for the City's WQter. 
snni taIY. dminngc. aml rO<ld inrmstnlclUtC owr lIle next 75 years. The charts ulso il.k-ntity the 
C)LilJ)al~-d long Il:nn avcmgc.unnual funding Ic\'cls thaI arc rc:quired tu pcrpctuully replnce a.s:iet~ 

.Uld the n trrcnt 20 II funding levels, The Funding Requirement Range n:prc",eots the estimated 
level ofunccrtaJnty or variability in thc long term annu.,1 runding levels. This uncertainty is due 
In u num.ber ofvariubh .. "S inclwJing: 

• potential overlap between capacity hlt-.cd impmvcments ouc tn development or ~limah! 
change: 

• l.lrl.certrunlY in the potential service likofthe infrastructure; 
• 'I"arlability inlhe ~'(:onomy and the cost ur infrastructure replacement: and 
• unanticipatl"tl or cmergency events that initiate carly infrru;truc,urc replacement or 

lrepairs in excess of operating budget proVisions. 

Chart 1 predicts a long (con annual water infrnstructurc funding rcquircml.'nt of S7.0 mmion. 
which is StU milliQn lower than previously estimnted and currently funded. O\·CI' the pllSi li\'e 
years En.gineering has gathered data Ihat indirotes asbestos cement pipelines last longer than the 
original analysis indicated. Asbestos cement pipelines are approx imatciy 50% "fmc City's 
W:1tcnJ1a.in inventory, lhererore.. thi s incrtasC in expected asb~stos cemenl pipeline service lilt: 
hus a si.f!Diticant "Ileet on long Icnn limding l\..'quin.."Il1c.:lll$ und transJalcs into the lower funding 
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n.:'Quil'lemcnL IIOWCVl'f. sttdTrccommcnds maintaining water utility Ilmding at S7.5 million 
Ilotinl:l~ that : 

• there is a signifkant backlog of w;Jlcnnain replacement projl.'ClS; 
• there is signi ficant ynriability in water infrastructure pricing; .md 
o innation will consume th is pl.lsili'o'C lilllding ~ap in the ncur to medi um (cnn. 

As noted previously, approximately 50"0 ofthc City's watermains an: asbestos cement and are 
prcdic leU to require replacement within the next 30 years. During tbis period replacement costs 
.... '11 e:(c-eed the long tcnn requiroO fundi ng level for a number of yellrs. which will require 
utili7J1.tion ofreservcs and borrowing. In the long tcnn (75 year horizon). the required funding 
level ", .. m repny debts incurred and allow for continued waler infrastructure renewal. 

Engineering sl:II1";l(C currently reviewing new teehnologil."S !O derenni ne the condition of 
asbi..'Stos cement watconalns in an effurt to refine the watemlain replacement schedule. 
Additionally. Engineering s13n'wil l rcvicv,,- pressure management as a tool to increase the service 
li te of the usbcstos cement wutcrmuin inventory, whieh bus pot~nt illl lO aucnuutc the predicted 
spike in W"dlcmluin replacement ~Iween 20]1 and 204 1. 

Cha,"] prcdil.:L~ a long Icrm annual funding n:qui rcrncnls orS5.4 million rOT lhl.: sanitary util ity 
with no idcmilied backlog of rcpla.;emenl rn..><:ds. / /owevcr. lhc fat. t)jl and g,rease (TOG) 
blockage in the Lansdowne forccmain this year is a prime example of an Ulmoticipated e"ent 
with s.ignificnllt capilal enst thai crcaws uncertaimy nr vnrinbilit)" in the I."stim:1tion of long (cnn 
capital requiremcnl~. The I ansdQwllc forcenmin emergency itCl i"'j tics 3ml replacement wi lllOial 
over 5; I .3 million by project eompil!tion that was not anticipated but must be- accommodatcd by 
the stinit3r) sewer utility. 

Cltol1r 3 predicts a long (erm annual funding requirement 0("S9.8 million for (he drair,agc utility. 
As inclicntt:(l b) the churt. IlIrge scntc agei ng drainage infroslnlcturc replacement is cstimut"d to 
be .10 yc:ar.) in the futllte with much smuller ocru teml needs. One option to fund thc:sc future 
rcpliK:cments is to build an adequate ~scrvc during this period of lower needs. to avoid 
un nl.'(:css..'lri ly burd("ning ti.,ture generations. 

Modeling \\tork is currently ~ing performed to dctenninc rtlc impact of dim3!e change on the 
dcainuge system. Capacity improvements due to climate change are not incl uded in lhc present 
nrutlysis and will be reportcd to Council when the intbnna.(ion oc'Comcs uvailuble. 

Cllnnt 4 predicts II non-MRN long (erm annual rc-plwing funding requirement or~.6 million. 
Hig..ht:r um::ertaint)' e. ... ists in this value man those for the utilities as road fe ·paving is heavily 
inllut!:ncai by oil price. which has nucluated widely in tnc past live- years C!111." 5 (anached) 
docwncnts the nuctuating cost of asphalt paving between 2006 and 2010 demonstrating the higb 
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vnriab:ility in pricing. Based on paving prices over the l3Sl tive yeaf$, rc·p..w ing annual funding 
requirements range be(wc~n $4.0 M and $5.3 M. For long term planning purposc.s. we have 
assumed that the ebb and tlow of m."Phah pricing will average out in the long term and have 
util i:red Ihe <1 vcmgc value 01'$4.6 M us the long tenn fundi"!! n:quircmcm for re·puving. 

As rcpoortcd to Council in 1998, road structw'Cs fail according to the curve represented in Figllu 
I . 

Road 
Condition 

• 

T, T, 

Time 

Figure 1 

l'ypi..: a J 
./"- ro iI u re 

curve 

• 

The tit11~ between To and T t reOects period when roads structures pertonn well . At T I he road 
ll[rucntrc begins to deteriorate and lose strenb>th. T] represenEs failure of the road strueture . Once 
'1'1 is rClIched. fu ilure OC(,UnI rapid\). 

Road IrctwbililHtiun work performed::lt T I can ..:ITct:livcly restore Ihe mud slmclUrc (0 a ~I ike 
new" condition represented by To. Failure to perform this rehabil itation work Icads to the rapid 
deterioration and failure of th.c roadwa)·. At '1'1, a complct\.' rebuild oflhe rond structure is 
n..'quirooo. The cost of rebuilding u rundwa~ at ' 1'1 i~ approximately 3 to 4 times the cost or 
rchabil iWl ion at 1'1 .lhen:forc, il is 10 the Cily 's financial advantage 10 Pfrlonn Ihe rehahiJilaliun 
at 1'1. 

For Ih·c purpose of estimating th(' long (('on re-paving funding requirement. it has been assumed 
Ihut all mn<l<·, arc repaved at T I. If this can nOI be achieved, the costs ussrJciutat with road repair 
will imcrcase dUi: 10 more expensive mad reconstruction bein.g r~uircd . 

The 2008.203 1 Richmond Flood Protection Stralegy identitiell climate change induced sea level 
rise a~~ a future threat to the City and requires further investigation. A.s presented to Council on 
JanU2Jry [O~ 201 1. long term funding fo r raising dikes to meet rising scalc"e1s IUld upgrades to 
address seis.mic concems will be in the order of $1 00 million, Engineering statl' arc exploring 
options 10 initiate u Dike Master Plun lbnl will idcntiry UPKTlIdc liming and funding Ti.'quiremcnts. 
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Rcguirt'd Funding Lcvels 

Table 3 summarizes current and required annual infrao;:tructllfe replacement funding levels. in 
2011 <h,f llW"s. as well as the current ageing infrastructure funding gaps. 

Tahlc 3: Infrast ructure Funding Levels 

lofra:5lTurlun l Ol l Al'tuaJ Rcq uin.-rl Funding F..srimalcd " dtlitional 
Type Annual Annual Source Funding Requ ir ed 

Fundin2 Funding Bnscd on Future 
Lent Len~1 Needs 

Water $7.5 M S7.0 Water Utility lS05 'A} 

Sanita ry $4.3 'A SCi.2 M Sanit;!ry Utility $1.9M 
I 
I 

Dminagl! $6. 1 \I $9.X M lJminag.c Utility $1.7 M i $3.0M 
-

Ro:td Paving S4.6M Gencrol Revenue $1.6 M 
(nun MRN ) 

Total!,; S20.9 1\·1 S27.6 M S6.7 M 

Wh ile IJ1~ City has made significant incrcases to infrastructure funding since 2006. infrastructure 
hmdiog gups remain. 

[ undine Strlllcgtcs 

Adequate annual funding levels will allow [he City to implement a proactive and sustainable 
inrrastn..1ClUrc r.:plactmcnt pro~>rum . Th~ proacti ve ~pIHc(.'mcl1l <If infrastructure l'nllbks the City 
10 ';.marl sequence uti lity rcrlnocmcm i1ud use compeliti ve hidding to ensure the best \,;j lu.: ti.u 
money. Rcpladng infrastructure at its time of failure has prQvcn 10 be considerably more 
l'x pcnsi 'vc than pro!lcli \'c replncement ruut is m Ol\:" disruptive 10 residents. Cil }, services and 
progmm~ . 

Closing the currCnl S6.7 million funding gJp! is achievable within the next decade or sooner. 
Putting litis amount into ratc pa}'C' r terms, Richmond bas approximately 70,000 businesscs or 
hUUSl'hUilds that pay utility mit's. An anllual increase of $1 0 to lhe tolal utilit), rn leJ fur e',}ch 
rcsidenc'e or t'lusincs.. ... would generate an additional $7 million by the lOth year and would close 
the gOlp ifi nOation is ignored. Similarly. 3520 increase would close this gap in fi ve years. To put 
theS<.' Itcnlial im .. 'Tl' USCS in perspective. S 10 is 0.8-% (If a typical residenTi .. 1 utilily bill and $20 
is 1.70 /

Q. 

' This do!!S noL Loclude future dike rmprowmcnt fundin which will be determined through the rrllpo~ dik ... ma~tt1" 

\,Ianning protrss. 
'11u: C\)l1Iparison of Uli li!> rate i l~reascs is 10.- IliuSCl"lll1'·c purposes. Road pil~ll\~ i!> nul fuo..k-.i thr(lu~h tht util il)' 

mIt". ther.:forc.", incrt:tl$t$ to ~ccommodatc the lOad p!l.ving rundmg g~p WIU not be applit-d through the utility rate. 

3398960 



FIN - 69

Decem ber 1, 20 11 - 29-

3398960 

Attachment 1 (Cont'd) 

June 7. 201 J - 8 -

Sln.ITml\'c purmll'd (lvuilablc fedcml and provincial gmnts from progmms such us {he Building 
Canada Plan and Be's Flood Protection Program and will continue to do '10. While grant funding 
has been helpful O\-I!J the lasl year, as a funding source grants will a lways be unpredictahle and 
therefo re non-sustainable. 

Stall' will evaluate funding options and make 0. recommendation to Council as part of the annual 
utility rotc r~view . Through the annuuJ uti lity rate review, SlalTwill continue lu recommend Ihal 
the fU1"Cgoing gap be closed over an appropriate period llftimc. 11owever. the strategy and 
ann ual amount will vary due to the implica tion of non· discretionary costs rc!Ulling [rom Metro 
VnncCllUvcr' s Regional Solid and Liquid Wustc Management Plans. 

Flnaneial lmpact 

f\onc ullhis time. 

ConcOusion 

Shlffwill continue 10 gather infonnation to better predict infmstructurc rcplocement schedules 
nnd funt.ling peaks und will continue 10 C''(plorc n~ technolugies and besL Staff will also 
contiruc to recommend tl~l the util ity funding gaps hct .... '\.,"C/l current and required funding levels 
be dosed over lime through the annual budgeting process. The talC of increase and timc framl! 10 
close the fWlding gaps will be impacted by Ml..'lru Vancouver's regional Solid and Liquid Waste 
Mana gemclll plans. which arc a oolH.liscrellonary costs impost..-d onlhc City. 1h!: fundi ng 
shortf.:a\ls outlined in this report should be considered in conjunction \\ith the City's I.o og Term 
Financial Stmtcgy, 

LlO)!~ig~f . ( 
, 

Andy Bell. 1' .Eng 
Manager, Engineering: Phmning 
(4075) 

Projt.."Ct Engineer. Roads & Dminuge 
(4656) 

LB:ub 

Alt. I : Chru1: I: Ageing (nfmstructure Report - Water Assets 
At"L2: Chart 2: Ageing Infrastructure Repon - Sanitary Assets 
An.3 : Chru1 3: Ageing Infmstruclure Report - Dr.:rin::lge Assets 
An.4: Chru1 4: Agcing Infmslnlclure Report - Non MRN Road A~l .. 
AU.5 : Char1 5: Historical Costs for Capital Paving Program (2006 - 2010) 
An.6: Capital l.nfrastruclure Projects Completed Since 2006 
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Chart 1 
2011 Ageing Infrastructure Report· Water Assets 
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Chart ' 
2011 Ageing Infrastrucutre Report . SanitMy ANob 
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Chart 3 
2011 Ageing Infraatructuro Report ~ Drainage Auets 

ProjM:tad Rlp&acem&nt Vear (5 ye .. grouping) 

3398960 



FIN - 73

December 1, 2011 - 33 -

Attachment 1 (Canl'd) 

JUfII: 7.20 ! 1 

Chart 4 
2011 Aging Infrastructure Roport - Non-MRN Aaaots 
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Chert 5 
Historic.al Costs for Capital Paving Program (2006 . 2010) 
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