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Pg. # 

ITEM  

 
  

MINUTES 
 
 1. Motion to adopt: 

  (1) the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on Monday, 
December 19, 2011 (distributed previously); 

  (2) the minutes of the Special Council Meeting held on Monday, 
December 19, 2011 (distributed previously); and 

CNCL-19 
CNCL-27 

 (3) the minutes of the Regular Council Meetings for Public Hearings 
held on Tuesday, December 20, 2011, and Monday, January 16, 
2012; and  

CNCL-65  to receive for information the Metro Vancouver ‘Boards in Brief’ dated 
Friday, December 16, 2011 and Friday, January 13, 2012. 

 
  

AGENDA ADDITIONS & DELETIONS 
 
  

PRESENTATION 
 
CNCL-69  Simon Johnston, Artistic and Executive Director, and Keith Liedtke, Chair of 

the Board of Directors, Gateway Theatre to present the 2010-2011 Operations 
Report.  
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

 
 2. Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on 

agenda items. 

 
 3. Delegations from the floor on Agenda items. 

  (PLEASE NOTE THAT FOR LEGAL REASONS, DELEGATIONS 
ARE NOT PERMITTED ON ZONING OR OCP AMENDMENT 
BYLAWS WHICH ARE TO BE ADOPTED; OR ON DEVELOPMENT 
PERMITS/DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS - ITEM NO. 30.) 

 
 4. Motion to rise and report. 

 
  

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION 
 
  

CONSENT AGENDA 

  (PLEASE NOTE THAT ITEMS APPEARING ON THE CONSENT 
AGENDA WHICH PRESENT A CONFLICT OF INTEREST FOR 
COUNCIL MEMBERS MUST BE REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT 
AGENDA AND CONSIDERED SEPARATELY.) 

 
  

CONSENT AGENDA HIGHLIGHTS 

  Receipt of Committee minutes 
  Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project Environmental Assessment 

Update 
  Richmond Olympic Oval – Legacy Conversion Update 
  Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the 

Public Hearing on Monday, February 20, 2012): 
    10131 Bridgeport Road – Rezone from (RS1/D) to (RCH) (Harpreet 

Johal – applicant) 
    10380 Williams Road – Rezone from (RS1/E) to (RC2) (Rumi Mistry 

– applicant) 
    9271 Francis Road – Rezone from (RS1/C) to (RC2) (Ranjit Pooni – 

applicant) 
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    8800, 8820, 8840, 8880, 8900, 8920, 8940, 8960 Patterson Road and 
3240, 3260, 3280, 3320 and 3340 Sexsmith Road – Rezone from 
(RS1/F) to (ZHR10) (0754999 BC Ltd. – applicant) 

    3391 and 3411 Sexsmith Road – Rezone from 
(RS1/F) to (RCL4) (Pinnacle International (Richmond) Plaza Inc. – 
applicant) 

    6160 London Road and 13100, 13120, 13140, 13160 and 13200 No. 
2 Road – Rezone from (IL) to (ZMU20) and (SI) (Oris Development 
(Kawaki) Corp. – applicant) 

  Farm Based Wineries – Possible Option for Zoning Regulation 
  Hamilton Area Plan – Committee Update #1 – Clarified Terms of 

Reference, Work Plan, & Timeline 
  Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee 2011 Annual Report 

& 2012 Work Program 
  Child Care Development Advisory Committee 2011 Annual Report & 

2012 Work Program 
  Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 2011 Annual Report  & 2012 

Work Program 
  2011 Annual Report & 2012 Work Program: Richmond Intercultural 

Advisory Committee  
  Fuel Purchases Agreement – BC Petroleum Products Buying Group 
  Advance Capital Budget Approval – 2012 Lulu West Waterworks Area  
  Richmond Community Cycling Committee – Proposed 2012 Initiatives 
  Traffic Safety Advisory Committee – Proposed 2012 Initiatives 
 
 5. Motion to adopt Items 6 through 24 by general consent. 

 
 6. COMMITTEE MINUTES 

 

  That the minutes of: 

CNCL-105  (1) the General Purposes Committee meeting held on Monday, January 
16, 2012; 

CNCL-123  (2) the Planning Committee meeting held on Tuesday, January 17, 2012; 

CNCL-143  (3) the Public Works & Transportation Committee meeting held on 
Wednesday, January 18, 2012; and 

CNCL-151  (4) the Council/School Board Liaison Committee meeting held on 
Wednesday, January 18, 2012; 

  be received for information. 
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 7. VANCOUVER AIRPORT FUEL DELIVERY PROJECT – 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT UPDATE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3437242) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

GP-13  See Page GP-13 of the General Purposes agenda for full hardcopy report  

  GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That having reviewed the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery (VAFD) 
proposed Highway 99 Addendum pipeline route option, the City 
reiterate its position by stating that City Council continues to be 
opposed to the transportation of jet fuel on any arm of the Fraser 
River; 

  (2) That the City continue to participate in the EAO and Oil and Gas 
Commission processes; and 

  (3) That the City engage with the provincial Ministry of Transportation 
on the review of issues related to the Highway 99 route proposal. 

  (4) That letters be sent to Port Metro Vancouver requesting a meeting 
regarding the dangers related to tanker traffic on the Fraser River as 
well as the offloading and storage of jet fuel; and  

  (5) That staff be directed to enable correspondence reflecting citizen 
opinion, including mail and emails received, to be forwarded to the 
VAFFC, BCEAO, the Provincial Minister of Environment, and Port 
Metro Vancouver.  

 
 8. RICHMOND OLYMPIC OVAL – LEGACY CONVERSION UPDATE 

(File Ref. No. 06-2050-20-ROO/Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3420098 v.3) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

GP-35  See Page GP-35 of the General Purposes agenda for full hardcopy report  

  GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That the adjustment of the remaining legacy conversion projects and 
funding as outlined in the staff report entitled “Richmond Olympic Oval – 
Legacy Conversion Update” dated January 13, 2012, by the Director, 
Project Development, be approved. 
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 9. APPLICATION BY HARPREET JOHAL FOR A REZONING AT 
10131 BRIDGEPORT ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/D) TO 
COACH HOUSES (RCH) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8836, RZ 11-578325) (REDMS No. 3406432) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-23  See Page PLN-23 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the following recommendation be forwarded to Public Hearing: 

   (a) Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5448 for the area bounded by 
Bridgeport Road on the south, River Drive on the north, Shell 
Road on the east and No. 4 Road on the west (Section 23-5-6), 
adopted by Council on September 16, 1991, be amended to 
permit: 

   (b) Properties along Bridgeport Road between No. 4 Road and 
McKessock Avenue to rezone and subdivide in accordance with 
the provisions of Compact Single Detached (RC2) or Coach 
Houses (RCH) provided there is lane access (as shown on 
Attachment 3 to the report dated November 15, 2011 from the 
Director of Development); and 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8836, for the rezoning of 10131 Bridgeport Road 
from "Single Detached (RS1/D)" to "Coach Houses (RCH)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

 
 10. APPLICATION BY RUMI MISTRY FOR REZONING AT 10380 

WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO 
COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8850, RZ 11-591646) (REDMS No. 3418237) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-47  See Page PLN-47 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Bylaw No.8850, for the rezoning of 10380 Williams Road from “Single 
Detached (RS1/E)” to “Compact Single Detached (RC2)”, be introduced 
and given first reading. 
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 11. APPLICATION BY RANJIT POONI FOR REZONING AT 9271 
FRANCIS ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/C) TO 
COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8851, RZ 11-581922) (REDMS No. 3420594) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-63  See Page PLN-63 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Bylaw No.8851, for the rezoning of 9271 Francis Road from “Single 
Detached (RS1/C)” to “Compact Single Detached (RC2)”, be introduced 
and given first reading. 

 
 12. APPLICATION BY 0754999 BC LTD. FOR REZONING AT 8800, 8820, 

8840, 8880, 8900, 8920, 8940 AND 8960 PATTERSON ROAD AND 3240, 
3260, 3280, 3320 AND 3340 SEXSMITH ROAD FROM SINGLE 
DETACHED (RS1/F) TO HIGH RISE APARTMENT AND ARTIST 
RESIDENTIAL TENANCY STUDIO UNITS (ZHR10) – CAPSTAN 
VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE)  
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8837/8838/8839/8840, RZ 06-349722) (REDMS No. 3433683) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-77  See Page PLN-77 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Bylaw No. 8837, to amend the Richmond Official Community 
Plan, Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), to facilitate the implementation of 
a funding strategy for the construction of the future Capstan Canada 
Line station, by: 

   (a) Inserting in Section 4.0, density bonus policy applicable to 
developments that voluntarily contribute funds towards the 
construction of the Capstan Canada Line station and provide 
additional park, together with a definition for Capstan Station 
Bonus in Appendix 1; 

   (b) Inserting the Overlay Boundary – Capstan Station Bonus Map 
(2031) and inserting the Capstan Station Bonus Map boundary 
in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific Land Use 
Map: Capstan Village (2031), and reference maps throughout 
the Plan; and 

   (c) Making related Plan amendments providing for rezoning to 
proceed in Capstan Village on the basis of the Capstan Station 
Bonus density bonus policy; 

   be introduced and given first reading. 
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  (2) That Bylaw No. 8838, to amend the Richmond Official Community 
Plan, as amended by Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 
No. 8837, to facilitate the construction of multiple-family residential 
and related uses on the subject site, by: 

   (a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in 
Attachment 1 (Generalized Land Use Map) to relocate “Public 
and Open Space Use” in respect to the subject site; and 

   (b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land use 
designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific 
Land Use Map: Capstan Village (2031), and reference maps 
throughout the Plan to relocate park within the block bounded 
by Sexsmith Road, Sea Island Way, Garden City Road, and 
Capstan Way and designate the subject site as “Institution”, 
together with related minor map and text amendments; 

   be introduced and given first reading. 

  (3) That Bylaw No. 8837 and Bylaw No. 8838, having been considered in 
conjunction with:  

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

   (b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

   are hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8837 and Bylaw No. 8838, having been considered in 
accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, 
be referred to the: 

   (a) Vancouver International Airport Authority; and 

   (b) Board of Education, School District No. 38 (Richmond); 

  (5) That Bylaw No. 8839, to amend the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 
8500, to facilitate the implementation of a funding strategy for the 
construction of the future Capstan Canada Line station, by: 

   (a) Inserting Section 5.19, Capstan Station Specific Use 
Regulations, in respect to developer contributions to the 
Capstan station reserve, and related text amendments; and 

   (b) Inserting “RCL4” and “RCL5” in the “Residential/Limited 
Commercial (RCL)” zone to provide for a density bonus that 
would be used for rezoning applications in the Capstan Station 
Bonus Map area designated by the City Centre Area Plan to 
achieve City objectives in respect to the Capstan Canada Line 
station; 

   be introduced and given first reading. 



Council Agenda – Monday, January 23, 2012 

CNCL 
Pg. # 

ITEM  

 

CNCL – 8 

  (6) That Bylaw No. 8840, to amend the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 
8500 as amended by Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 8839, to create 
“High Rise Apartment and Artist Residential Tenancy Studio Units 
(ZHR10) – Capstan Village (City Centre)” and for the rezoning of 
8800, 8820, 8840, 8880, 8900, 8920, 8940, and 8960 Patterson Road 
and 3240, 3260, 3280, 3320, and 3340 Sexsmith Road from “Single 
Detached (RS1/F)” to “High Rise Apartment and Artist Residential 
Tenancy Studio Units (ZHR10) – Capstan Village (City Centre)”, be 
introduced and given first reading. 

 
 13. APPLICATION BY PINNACLE INTERNATIONAL (RICHMOND) 

PLAZA INC. FOR REZONING AT 3391 AND 3411 SEXSMITH ROAD 
FROM “SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F)”, TOGETHER WITH A 
PORTION OF UNOPENED CITY LANE ON THE NORTH SIDE OF 
CAPSTAN WAY BETWEEN SEXSMITH ROAD AND NO. 3 ROAD, 
TO “RESIDENTIAL/LIMITED COMMERCIAL (RCL4)” 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8841/8842 RZ No. 10-544729 No.3414179) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-185  See Page PLN-185 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Bylaw No. 8841, to amend the Richmond Official Community 
Plan, as amended by Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 
No. 8837, to facilitate the construction of multiple-family residential 
and related uses on the subject site, by: 

   (a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in 
Attachment 1 (Generalized Land Use Map) to relocate “Public 
and Open Space Use” in the area bounded by Capstan Way, No. 
3 Road, Sea Island Way, and Sexsmith Road; and 

   (b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land use 
designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific 
Land Use Map: Capstan Village (2031), and reference maps 
throughout the Plan to relocate areas designated for park and 
road purposes within the block bounded by Capstan Way, No. 3 
Road, Sea Island Way, and Sexsmith Road, together with 
related minor map and text amendments; 

   be introduced and given first reading. 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8841, having been considered in conjunction with: 

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

   (b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 
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   is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

  (3) That Bylaw No. 8841, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, be referred to the: 

   (a) Vancouver International Airport Authority; and 

   (b) Board of Education, School District No. 38 (Richmond); 

   for comment on or before Public Hearing on February 20, 2012 on 
OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 8841. 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8842, to rezone 3391 and 3411 Sexsmith Road from 
“Single Detached (RS1/F)”, together with a portion of unopened City 
lane on the north side of Capstan Way between Sexsmith Road and 
No. 3 Road, to “Residential/Limited Commercial (RCL4)”, as 
amended by Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 8839, be introduced and 
given first reading. 

 
 14. APPLICATION BY ORIS DEVELOPMENT (KAWAKI) CORP. FOR 

AN OCP AMENDMENT TO LONDON/PRINCESS SUB AREA PLAN 
AND FOR REZONING AT 6160 LONDON ROAD AND 13100, 13120, 
13140, 13160 AND 13200 NO. 2 ROAD FROM "LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
(IL)” TO “COMMERCIAL/MIXED USE (ZMU20) – LONDON 
LANDING (STEVESTON)” AND “SCHOOL & INSTITUTIONAL (SI)”
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8817/8818, RZ 09-466062) (REDMS No. 3448508) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-247  See Page PLN-247 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Bylaw No. 8817, to redesignate 13100, 13120 and 3140 No. 2 
Road from “Use to be Determined” and “Public Open Space” to 
“Mixed-Use”, and to redesignate the southern portion of 6160 
London Road from “Mixed-Use” to “Public Open Space” in the 
London/Princess Land Use Map in Schedule 2.4 of the Official 
Community Plan Bylaw 7100 (Steveston Area Plan), be introduced 
and given first reading;   

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8817, having been considered in conjunction with: 

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

   (b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans 

   is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act; 
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  (3) That Bylaw No. 8817, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
not to require further consultation; 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8818, to create “Commercial/Mixed-Use (ZMU20) – 
London Landing (Steveston)” and for the rezoning of 13100, 13120 
and 13140 No. 2 Road and the northern portion of 6160 London 
Road, from "Light Industrial (IL)” to“Commercial/Mixed Use 
(ZMU20) – London Landing (Steveston)”, and for the rezoning of 
13160, 13200 No. 2 Road and southern portion of 6160 London Road 
from "Light Industrial (IL)” to “School & Institutional (SI)” be 
introduced and given first reading; and 

  (5) That staff be directed to take the required steps to redesignate that 
portion of FREMP Management Unit II-29 approximately between 
the western property boundary of 6240 Dyke Road and the western 
boundary of No. 2 Road within the FREMP-Richmond Area 
Designation Agreement from "Icw" (Industrial-Conservation-Water 
Oriented Residential/Commercial) to "Rcw"(Recreation/Park-
Conservation-Water Oriented Residential/Commercial); and. 

  (6) That the net funds from the land transactions be transferred to an 
account which would be specifically intended for Arts, Culture and 
Heritage capital purposes.   

 
 15. FARM BASED WINERIES – POSSIBLE OPTIONS FOR ZONING 

REGULATION 
(File Ref. No. 08-4040-01; 12-8060-20-8860) (REDMS No. 3434333) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-311  See Page PLN-311 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Bylaw No. 8860, to amend the definition of “farm-based winery” and 
to include specific use regulations limiting their size, be introduced and 
given first reading. 
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 16. HAMILTON AREA PLAN – COMMITTEE UPDATE #1 – 
CLARIFIED TERMS OF REFERENCE, WORK PLAN AND 
TIMELINE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3438210) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-353  See Page PLN-353 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That the staff report dated January 4, 2012 from the General Manager, 
Planning and Development, entitled: “Hamilton Area Plan – Committee 
Update #1 – Clarified Terms of Reference, Work Plan and Timeline” be 
approved to guide the Hamilton Area Plan Update process. 

 
 17. RICHMOND COMMUNITY SERVICES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

2011 ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3433597) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-389  See Page PLN-389 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That, as per the General Manager of Community Services’ report dated 
December 16, 2011, entitled “Richmond Community Services Advisory 
Committee 2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program”, the Richmond 
Community Services Advisory Committee’s 2011 Work Program be 
approved. 

 
 18. CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 

ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No. ) (REDMS No. 3428025) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-437  See Page PLN-437 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That, as per the General Manager of Community Services’ report dated 
December 13, 2011, “Child Care Development Advisory Committee: 2011 
Annual Report and 2012 Work Program”, the Child Care Development 
Advisory Committee 2012 Work Program be approved. 
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 19. RICHMOND SENIORS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 ANNUAL 
REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3430457) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-449  See Page PLN-449 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That, as per the General Manager of Community Services report dated 
December 13, 2011,  “Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 2011 Annual 
Report and 2012 Work Program”, the Richmond Seniors Advisory 
Committee’s 2012 Work Program be approved. 

 
 20. 2011 ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM:  

RICHMOND INTERCULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3418924) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-467  See Page PLN-467 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That, as per the General Manager, Community Services report dated 
January 3, 2012 entitled “2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program: 
Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee”, the Richmond Intercultural 
Advisory Committee 2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program 
(Attachment 1) be approved. 

 
 21. FUEL PURCHASES AGREEMENT – BC PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 

BUYING GROUP 
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01/2011) (REDMS No. 3424005) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PWT-19  See Page PWT-19 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the City participate in the BC Petroleum Products Buying 
Group fuel purchases contract with Chevron Canada Ltd., 
commencing December 14, 2011 for a three-year period, with the 
option to renew for two additional one year periods, to a maximum of 
five years; and  
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  (2) That staff review the School District’s policy on biofuels and report 
back on the feasibility of a similar policy for the City of Richmond. 

 
 22. ADVANCE CAPITAL BUDGET APPROVAL – 2012 LULU WEST 

WATERWORKS AREA (WILLIAMS ROAD) 
(File Ref. No. 10-6050-01) (REDMS No. 3438433) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PWT-23  See Page PWT-23 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  That 2012 Capital Project Submission 4719 (Lulu West Waterworks Area) 
as detailed in Attachment 1 of the staff report dated January 5, 2012 from 
the Director, Engineering be approved for expenditure and commencement 
of work. 

 23. RICHMOND COMMUNITY CYCLING COMMITTEE – PROPOSED 
2012 INITIATIVES 
(File Ref. No. 01-0100-20-RCYC1/2012) (REDMS No. 3414787) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PWT-31  See Page PWT-31 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the proposed 2012 initiatives of the Richmond Community 
Cycling Committee regarding cycling-related engineering and 
education activities, as described in the report from the Director, 
Transportation, be endorsed;  

  (2) That a copy of the report from the Director, Transportation entitled 
“Richmond Community Cycling Committee - Proposed 2012 
Initiatives” be provided to the Council School Board Liaison 
Committee and Vancouver Coastal Health for information; and 

  (3) That staff examine the possibility of expanding the Richmond 
Community Cycling Committee beyond cycling. 
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 24. TRAFFIC SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE – PROPOSED 2012 
INITIATIVES 
(File Ref. No. 01-0100-20-TSAD1-01) (REDMS No. 3410268) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PWT-39  See Page PWT-39 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the proposed 2012 initiatives for the Traffic Safety Advisory 
Committee, as outlined in the report from the Director, 
Transportation, be endorsed; and 

  (2) That a copy of the above report be forwarded to the Richmond 
Council-School Board Liaison Committee for information. 

 
  *********************** 

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE 
CONSENT AGENDA 

*********************** 
 

  NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS 
 
  

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 

 
 25. APPLICATION BY SANFORD DESIGN GROUP FOR 

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE NON FARM USE AT 16880 
WESTMINSTER HIGHWAY (LULU ISLAND WINERY) 
(File Ref. No.; AG 11-579881) (REDMS No. 3434363) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-321  See Page PLN-321 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION (Cllr. Steves opposed) 

  That: 

  (1) authorization for Sanford Design Group, on behalf of Lulu Island 
Winery, to apply to the Agricultural Land Commission for a non-
farm use for the purposes of developing a food and beverage service 
lounge as an accessory use to the existing farm-based winery facility 
at 16880 Westminster Highway be granted; 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 
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  (2) Richmond City Council recommend to the Agricultural Land 
Commission for the registration of a legal agreement on title that 
prohibits use of the proposed accessory food and beverage service 
lounge and existing farm-based winery facility as a banquet hall or 
stand-alone event hosting venue as part of the Agricultural Land 
Commission’s review of the non-farm use application; and 

  (3) Lulu Island Winery undertake consultation with neighbouring 
properties regarding the food and beverage service lounge proposal 
and the findings be reported out to Richmond City Council prior to 
advancing the non-farm use application to the Agricultural Land 
Commission. 

 
 26. TRUCK PARKING ON PROPERTIES ON RIVER ROAD EAST OF 

NO. 6 ROAD 
(File Ref. No. 08-4040-01) (REDMS No. 3434401) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

PLN-337  See Page PLN-337 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION (Cllrs. Au and Steves 
opposed to Part (3) and Part (4)) 

  That: 

  (1) the “Interim Truck Parking Action Plan” (Interim Action Plan), as 
amended by Council in February 2008, be continued until the end of 
2012 to allow for consideration of further rezoning applications for 
commercial vehicle parking and storage within the plan area in the 
16000 Block of River Road; 

  (2) a daily traffic count be undertaken over two (2) one-week periods on 
No. 7 Road (between Bridgeport Road and River Road) and on River 
Road (East of Nelson Road) in 2012 either by the City or by future 
applicants’ consultants, to the satisfaction of City staff, as part of 
rezoning applications that facilitate commercial vehicle parking and 
storage within the Plan Area; 

  (3) staff report back to Planning Committee with an update on such daily 
traffic count trends by the end of 2012 to consider the option of 
amending the Interim Action Plan to allow only commercial outdoor 
storage and not commercial vehicle parking in the short term, 
depending upon the City’s review of traffic counts in 2012; and 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 



Council Agenda – Monday, January 23, 2012 

CNCL 
Pg. # 

ITEM  

 

CNCL – 16 

  (4) the existing 1999 OCP “Business and Industry” designation and 
policies allowing for a range of long-term intensive industrial uses 
for the 16000 block of River Road as well as the agri-industrial uses 
set out in the Long-Term Action Plan be considered for inclusion in 
the proposed, updated OCP. 

 
 
  

COUNCIL/BOARD LIAISON COMMITTEE 
 

 
 27. RICHMOND EARTH DAY YOUTH SUMMIT 2012 (READY 

SUMMIT) 
CNCL-159  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

CNCL-154  See Pages CNCL-159 & 154 of the Council agenda for details 

  COUNCIL/BOARD LIAISON COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That the City of Richmond be requested to consider: 

   That the City endorse and continue working with the Board of 
Education for the development of the Richmond Earth Day Youth 
Summit 2012 (REaDY Summit) program. 

 
 28. NEIGHBOURHOOD LEARNING CENTRE STAFFING AND POLICY 
CNCL-163  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

CNCL-156  See Pages CNCL-163 & 156 of the Council agenda for details 

  COUNCIL/BOARD LIAISON COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That the City of Richmond be requested to consider: 

   That City staff work with School Board staff on ideas for the 
operation of the Neighbourhood Learning Centre.  
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 29. LONG RANGE FACILITIES PLAN 
CNCL-189  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

CNCL-157  See Pages CNCL-189 & 157 of the Council agenda for details 

  COUNCIL/BOARD LIAISON COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That the City of Richmond be requested to consider: 

  (1) That the Steveston Secondary lands issue be referred to the Planning 
Committee; and  

  (2) That the Richmond School District Long-Range Facilities Plan be 
referred to the Planning Committee.  

 
 
  

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

NEW BUSINESS 

 
 
  

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION 
 
CNCL-
205 

 Vehicle for Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900, Amendment Bylaw No. 8801 
Opposed at 1st/2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 
CNCL-
207 

 Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8802 
Opposed at 1st/2nd/3rd Readings – None. 
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CNCL-
211 

 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8699 
(7900 Bennett Road, RZ 10-521539)  
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 
 
  

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL 
 
 30. RECOMMENDATION 

  TO VIEW ePLANS CLICK HERE 

  See DPP Plan Package (distributed separately) for full hardcopy plans 

CNCL-213 

CNCL-243 

 (1) That the minutes of the Development Permit Panel meeting held on 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 and Wednesday, January 11, 2012, 
and the Chair’s report for the Development Permit Panel meetings 
held on January 11, 2012, November 30, 2011, July 27, 2011, and 
July 13, 2011, be received for information; and 

 (2) That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of:  

  (a) a Development Permit (DP 10-545704) for the property at 7900 
Bennett Road; and 

   (b) a Development Permit (DP 10-538908) for the property at 8851 
Heather Street; 

   be endorsed, and the Permits so issued. 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
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Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

. Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 

Tuesday, December 20,2011 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 
6911 No.3 Road 

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor Ken Johnston 
Councillor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Gail Johnson, Acting Corporate Officer 

Minutes 

-Absent: Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 

Call to Order: Mayor Brodie opened the proceedings at 7:00 p.m. 

PHI 1112-1 

3104424 

1. Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8767 and Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw 8764 (RZ 10-539048) 
(Location: 945119491195111953119551 Bridgeport Road and 9440/94601 
9480 Beckwith Road; Applicant: Ampar Ventures Ltd. ) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to respond to questions. 

Written Submissions: 

Barry Walsh, 9520 Beckwith Road (Schedule I) 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 

It was moved and seconded 

. That OCP Amendment Bylaw 8767 and Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8764 
each be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 

1. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 

Tuesday, December 20, 2011 

2. Zoning Amendment Bylaws 8816 and 8805 (RZ 11-562929) 

Minutes 

(Location: 7331 Bridge Street and 9571 General Currie Road; Applicant: 
0901551 BC LTD.) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to respond to questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions from the floor: 

John Fraser, 7280 Ash Street spoke in support of the proposed development, 
and queried whether the back lane used by Ash Street houses would be 
impacted by the proposed development. . 

Brian Jackson, Director of Development, provided information regarding 
the back lane. 

PHI 1112-2 It was moved and seconded 

PHI 1112-3 

3104424 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaws 8816 and 8805 each be given second 
and third readings. 

3. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8822 (RZ 11-588990) 
(Location: 10391 Finlayson Drive; Applicant: Ajit Thaliwal) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to respond to questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 

It was moved and seconded 

CARRIED 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8822 be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 

2. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 

Tuesday, December 20, 2011 

4. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8824 (RZ 11-585027) 
(Location: 10020 Aquila Road; Applicant: Raj Dhaliwal) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to respond to questions. 

Written Submissions: 

Carol Day, 11631 Seahurst Road (Schedule 2) 

Submissions from the floor: 

Minutes 

Carol Day, 11631 Seahurst Road outlined concerns regarding: (i) parking 
difficulties; (ii) unsafe conditions for pedestrians, including students at area 
schools; and (iii) limited visibility for motorists in the neighbourhood, 
resulting from the proposed development. 

Ms. Day concluded her remarks by requesting that Council either deny or 
table the application, and further requested that the City undertake a traffic 
study during peak periods on Aquila Road. . 

Mr. Kelly McCormack, 10060 Swinton Crescent expressed concern 
regarding the number of cars that park on Aquila Road, and explained how 
the excess number of parked cars on the road creates a safety issue. He 
commented that residents exiting Aquila Road in their vehicles and 
attempting to gain access to Williams Road have difficulty, and he 
mentioned visibility difficulties due to a hedge that fronts both Aquila and 
Williams Roads. 

Raj Dhaliwal, applicant, provided information on the planned removal of 
the hedge along both the Williams Road and Aquila Road frontages. 

PHll!l2-4 It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8824 be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 

3. 
3104424 
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 

Tuesday, December 20, 20 II 

5. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8826 (RZ 10-557519) 
(Location: 9500 Cambie Road; Applicant: GBL Architects Inc.) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to respond to questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 

PHI 1112-5 It was moved and seconded 

Minutes 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8826 be given second and third readings. 

PH11I12-6 

3104424 

6. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8827 (RZ 11-589493) 
(Location: .10511 No. I Road; Applicant: Kevin Sandhu) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to respond to questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 

rt was moved and seconded . 

CARRIED 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8827 be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 

4. 
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City of 
Richmond Minutes 

PH1l/12-7 

PHI 1112-8 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 

Tuesday, December 20, 2011 

7. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8835 (RZ 11-583027) 
(Location: 9040 Railway Avenue; Applicant: KNS Enterprises Ltd.) . 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to respond to questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions/rom the floor: 

None. 

It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8835 be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (7:29 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the Regular Meeting for Public 
Hearings of the City of Richmond held on 
Tuesday, December 20,2011. 

Mayor (Malcolm D. Brodie) Acting Corporate Officer 
City Clerk's Office (Gail Johnson) 

5. 
3104424 
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I 
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I 
I B.&J<~'1 0#L-51:/ 

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Tuesday, 
December 20, 2011. 
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To Richmond City Council 

Re: RZ 11 585027 10020 Aquila road 

Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 

Dec 20th 2011 Hearings held on Tuesday, 
December 20, 2011. 

This is technically not a property on an arterial road. 

The applicant wished to subdivide the property on Aquila road Into two lots which would allow for four 

homes where there currently is only one. Parking will be extremely difficult and will "create unsafe 

walking conditions for students and limited visibility for motorists. 

McNair High school Is accessed from Aquila road by many of the students. Motorists line up on Aquila 

road to access the area. I am a McNair parent and have personally experienced the grid lock traffic and 

know that last thing the intersection needs is this reSidential development. 

The arterial road policy allows for the properties" fronting" the arterial road to be subdivided. Council 

can use their discretion in this case to deny this rezoning application based on that. 

In the application it states the set back on the sides is 1.2 m but 3.0 m on Aquila road. This confirms 

that the applicant is aware that this property is not a standard arterial road redevelopment 

application .The drawings for the house also documents the plan is to orientate one of the houses to 

face Aquila which will result in cars being parked on Aquila and limiting visibility and access for 

commuters. 

Aquila road is a main feeder road to McNair High school and also allows for access to Thomas Kidd 

Elementary school and allows for access to Williams from the entire neighbourhood so the traffic at 

this Intersection is very busy with cars having long waits to access Williams road. 

The zoning requires 3 parking spaces on site for each of the skinny new lots ,six in total, these have 

not been clearly marked on the drawings which raises more concerns. 

This . redevelopment would cause unsafe road conditions and it could cause" fatalities to students who 

need to access Williams road from Aquila so I wanted to take the time to present to council as I know 

that all of the councilors are concerned about student safety. 

Please: 

"Deny this application for subdivision OR " Table this application in order to 

"Revise the Arterial road policy to deny redevelopment of properties that are located on feeder roads 

which allow access to existing neighbourhoods 

·Order a traffic study to document the high traffic during peak hours on Aquila road. 

Thanks for your help Carol Day 11631 Seahurst rd Richmond V7A 4K1 6042401986 
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Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 

Monday, January 16, 2012 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 
6911 No.3 Road 

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor Ken Johnston 
Councillor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Gail Johnson, Acting Corporate Officer 

Absent: Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 

Call to Order: Mayor Brodie opened the proceedings at 7:00 p.m. 

3430291 

1. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8794 (RZ 11-562552) 
(Location: 140 Wellington Crescent; Applicant: Graham Macfarlane) 

. Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to answer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

(a) Melissa Gervais, 1411 Wellington Crescent (Schedule I) 

(b) Paul Mirko, 100 Welljngton Crescent (Schedule 2) 

(c) Charlene Porter, 1300 Wellington Crescent (Schedule 3) 

(d) Gwen and Evan Perkins, 20 Wellington Crescent (Schedule 4) 

(e) Catherine MacDonald" 211 Douglas Crescent (Schedule 5) 

(f) Meg Holdsworth, 3040 Douglas Crescent (Schedule 6) 

(g) Roger Staples, 431 Catalina Crescent (Schedule 7) 

. (h) Ingrid Trouw, 2160 Handley Avenue (Schedule 8) 

(i) Peter Sleeman, 1651 Wellington Crescent (Schedule 9) 

G) Robin Macfarlane, 3531 Catalina Crescent (Schedule 10) 

(k) Linda McKnight, 291 Douglas Crescent (Schedule II) 

Minutes 

1. 
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PH12/l-1 

3430291 

City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings' 
Monday, January 16, 2012 

(I) N. Corbett, Handley Avenue (Schedule 12) 

(m) Dee Delaplace, 1051 Catalina Crescent (Schedule 13) 

(n) Greg and Andrea Laing, 91 Douglas Crescent (Schedule 14) 

(0) Bob Schmitz, 2040 Boeing Avenue (Schedule 15) 

(p) David Coath, 380 Douglas Crescent (Schedule 16) 

(q) Jack Baryluk, 180 Lancaster Crescent (Schedule 17) 

(r) ,  (Schedule 18) 

(s) Lisa Farden, 2331 Boeing Avenue (Schedule 19) 

(t) Joy Farden, 2331 Boeing Avenue (Schedule 20) 

(u) Shirley Landefeld, 1691 Wellington Crescent (Schedule 21) 

(v) J. Downey, 1571 Wellington Crescent (Schedule 22) 

(w) 1. Van Den Pley, 1700 Wellington Crescent (Schedule 23) 

(x) Kevin Borden, 180 Douglas Crescent (Schedule 24) 

(y) Shawne Sleeman, 180 Douglas Crescent (Schedule 25) 

(z) B.B., 1200 Douglas Crescent (Schedule 26) 

Staff's Comments: 

Minutes 

Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development, advised that correspondence in 
support of the application, as well as correspondence opposing the 
application, had been received. He stated that staff is working on a report 
that will propose options regarding form and character guidelines for coach 
houses and granny flats in Burkeville. The staff report will iiiclud,e 
community input gathered in February, 2012, and will be presented to 
Planning Committee, and Council, in March, 2012. 

A brief discussion ensued between Council and Mr. Jackson, in which staff 
was directed to also report back on the ability of existing streets in 
Burkeville to handle access by emergency vehicles, and on-street parking. 
The followingmbtion was then introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8794, regarding Graham Macfarlane's 
application for 140 Wellington Crescent, be referred back to staff. 

CARRIED 

2. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, January 16,2012 

2. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8833 (RZ 11-582017) 

Minutes 

(Location: 4911/4931 McLure Avenue; Applicant: 0897099 B.C. Ltd. and 
Wei Chen) 

Applicant)s Comments: 

The applicant was available to answer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 
PH1211-2 It was moved and seconded 

PHl211-3 

3430291 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8833 be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 

3. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8834 (RZ 11-562968) . 
(Location: 9431, 9451 and 9471 Alberta Road and surplus portion of Alder 
Street road allowance; Applicant: Yamamoto Architecture Inc.) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to an~wer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

Robert Hillman, 9371 Hemlock Drive (Schedule 27) 

Submissions from the floor: 

Michael Li, 9391 Alberta Road, stated his concern regarding the 
construction period, and stated that as the father of infant children, air 
quality and noise pollution during the construction period was a concern, 
and especially how it might negatively impact his family'S health. 

The applicant was advised by Council to make a contact number available 
to Mr. Li. 

It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8834 be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 

3. 
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PH12/1-4 

PH12/1-5 

City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, January 16, 201'2 

4. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8843 (RZ 11-565948) 

Minutes 

(Location: 7600 Garden City Road; Applicant: Am-Pri Construction Ltd.) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was available to answer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 

It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8843 be given second and third readings. 

CARRIED 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (7:21 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the Regular Meeting for Public 
Hearings of the City of Richmond held on 
Monday, January 16,2012. 

Mayor (Malcolm D. Brodie) Acting Corporate Officer 
City Clerk's Office (Gail Johnson) 

4. 
3430291 
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Send a Submission Online (response #607) Page lof 1 

'To Public Hearing 
Date: Ja..v. 16 ( 'W I 

MayorandCouncillors Item I 
.-..... ' ......... -.-... -.... ~." .... '''',.''''.'''' ... '' ... '''--."" ... , .. " ....... ~.,,," ... -.,,--.,, ... -."'-, ... , .. ,, .... ,.,,-.... '-"-""'" RIi:··"·' .. ~,,~;:;,iM,,'''''' ... '''',,''1\'. '0;>!1~-~. --I 
From: City of RichmondWebsite [webgraphics@richmond,caJ 

8en'l: January 7, 2012 5:29 PM 

To: MayorandCQunclliors 

SubJecl: Send a Submission Online (response #607) 
Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing heid on Monday, JailUary 
16,2012. Send a Submission Online (response #607) 

Survey Information . r· .. "--··,·,," .. -"." ... -.. -",,,.,.,:.~,"...... " .... ,,"-"""'"'''' . ,,,,.,,,, ... "",,,,,,,._._,-'.,, .... ,, .. ,., .. ,,,-" ... "" .. , .. ,. "-,, ........ ,. .. ,. 
, Site: City Websile 

.~~." ••• __ .". "._~U~'_v" ___ .. __ UP" ._, •• _.~,.. '_.¥_'_ .. ~~ .~w""." .. "~_., ........ ~" ... _ ... ~u-.,, .... ""~ ...... , ... _. '"_ ." •• _.~ •• , _ ....... _AU ••••••••. _,_._._ ... ~ •• __ ",,~ ••• 

Survey Response 

r 
." .. ,. " ........... ,,-. " .. "." ................ " """.- ...... "" ... "' .. "."._" ...... ".,, ... -."'" ......... "--,,. ","""'" . '''''" ..... " .............. . 
Your Name: Melissa Gervais 

.. '" ,-, .. -..•...•....... , ...... -. - '.,-.- "'. -- ... _ .. ''''- - --. -- .. -" -:-.... -... , .. "" ••... '" ,,-.'"'''''''.''' .. -........... _" .... -. ,.--_ ............. "'''.- .•. _"'' -".--.. -. 

Your Address: 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

1411 Wellington Crescent, Richmond, BC 
V7B 1G6 

140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond; BC 
.............. ~.---- ............. -...... ,._ ............. ' --,_ ... '-- -_ ........ "-- ... -' .. -.. -...... -~ .. -.. -.. ---.-.. -.... --.".-..•. -~ .... ., .. " .... ~ •...•. - .. -'--- --, ~."'-

I disagree with the rezoning of this property 
from Single detached to coach house. We 
now have a number of coach house/rental 

I suite zoned properties. in Burkeville and there 

I
I is just not enough parking to support the 

additional'residents, Case in point, at the 
, corner of Wellington & Hudson there is a 

I

I' Comments: . rental suite and there are 4 • 6 cars parked 
infront of the house at any given time, It is 

I 
difficult to get one car through but impossible 
to get an emergency vehicle such as a fire , 

I . truck or ambulance through at aiL I will not 
! sacrifice the security of my home and family 
I for additional housing in Burkeville, Thank 
I you, . L ....... "" ...... ,,, ... ,,,, .. , .. ,, ... ,, ..... ___ .. ,,_ .... ,,,, .... ,,........, .... ,,,,,,.,, ......... ,,.,,,. ......... "" .. " ... "" ..... ", ..... '" .. '''''''" .. " ......... ,,' ... " .. .. 

01109/2012 
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Send a Submission Online (response #608) Page 1 of 1 

January 11, 2012 12:26 PM 

To: MayorandCouncnlors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #608) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8794 - 140 Wellington Crs 

Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

Send a Submission Online (response #608)' 

Survey Information 
.~ .. -" ... ~-.-. 

Site: ebsite CityW 
;. .---.. - ... ., 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 
_~ ... _,_._w 

URL: http://c ms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 
.............. --.,.--... --, ... -... -.................. " .. _. 

Submission Time/Date: 1/11/2 01212:25:55 PM 
->~,--. 

. ' 

Survey Response . 

Your Name: Paul Mirko I 
.... " ....• , ... .- .. - -... -,-.. -.. _ .... , ..... " . 

Your Address: 1 00 wellington crescent ,. . ..............•..... ..-.. - .. ,., ..... . ... -.. 

Subject Property Address OR 140 wellington crescent, bylaw8794 (RZ 11 ~ 
Bylaw Number: 562552) , ......... .--.... -....... _-, ........ ,_., ...... . .. -.-.--- ... -.... - ....... . ......... '-'-'-".-~ ..... --- .......... . ... ,., .. 

'. Having seen the results of the building at 251 
douglas I am now fully opposed to coach 
houses in this neighbourhood. The small 
family area feeling of the area will be. lost with 
the increased .density. The backyard privacy 

Comments: of the neighbour, lost. Loss of sunlight due to 
increased two story structures. In particular 
for me the sun would not hit my rear kitchen 
windows until after noon. Not happy with the 
whole idea. Sorry Graham I have to say my 

i piece. Yours Paul Mirko 

01/1112012 
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Send a Submission Online (response #609) 

From: 

sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.caj 

January 11, 2012 9:04 PM 

To: MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #609) 

Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Pu!Jlic 
Hearing held on Monday, January 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8794 - 140 Wellington Crs 16,2012, ' 

Send a Submission Online (response #609) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website .' ... _ .. _ ............. ·1 ........ ........... .. . "... .... . 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online ,'.' "".""~ ,~"_~.~,~"'~~_, ___ ~_~w_ '~'~'KW"'_W_M"_"""M,,_,"~ ___ ,v._.n"N' __ ~'~ •. ~~_~_w ___ '_ ~'H __ "_''''_~~''~~~.''_'_'_<_' ___ ~'' 

URL:http://cms:richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 
.......... " ...... --.-, .. ,,---.-. .. __ ...................... _--.-_ .. --.-.- .. ,-. 

Submission Time/Date: 1/11/20129:02:53 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

Charlene Porter 

1300 Wellington Crescent 

RZ 11-562552 

I disagree with the rezoning of this property 
(RZ 11-562552) from single detached to 
coach house. We now have a number of 
coach house/rental suite zoned properties in 
Burkeville and there is just not enough 
parking to support the additional residents. 
Case in point, at the corner of Wellington & 
Hudson there is a rental suite an~ there are 4 
- 6 cars parked in front ofthe house at any 
given time. It is difficult to get one car through 
but impossible to get an emergency vehicle, 
such as a fire truck or ambulance, through at 
all. I will not sacrifice the security of my home I 
and family for additional housing in Burkeville'j 
Thank you. 

... L" .. ,.",., __ , .. ,,~ __ , ____ ._ .. _ •• _, __ .. , ......... ,_,.~.' ,." ..... ,"". ',_. __ .. ,_,. '_'"'.,_," ... "_,, __ ". __ . ___ ._,.-" ... . 

01/12/2012 
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Send a Submission Online (response #610) Page 1 of2 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.caj 

Sent: January 13, 20121:47 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #610) . 

Send a Submission Online (response #610) 

. Survey Information 
-- . -,.- ... _- -..... """]""" . -'"'.-'-.--._----" ... -. -.- -..... ,."" .. ,- , ........ '" .. , , .. 

.. ..........~~el~itY.'':\!~~:it.El.. .............................. .......... . 
Page Title: I Send a Submission Online 

Schedule 4 to the Minntes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 

.. Hearing held on Monday, January . 
16,2012. 

URL: .http://cms.richmonO.ca/Page1793.aspx '1 
........................................ j .................................................................................................... , 

. SubmissionTime/Date:J111~/2012 1 :46:40 PM .1 

. Survey Response 

Your Name: Gwen & Evan Perkins 

Your Address: 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 140 Wellington Crescent 

... · .... - ...... •• ........ • .. ~-· .. •• .. • .. •• .... ··f ...... •··•··· .. • .... ••· .. •· .... · .. ·• .. • .. • .. • ........ ·•· .. •· .... • .. ··•• .. · .. ·•·•••• .. ·_· .. 1 

01113/2012 

Re: Rezoning application notice which I 
i received by mail regarding my neighbour at 

1:

1 120 Wellington Crescent applying to build a 
Coach House (Granny Flat) on his property. 
We have a few concerns with this application 

,I which we will quickly outline below: - Fire risk i 
i in the neighborhood will increase given that i 

there will be more buildings in closer proximity i 
to one another on the same prope.rty; more I 
dense building close to other existing I' 

dwellings. The Coach House that is already 
across the alley from 120 Wellington Crescent I 
is only about 10-15 feet from the owner's I 
home on the property. The Coach House's '1 
roof line is almost in direct contact with the I 
overhead powerllnes that run down the alley. - I 
The "face" and Integnty of the neighborhood i 
will be changed forever, and not for the better. i 
This will encourage more renters with little ! 
vested interest In the community to move into I 
the neighborhood. Could become "slum like" if 
the dElnsification continues. - This could 
potentially become a huge issue if all 
homeowners within Burkeville choose to build I 
Coach Houses on their property. More burden I 
would be placed on existing utilities and . , 
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Send a Submission Online (response #61 0) 

i Comments:. 

01 13/2012 

infrastructure; this will will be an issue that we 
as taxpayers would eventually have to pay 
for. - The term "Coach House".or "Granny 
Flat" is inaccurate in this case; the property 
owner wants to build a "Coach House above a 
detached garage". In my opinion, this is 
essentially. another house on the same 
property, not a "Coach House". The Merriam-

. Websters dictionary defines the term Coach 
House as " noun: an 'outbuilding for a coach 
or carriage (in modern terms, a vehicle)". This i 
is not a Coach House by definition, because 
there is a dwelling above it. - A Granny Flat 
on the other hand, would be a one level 
structure - it is defined in the Merriam­
Websters dictionary as "an apartment that is . 
adjacent to the main living quarters of a 

. house"; but there is no mention of a garage or 
any type of vehicle storage. We could "live" 
With this type of development because it 
would put a limit on the size and height 01 the 
building. However, it would still create the 
other density issues we have already 
mentioned in our previous points. Thank you 
10r your time, and I appreciate being the 
opportunity to have some input into the future 
of my neighborhooq. Please give what I have 
outlined some serious thought; once the 
proverbial "Genie" is out of the bollie it will be 
impossible to put it back. Regards, Gwen and 
Evan Perkins 

Page 2 of2 
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Send a Submission Online (response #611) Page 1 of2 

MayorandCouncillors . .n""'t;;;1:;~jT;;'1f;Slril'ig 
.... ~.n .. __ .~ ...... ~ ...... ........... n .......... ~._.n.~ ............. _._ .. __ ._ .• _ •... _ ... Jlatit:_:d /J.A-' I t.~! V 

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.caj Itaim #."'i~\~~~ 
Sent: January 13, 2012 2:02 PM Rc!' .. ~.la.\d_."D • .1'1.:L_ 
To: MayorandCounciliors I ............ ,." .. ~~-.".~.,--

,.~ .. "<"~o __ ·_'''~,,,.,--,~'''''''~,,~';<.=,~'''''''''''''_==..,.,.= 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #611) 

Send a Submission Online (response #611) 

Survey Information 

Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 
............................ 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 
•·· .. · .. ·c· .. ··•········ .. •·· .. ···· .. ····•······ .. ·················1 

Submission Time/Date: 1/13/20122:01:33 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

,'_, """'.o .• _.f,,'"_" __ ."."'''_~.M ••• '_ ............ _.~_,_. 

Comments: 

01113/2012 

Catherine MacDonald 

211 Douglas Crescent 

Bylaw 8794 (RX 11-52552) 140 Wellington 
Crescent 

I have witnessed first hand the desecration of 
the Burkeville neighbourhood with the addition 
of Coach Houses, with a monstrosity just I 
completed by the immediate neighbour to my I 
north. The structure's front door and balcony I 
over look my backyard directly, and the loss 
of privacy and nature views has me 
confirming the decision to leave this once­
precious area. The overcrowding of this 
neighbourhood with these additions has 
begun to deteriorate the original fascination 
and speciality of this unique neighbourhood, 
and the addition of another Coach House on 
140 Wellington will have my house and 
property surrounded by giant structures 
blocking light, eliminating privacy and ruining 
more views. Parking has become a 
contentious issue within this area as a result 
of additional bodies and vehicles. Where will 
these people and their guests park? I have 
already experienced the destruction of 
property in my back lane as a resijlt of 
additional neighbour's vehicles. First and 
foremost, there should be by City Council, as 
advocates of "the people" and residents of 
The City of Richmond, to preserve a standard 
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Send a Submission Online (response #611) 

of living that was bought in to when our 
homes were purchased, Considering financial 
gains of individuals who choose to revise their 
residences for additional income should not 
outweigh that responsibility and consideration, 
Thank you, Sincerely, Catherine MacDonald 

' ........ , .... ,.""' __ ,_","', ?!2.,~,o.~,g~~:,~r:,sc:.nL~,~!~:~I'.:"_"",,, 

01113/2012 

Page 2 of2 
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Send a Submission Online (response #621) 

MayorandCounciliors 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

January 16,20123:12 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #621) 

Schedule 6 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Mon'day, January 
16,2012. Categories: 12-8060-20-8794 - 140 Wellington Crs 

Send a Submission Online (response #621) 

. Survey Information 
Site: . City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission Time/Date 1/16/20123:1127 PM 

SUl:vey Response 

Your Name: Meg Holdsworth 

Your Address: 3040 Douglas Crescent 

Subject Property Address Of{' 8794 _ 140 Wellington Crescent 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

01116/2012 

I am in disagreement with the development of 
a Coach House at above address. I feel that a 
moratorium on building Coach Houses and 
Granny Flats should be imposed in Burkeville 
until the establishment of design criteria and 
neighbourhood 'fit' are developed. I quote 
Malcolm D. Brodie, Mayor, Richmond in a 
letter to the Richmond Review "City staff have 
been asked to develop form and Character 
guidelines, which would determine under 
which circumstances granny flats and/or 
coach houses might be allowed." There is a 2 
storey Coach House across the lane from this 
address that is very obviously not a 'fit' for 

. Burkeville. It's size exceeds the house size in 
both square footage and height. There is no 
back garden left. A patio area overlooks a 
neighbour's garden. I would like to reiterate 
concerns outlined by Ingrid and Jake Trouw in 
a written submission to the rezoning of 251 
Douglas Crescent to be found in Schedule 11 
to the minutes of the regular rneeting of 
council for public hearings held on Monday, 
January 18, 2010. I would also like to express 
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Send a Submission Online (response #621) 

01116/2012 

concerns about the water displaced by new I 
developments. I am not an Engineer, but have I 
noticed property flooding during time of i 
significant rainfall adjacent to new . 
developments. Respectfully Submitted, Meg 
Holdsworth 

/ 

Page 2 of2 
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Send a Submission Online (response #620) 

MayorandCouncilJors 

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca) 

Sent: January 16,20122;55 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #620) 

Schedule 7 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012, 

Send a Submission Online (response #620) 

Survey Information 

Page Title; Send a Submission Online 
.......... _" ..... -, .. 

URL . http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 
.. -.. ~ ..... ~ ....... ~.--.. -... 

Submission Time/Date: 1/16/20122:54:42 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

'Subject Property Address OH 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

0111612012 

Roger Staples 

431 Catalina Cres Richmond B.C. 

140 Wellington Cres Richmond B.C. 

I would like to support the building of the 
coach house as a very positive way to allow 
extended families to live together. I am in full 
support to rezone the entire Burkeville area to 
ZS20 so the individual does no have to 
subject them self to individual bias as this 
Zoning has high community support over all. I 
fully support the Official Community Plan 
(OCP)-2041 and believe the results of the 
coach house Survey Findings of Burkeville At 
95% in favor of Building Permit only and 89% 
approval of permitting Coach House should 
be all that is needed to allow the building of J 
such units. 

"'N , __ ._.~_" 
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Send a Submission Online (response H619) 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

January 16, 2012 2:55 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #619) 

Page I of 1 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8794·140 Wellington Crs 

Send a Submission Online (response #619) 

Survey Information 

Schedule 8 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL. http'llcms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission Time/Date: 1/16/20122:54:01 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: 

You'r Address: 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

01116/2012 

~n1g;~d ;~~~:y Avenue Richmond~~--] 
140 Wellington Crescent .. , 

. ....... .. ........../ 
I will be attending the Public Hearing tonight I 
with my objections to rezoning this property to 
Coach House, Thank you. , ............... __ J 
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Send a Submission Online (response #622) 

MayorandCounciliors 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.caj 

January 16, 2012 3:27 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

SUbject: Send a Submission Online (response #622) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8"794 - 140 Wellington Crs 

Page 1 of2 

Send a Submission Onlin~ (response #622) 

Survey Inforrhation 

Schedule 9 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 
;- ... ~ .. -.-.•.. - .. -... --... ~' .. -

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission Time/Date: 1/16/2012 3:2~:20 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

01116/2012 

Peter Sleeman 

1651 Wellington Crescent Richmond BC V7B 
1G6 

140 Wellington Crescent 

I am in favour of Council APPROVING 
Mr. McFarlan's application for a Coach House 
at this address. I am a pensioner and 
purchased my home in Burkeville in August 
1975. and have subsequently acquired four 
other homes in Burkeville that I rent.. While 
the capital gains has been outstanding, I 
cannot use that to buy groceries. As I get 
older there will come a time when I can no 
longer be able to phsically do the "FREE" I 
maintenance that I now do to earn the I 
marginal retun on this capital investment. The I 
idea of)selling the properties and investing the I 
money in Term deposits, equities .or bonds is 
not a viable option as the returns on those 
passive investments are miniscule especially ! 
after Capital gains tax substantially reduces ! 
the capital sum .... and will not keep pace with I 
the inflation. A good option is to build Coach : 
Houses to provide affordable living as well as ! 
supplement pensions for our aging home 
owners ... particularly widowed or single 
mothers, which inCidentally four of my 
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Send a Submission Online (response #622) 

Comments: 

/ 

immediate neighbours are and who are in 
favour of Coach Houses. This also makes 
possible affordable ownership for young 
people about to acquire their first home. To 
demolish an original Burkeville home to. make 
way for a Megga home does nothing to 
preserve this community lifestyle, nor the 
Quaint features of the original homes. I would I 
like to be able to move my typical 1941 
Burkeville home to back of the lot, turn it I 
around 180 degrtees , jack it up and put a two 
car garrage below ... and call it a Coach 
House. This way there would be several 
synigeries .... a cost saving in 
construction .... recycle the "old forrest" lumber 
materials, retain the original Burkeville look in 
te LaneWay home, and provide affordable 
rental houseing, at same time upgrage the 
foundations, to overcome the rodent problems 
thilt plague the 'crawl spaces of old homes 
here .... as well as overcome drainage 
problems etc. and make space for the 
construction of a new modest home. In some' 
cases my single mother neighbours are 
thinking ahead to the time when their children 
grow up and cannot afford a home. the 
mother can liv~ in the Coach House while the 
grown up child can occupy the original home. 
I have already witnessed an elderly' couple 
who loved Burkeville get displaced from their 
home dure to the growing value but static 
utilization of teh land. If they had a Coach 
House, chances are they would still be in our . 
neighbourhood instead of in a Community I 
Social housing project a long way from friends: 
and medical services. Respectfully i 
submitted. Peter Sleeman 604 273 1635. ! 

.......•... _ .. J 

Page 2 of2 
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Send a Submission Online (response #618) 

MayorandCounciliors 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

January 16, 2012 1.11 PM 

To: MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #618) 

Schedule 10 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. Categories: 12-8060-20-8794 - 140 Wellington Crs 

Send a Submission Online (response #618) 

Survey Information 
Site: CityWebsite 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 
f· .... -.. -~.-·.·-.. ---.••. c .. 

URl.: http://ems. richmond .ea/Page1793. aspx 

Submission Time/Date 1116/201210953 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

Subject Property Address Of~ 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

/ / 

RObin Macfarlane 

3531 Catalina Cr 

i 

I 
140 Wellington Cr 

........... i 
I 

Hello, I would love to talk at the public hearing I 
tonight about how positive a move it is for the I 
city council to approve all coach house I 
rezoning applications in Burkeville. I am fully' 
in support of MrMacfarlane's rezoning effort. I i 
feel I am fortunate to live in a city that has a i 
very progressive outlook towards issues of I 

sustainable growth, in coping with the current I 
and future housing needs in Richmond. I also ! 

feel that we need a process where we can ! 
legitimize all the the illegal suites and the i 
existing garages in burkeville that are housing I 
peopl'e currently. It's obvious that people want, 
to be able to offset rising costs in the city with i 
income suites etc. I think it's important to be II 

compliant with the city's future goals and 
vision for Richmohd, which is a difficult task I 
indeed. But we need to be involved together I 

with the city so that other needs are I 
addressed concurrently with the growth of our i 
neighborhood, ie parking. emergency vehicle 
access, etc, thereby ensuring the safety and 
well being of our fantastic little island oasis of 
awesomeness. Thankyou and cheers R. 
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Customer Feedback (response # I 0091) 

Johnson, Gail 

Subject: FW: Customer Feedback (response #10091) 

From: City of Richmond Website [mailto:webgraphics(<jlrichmond.ca] 
Sent: Monday, 16 January 20121:50 PM 
To: infoCentre 
Subject: Customer Feedback (response #10091) 

Customer Feedback (response #10091) 

Survey Information 

l. ............................ ~.~ ... .. 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Customer Feedback 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page2466. aspx 

Submission Time/Date. 1/16/201214933 PM 

Survey Response 

Wha! would you like to 
submit? 

Page I of2 

:~~; ~~·t~~:~ ".. ...>.-~~=--

it<llM II..J.. __ ,.~_ 
····FI.v.::::.~r~a;;;:;C:~1.1.J..::. 

Schedule 11 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

.............. · .. 1 

.... ~ 
traffic or transportatibn (signals, signage, road I 
markings, etc.) 

·"0 ...... 00 ... "." ... ,"" : 

Which of the following does 
your request or concern 
relate to: 

water, sewer or drainage 

parking and parking violations 

building and construction sites or permits 
........................ , 

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING SO THAT STAFF MAY RESPOND OR 
OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Address: 

Phone: 

Fax: 

Email: 

01116/2012 

Linda McKnight 

291 Douglas Crescent 

604·273·5644 

linda.mcknight@vch.ca 
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Customer Feedback (response II 10091) 

LOCATION OF PROBLEM IF APPLICABLE: 

Address: 

Cross Streets: . , .......................... . 

Please describe the problem 
or concern you wish to report: 

01116/2012 

140 Wellingtom Crescent 

I strongly oppose the application. We live next 
door to the coach house that was built at 251 
Douglas Crescent (across the lane from this 
application). Since its completion we feel our 
quality of life has been severely affected. Our I 
privacy is gone. After the third week in August 
we no longer get sun in our yard in the I 
afternoon. When it started to rain in the fall I· 
the drainage in our backyard had become a I 
serious issue with pooling water lasting for I 
days, something that had not happened I 
before. The parking is becoming increasingly . 
difficult and we worry about acess by 
emergency vehicles. We feel all these 
problems will be worse if the proposed coach 
house at 140 Wellington goes ahead. We also 
question what ensures that the parking area 
required in the coach house is used for cars 
and not as further rental space, and if in the 
future that turns out to be the case what the 
city will do about it? 

Page 2 of2 
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Dear Sirs 

Schedule 12 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

. fOPl.lblic Hlllarin,!! 
Dats:...:IA"", /~"i J.ol~ 
Itl!mN~ 
Rqj:~!aw_~j9lf_ 
-.-~--.---

These are my comments concerning the proposed rezoning in Burkevill .fC.Qlll,.,SjRg.I~tl(lAetf.W­

"Coach House" 

As the owner of a property on Handley Ave. I wish to oppose the rezoning to "Couch house" 

1) Coach Hous~ designation will allow multiple residents on the same lots 

2) If rezoning is permitt~d on one property as "Coach house" the city will no longer have grounds 

to refuse any other property in Burkeville from the same designation. 

3) If more and more properties convert to "Coach house" the density of population can increase 

rapidly. (This is very likely if each Coach house becomes rental units generating income) 

4) At present Burkeville has a small community center, small Fire hall, small playground area and a 

few tennis courts - the community is not designed to accommodate high density populations 

5) Property developers will speed up this density increase - Lot sizes in such an older development. 

are typically larger than lot sizes in new residential areas. (They cimmake more money with one 

residence plus coach house per lot) 

6) There will be substantial cost increase associated with proposed rezoning there will be an 

increased strain on things like existing water and sewer lines etc.) 

7) Burkeville has very limited entrances and exits - Most of the roads are narrow throughout 

Burkeville so there will be traffic and parking problems. 

In conclusion I believe that rezoning Burkeville into Coach House will completely change the 

nature of the small Burkeville community - and not in a positive way. 

Sincerely 
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Send a Submission Online (response #617) Page 1 of2 

~'l~()'PubiiC H®llIrung 
Dat9:_..;[G'-"'::: Ii> -,:tf)l~ 
Item#." ~ MayorandCouncillors 
Il'I " "'-?JiiiIiffJ21:.1£1."'rc-, , 

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmondcaj 
111 •• _ l'" .t.;;;T;.... 

Sent: January 1(), 2012 1257 PM 
'=''''''''''''''''L''''''''''''~.''''''''''''''"''~'''''''''''''''.'''''''''''''''''''''' 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #617) Schedule 13 to the Minutes of the 
Councii Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. Send a Submission Online (response #617) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

f-""'-""-'-"' -, ""--,--"""----"""-"" 
Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms,richmond,ca/Page1793.aspx 
". _, _"M_""_'_'~·"'_~" 

Submission Time/Date: 1/16/201212:55:54 PM 

Survey"Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

. 'Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

01116/2012 

Dee Delaplace 

1051 Catalina Crescent Richmond BC 

8794 

I don't want to dictate as to what a person can 
do on their own property, but I do have an 
issue when it directly impacts their neighbors 
in a negative way. When a Coach House 
dwarfs the original home, or their neighbors 
home I consider this as having a negative 
impact. I am not' directly affected by this 
particular Coach House application, but close 
friends and neighbors have been affected 
negatively by a 2 story Coach House built 
directly next door to them. They have had the 
afternoon sunshine which they used to enjoy 
in their backyard completely blocked and now 
have the pleasure of having a window looking 
directly down upon them from the second 
story. So, not only has their sun been 
blocked, but now they have also lost the 
privacy that they valued so highly. There is 
also now a drainage issue, which has 
emerged since this structure has been in 
place. The neighborhood of Burkeville is 
charming in so many ways, and a big reason 
for this has been the green space between 
homes and the privacy that it provides. It 
seems that the features that make Burkeville 
so special is what is rapidly being disregarded I 
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Send a Submissian Online (respanse #617) 

01/16/2012 

naw. We knaw that aid smaller hames came 
dawn and new much larger anes will go. up in 
their place. But I don't See any rea san why 
one neighbar shauld be able to benefit in a 
manetary way while taking a valued asset 
from anather neighbor. Why cauldn't these 
Caach Hauses be limited to. ane stary only? (a 
carport cauld be built along side af it) That 
way thase benefiting fram the rental inco.me 
will be the only anes impacted. I am 
commenting naw because if we don't address 
this naw, these huge Caach Hauses will 
cantinue to be built and saaner ar later it will 
directly impact me. Currently there is no. end 
af rental accammodatian available in 
Richmand as advertised an Craigslist, so. this 
issue daesn't seem to. be about available 
hausing, I believe the issue af Caach Hauses 
and the impact ah the neighbarhaad needs to. 
be further studied befare any mare are 
appraved in Burkeville 

Page 2 af2 
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Send a Submission Online (response #612) Page 1 of 1 

~~fO Public H«NlIril'lg 
[)lllte:...1~..1!?~t1;' 

MayorandCounciliors 

From: 

................. ~.- ........ ~ .... ~-- ..... ::~J~~:g~t:; 
City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca) 

Sent: 

To: 

January 13, 2012 6:03 PM 

MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #612) Schedule 14 to the Minutes ofthe 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearingheld on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8794 - 140 Wellington Crs 

Send a Submission Online (response #612) 

Survey Information 
. Siteicitywebsite . 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: . http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission Time/Date: 1/13/20126:02:19 PM 

Su.rvey Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

SU\Jject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments' 

01116/2012 

Greg and Andrea Laing 

91 Douglas Crescent, Richmond 

140 Wellington Crescent 

Our house backs onto the same alley as the 
proposed Carriage House to which we are 
referencing. Regretfully, the precedent set by the 
so-called Carriage House also on our block (251 
Douglas) is an eye-sore; a large boxy structure that 
is actually a whopper double garage with a suite 
above. We are now worried. Frankly, we ",ere 
originally open to the movement to add C~rriage 
Houses - we envisioned the charming examples 
that we n'oticed coming up in Vancouver. The 
monstrosity that towers over our adjacent 
neighbours is actually ridiculous. We are strongly 
opposed to yet another one on our block' 
Seriously, think twice about what you are allowing 
here. Burkeville's charm is quickly eroding with 
present trends continuing. Not only are enormous 
double decker garages (the so-called "Carriage 
Houses") coming up but'thoughtless land eating 
monster homes are as well of late. We know that 
the day of the uniform bungalow is long gone - but 
we appeal to the city planners to make sensible 
decisions about the go-fol'l'{ard designs that are 
approved in our unique and still-charming 
neighbourhood. Respectfully, Greg and Andrea 
Laing 
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Send a Submission Online (response #613) Page I of2 

MayorandCouncillors 

!',rom: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond,caj 

Sent: January 14, 2012 8:41 AM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #613) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8794 - 140Wellington Crs 

Send a Submission Online (response #613) 

,Survey Information 

Schedule 15 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

Site: City Website 

Page Title: : Send a Submission Online 
'" ,','"'' "'" "" " ,'," '"'''' """", .... , "'" .. ","--'''''' ---'"''''-- '''--I 

URL: http://cms,richmond,ca/Page1793:aspx 

Submission Time/Date: 1/14/20128:40:28 AM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

Bob Schmitz 

2040 Boeing Ave 

Subject Property Address OR: 140 Wellington Cr, 
Bylaw Number: 

III 

Comments: 

01116/2012 

While I am not adverse to progress and 
redevelopment in neighbourhoods, I do feel I 
that until the current road system in Burkeville i 
is reviewed and or upgraded, coach house 
zoning in its present form is not a viable 
option, The additional need for parking is 
certain, And the current parking in the area is 
already dictated by narrow streets and 
ditches, The concern I would have like many 
others, is the accessibility for emergency 
vehicles and personnel to reach their 
destination, The safety of the community as a 
whole is at stake, I understand the need or 
perhaps demand for this type of housing to a 
certain extent, but the infrastructure in this 
particular area is not in place, I also feel that 
the style and size of the coach house should 
be reviewed, A recent build of an approved 
coach house in the 200 block of Douglas , 
(directly behind 140 Wellington) is a good i 
example This building IS larger and taller than I 
the eXisting home and In many persons view I 
quite overwhelming as it takes up such a 
large space, It would appear that it will I 
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Send a Submission Online (response #613) 

01116/2012 

certainly accommodate more than one tenant 
quite likely requiring additional parking over 
and above what meets the code for coach 
housing. The need for mortgage helpers and 
affordable housing in our market place will be 
ongoing. Home owners should have options 
such as coach houses. or lane. way houses 
available to them, but not at the expense of 
the neighbourhood or their own safety .. 

. Page 2 of2 
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Send a Submission Online (response #614) 

MayorandCounciliors 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.caj 

January 14, 201211:38 AM 

To: MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #614) 
. Schedule 16 to the Miuutes of the 
Couucil Meetiug for Public 
Heariug held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8794 - 140 Wellington Crs 

Send a Submission Online (response #614) 

Survey Information 
.... -........... . .................... , ... , ........... , ............ , .............................. , ............. ~ ...... - ...... --.... --....... - .... _ ...................... . 

Site: City Website 

............ Page Title: Send a Submission ....... o:.:n.:I.:in::.e: ................................................... ---.............. 1 
URL: : http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission Time/Date: ' 1/14/2012 11 :37:24 AM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: 

Your Address: 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

01116/2012 

. . ... ..... .... ........... ...~........... .. ................................................. . 

David Coath 

380 Douglas Crescent 

140 Wellington Crescent 

I don't think any more "Coach Houses" should 
be built in Burkeville. The neighbours to the 
south lose their back yard privacy. The 
neighbours to the north lose their back yard 
privacy and are in almost perpetual shade. It 
takes about twenty minutes to walk to the 
sky train. I believe we should focus density 
along the No.3 Road corridor, closer to the 
sky train, not in the fringe areas . 

.......................... 
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Send a Submission Online (response #615) 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

Sent: January 15,20129:14 AM 

To: Mayorandc:;ouncillors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #615) 

Send a Submission Online (response'#61S) 

Survey Information 

Schedule 17 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

Site: i City Website 
..... ····1 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission TimelDate: 1/15/20129:13:47 AM 

Survey Response 

i Your Name: 

Your Address: 

'1 Jack Baryluk 
1--,,· 

180 Lancaster Crescent 

Subject Property Address OR . 
Bylaw Number: 140 Wellington Crescent I Bylaw 8794 

Comments: 

I would like to support Graham MacFarlane in 
his application for re-zoning. I have owned my 
home in Burkeville for three years now and, in 
the future, I hope.to have the ability to change 
the zoning for my own property to add a 
coach house. I believe there is adequate 

. parking within Burkeville and the fact that 
! there is still a 2-car garage under the coach 
i house allows for off-street parking for both the 

main house and the coach house occupants. 
Low-rise densification is an advantage for the 
community since adding more residents may 
aHow us to keep the school open and may 
support a case to return bus service and other 
amenities to Burkeville. Individual 
homeowners will increase the value of their 
properties and will have opportunity to have 
extended family members (children, parents) 
share their property. If the coach house is 
rented, it will reduce the financial burden of 1( RICHJ;r'~ 

~~o~:~;~!~s:r~l~ks:~C~~II~.fO~:~~I~~inG:~~ 0 DArE ~~)' \, 
. i 

JAN 1 6 lOll f ' 

)" ".' 
~ ... t 

~)}: REGElVf~(~.y 
Ciffii'§;Y -'-
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81/85/2812 15:11 584-278-2285 PETER SLEEHAH 

Public Hearing 

letter of support for construction of a 

Coach House at 140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond Be. 

To whom it may concern 

Schedule 18 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,~OI2. ' 

I hereby tender my support for the applicant Mr,Graham Mcfarlane for 

construction of a Coach House at 140 wellington Cres Richmond B.C. 

Sign ed ....  

Address. 

   
   

Phone No,   
Date. 16th Jan 2012 
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81/85/2012 17:85 684-278-2285 PETER SLEEI,1At,1 

Public Hearing 

Letter of support for construction of a 

Coach House at 140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond BC. 

To whom it may concern 

PAGE 81 

Schedule 19 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing heJd on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

I hereby tender my support for the applicant Mr.Graham Mcfarlane for 

construction of a Coach House at 140 wellington Cres.Richmond B.C. 

USA ~O~ 
Sign ed ....... ~~ ... ~ ... ~ .. ~ ... 3! ....................................... . 

Address. ;2.. '$ '3 I 6D~'" ~ Ai£. 
~o\ -3 C, 

V7)3 ' I -st4 ' 

Phone No, 0 6 t-f "f 17' 2-02..0 

Date. 16th Jan 2012 
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01/05/2012 17:05 504-278-2205 PETER SLEEMA~I 

i 

Public Hearing 

Letter of support for construction of a 

Coach House at 140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond Be. 

To whom it may concern 

PAGE 02 

·---~·---"-~----·"·l' T@ PiJIbiic HlEIl!lft"iro(1 
ll'.lillt6:'&-_U"_(, 'l1'j"_,, 
fitlrlb'lf! #.....J.._'''_~ ___ ,_, 
R®:~~,,"!"11±," 

Schedule 20 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, Jimuary 
16,2012. 

I hereby t(!nder my support for the applicant Mr. Graham Mcfarlane for' 

constructil~n of a Coach House at 140 wellington (res RlchmoVld B.c.. 

\ r ~ \ C,' 
s,gned·······tJ·4.y(· .. · .. , .. · .. ···· .. ··J·0.·~p~j·d~ 
Address. 

,J,~ \ ~(06 fM;. 
J4:h.mu'(\cJ be· 

Ph(lne No, ~4' 0'51d-6.d.O 
Date. 16th Jan 2012 
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83/28/2811 21:81 5842872459 LAHDEFELD, kARL ,~ SH PAGE 81 

Public Hearing 

Letter of support for construction of a 

Coach House at 140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond BC. 

To whom it may concern 

Schedule 21 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for fublic 
Hearing held on Mon(iay, January 
16,2012. 

I hereby tender my support for the applicant Mr.Graham Mdarl~ne for , 
construction of a Coach House at 140 wellington Cres Richmon~ B.C. 

Signed.,.~ . '/:"'''''VAJ' 

Address. (6 f ( 

Phone No, 6~cr 1!JT-J-,~ r 
Date. 16th Jan 2012 
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01/05/2812 15:11 504-278-2285 PETER SLEEHAi'1 PAGE 84 

Public Hearing 

Coach House at 140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond Be. Schedule 22 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

To whom it may concern 

I hereby tender my support for the applicant Mr. Graham Mcfarlane for 

construction of a Coach House at 140 wellington Cres Richmond B.C. 

Signed .. J../...~/.. .......... : ..................... . 
" , ;I 

Address./5-71 t!JJ..e~ . 

Phone No, C:cJi-.2. /,y-I/'17S 
, 

Date. 16th Jan 2012 
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01/05/2012 15:11 504-278-2205 PETER SLEEHAH PAGE 01 

Public Hearing 
I 

Letter of support for construction of a 
"'''=''''''''''k~'''''''"'~''''·''=~_'''''W·'"'><'<'''''''''''~.''''''''''',,' 

Schedule 23 to the Minutes of the 
Coach House at 140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond BC. Council Meeting for Public 

Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

To whom it may concern 

I hereby tender my support for the applicant Mr.Graham Mcfarlane for 

construction of a Coach House at 140 wellington Cres Richmond B.C. 

Signed ... ?!.. .... 6..::.: ... ff?::.? ... ~·· 
Address. /] (J 0 hjfH IN C"j'<),v (12l:'f 

1< I (' (-I r'J.1 " ,"V 0 ;3 C 

Phone No, 

Date. 16"' Jan 2012 



CNCL-61

Public tfea ring 

lettelr (If SILlI,port for construction of a , 

Coach .iOllse at 140 Wellington CreSCflnt, IUchtnctnd BCo 

To whom Et may concern 

Schedule 24 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 

. 16,2012. 

I herE!by tf!nder my support for the applic~lnt 1\II,..GrahaM Ililld~lrlarlie for 

constnJlctilon of a Coach House at 140 welillnglton Cres Richmcllnd B.c.. 

$ignecl .. ~.;j?~ ............................ . 
Mdress. Igo ~~J1<l-S &e~ !2t'(/~wr';;>I~ Be V7i5 IEEi 

PhonEI No" C,64 7~'b 17oe. 
[)ate" 16th Jan 2012 
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Public Hearing 

Letter of support for construction of a 

Coach House at 140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond BC. 

To whom it may concern 

Schedule 25 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

I hereby tender my support for the applicant Mr .Graham Mcfarlane for 

construction of a Coach House at 140 wellington Cres Richmond B.C. 

Signed ... ~ •• ".~ .•. 
Address. IfD .1Joud,a~' /I "/7" n . 

(i U -~ '-Ft <> r,lok IUevtd 6c U 7 B l E5 

Phone No, h ()4 f(Y2! b 3 5 _ 

Date. 16th Jan 2012 
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Public Hearing 

Lette~ of slupport for construction of a 

Coach House at 140 Wellington Crescent, Richmond Be. 

To whom ~t may concern 

Schedule 26 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012. 

I herE!by t(!nder my support for tli'Je applic<alnt IVIr .Grahaml IVIc1.aJrlane for 

constrllcti,()n of a Coach House at 140 weIHrugto01 Cres Richmond B.C" 

Signed.;::~..... . .............. "' ................ .. 

PhCInE No" 60 L( '7 f) -J '300 

[)ate. 16th Jan 2012 
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Send a Submission Online (response #616) Page 1 of I 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: City of Ricbrnond Website Iwebgraphics@richmond.cal 

Sent: January 15, 2012 2:16 PM 

To: MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: 'Send a Submission Online (response #616) 

Send a Submission Online (response #616) 

Survey Information 

Schedule 27 to the Minutes of the 
Council Meeting for Public 
Hearing held on Monday, January 
16,2012, 

Site: City Website 
...........................•. ~ ..•. :. 

Page Tit.le: Send a Submission Online 
." ....... -... - ..... -... --........ . 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission TimelDate: . 1;15/2012 2:15:57 PM 
..................... 

Survey Response 

/ 

Your Name: 

Your Addre.ss: 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw'Number: 

Cominents: 

Robert Hillman 

9371 Hemlock Driv 

RZ-11-562968 

I'm opposed until something is done with the 
parking issues in this neighborhood. There are so 
many cars parking randomly in this neighborhood 
it's become unsafe. Hemlock isn't even finished 
properly yet, but vie want to keep building. We 
need to open up Hemlock and not make it a dead 
end. We need a 4 way stops at Katsura and 
Ferndale and Hemlock and·Alder: Has anyone 
from the city come out and see what it's like to 
creep your car out from Katsura to turn on to 
Ferndale. Parked cars block your vision and you 
have no choice to creep out and almost get hit. 
Before we proceed with any new building, let's 
correct the parking, 4-way stops, and finish 
Hemlock properly. It's shocking the Richmond' 
planning dept, has a total disregard for street, 
safety, and parking in this neighborhood. The 
developers have to change their plans to meet 
the land they currently own, and not to take away 
any more public land. These developments 
should also be required to provide enough 
parking for all the units. Street parking in a new 
area should be unheard of other then visitors 
using the space. We have to remember, there are 
children that have to cross the roads and we need 
to make it safe for them and us. Thank-you! .. I 
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5USTAINAiH,e llEl3IQN INl:rIATIVil. ,," ' TURNING IDEAS INTO ACTION " , 

Board in Brief 
For Metro Vancouver meetings on Friday, December 16,2011. 

Please note these are not the official minutes. Board in Brief is an informal summary. Material 
relating to any of the following items is available on request from Metro Vancouver. 

For more information, please contact either: 
Bill Morrell, 604-451-6107, BiII.Morrell@metrovancouver.org or 
Glenn Bohn, 604-451-6697, Glenn.Bohn@metrovancouver.ora 

Greater Vancouver Regional District 
Inaugural Meeting of 2012 Board 

Administration of Oath of Office for the 2012 Board of Directors 

Chief Provincial Court Judge Thomas J. Crabtree administered the Oath of Office for the 2012 
Board of Directors 

Election of Board Chair 

After calls for nomination, Director Greg Moore was elected by acclamation to be the 2012 Chair 
of the Board of Directors. 

Election of Board Vice Chair 

After calls for nomination, Director Raymond Louie was elected the Vice Chair. 
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) -:, 
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Board in Brief 
For Metro Vancouver meetings on Friday, January 13, 2012 

Please note these are not the official minutes. Board in Brief is an informal summary. Material 
relating to any of the following items is available on request from Metro Vancouver. 

For more information, please contact either: 
Bill Morrell, 604-451-6107, BiII.MiJrrell@metrovancouver.orq or 
Glenn Bohn, 604-451-6697, Glenn.Bohn@metrovancouver.orq 

Greater Vancouver Regional District 

2012 MetroVancouve.r Board Regular Meeting Dates 

This year's board meetings will be held on the following dates: 

Approved 

Friday, January 13; Thursday, January 26 and Friday, January 27 (workshop); Friday, March 2; 
Friday, March 30; Friday, April 13; Friday, April 27; Friday, May 25; Friday, June 15; 
Friday, June 29; Friday, July 13; Friday, July 27; Friday, September 21; Friday, October 12; 
Wednesday, October 17 (Budget Workshop); Friday, October 26; Friday, November 16; Friday, 
November 30; and Friday, December 14. 

Meetings'will be held at 9:00 a.m. in the 2nd floor boardroom at 4330 Kirigsway in Burnaby, 
unless otherwise specified on the Metro Vancouver public notice board, website, and agenda. 
The January 26 and 27 workshop may be held outside the regional district boundaries if 
required. 

Metro Vancouver Appointments to External Agencies - 2012 Approved 

Board Chair Greg Moore recommended the following appointments: 

Agricultural Advisory Committee - Harold Steves, Richmond 

Board of Trustees of the Sasamat Volunteer Fire Department - Michael Wright, Port Coquitlam 

Delta Heritage Airpark Management Committee - Scott Hamilton, Delta 

Flood Control and River Management Committee of the Lower Mainland Local Government 
Association - Linda Barnes, Richmond; Lynne Harris, Abbotsford; Mae Reid, Coquitlam 
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Fraser Basin Council - Richard Walton, North Vancouver District (Alternate: Barbara Steele, 
Surrey 

Fraser Valley Regional Library Board - Gayle Martin, Langley City (Alternate: Brad West, Port 
Coquitlam) 

International Centre for Sustainable Cities - Derek Corrigan, Burnaby 

Lower Mainland Local Government Association - Raymond Louie, Vancouver 

Municipal Finance Authority: 
Malcolm Brodie, Richmond (Alternate: Harold Steves, Richmond); 
Derek. Corrigan, Burnaby (Alternate: Colleen Jordan, Burnaby); 
Mae Reid, Coquitlam (Alternate: Wayne Baldwin, White Rock); 
Darrell Mussatto, North Vancouver City (alternate: Jack Froese, Langley Township); 
Mike Clay, Port Moody (Alternate: Richard Stewart, Coquitlam); 
Raymond Louie, Vancouver (Alternate: Tim Stevenson, Vancouver); 
Richard Walton, North Vancouver District (Alternate: Michael Smith, West Vancouver); 
Mllrvin Hunt, Surrey (Alternate: Judy Villeneuve, Surrey) 
Wayne Wright, New Westminster (Alternate: Lois Jackson, Delta) 

Pacific Parklands Foundation - Linda Hepner, Surrey 

Regional Parks Forum - Gayle Martin, Langley City 

Western Transportation Advisory Council (WESTAC) - Greg Moore, Port Coquitlam (Alternate: 
Raymond Louie, Vancouver) 

Experience the Fraser - Lower Fraser River Corridor Project Steering Committee - Heather 
Deal, Vancouver, and Gayle Martin, Langley City 

City of Langley Additional Hotel Room Tax Renewal Approved 

The Board consented to the City of Langley renewing the additional hotel room tax for an 
additional five-year period at the existing rate of two per cent. 

Appointment of Metro Vancouver Housing Corporation Directors 2012 Approved 

The Board appointed the following directors: Don Bell, Scott Hamilton, Bob Long, Gerry Nuttall, 
Richard Stewart and Richard Walton 

Greater Vancouver Regional District Labour Relations Conversion and 
Amendment Bylaw No. 1166, 2011 

Approved 

The former labour relations function established by letters patent provides authority for a labour 
relations bureau to ratify or reject member municipal labour collective agreements and 
compensation schemes. An interim bylaw approved by the Board allows for the provision of 
labour relations services but provides for member municipalities to have complete autonomy 
over their collective agreements and compensation schemes. 

Page 2 of 2 
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GATEWAir,:HEATRE 
www.gatewaytheatre.com 
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David Weber, Director 
City Clerks Office 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC 
V6Y 2C1 

Re: Delegation to Januarv City Council. Meeting 

Dear Mr. Weber; 

January 9,2012 

The Gateway Theatre would like to send a delegation to Ric~mond City 
Council at their scheduled meeting of Monday, January 23,2012. This 
presentation is a requirement of our operating agreement with the City of 
Richmond in which we will be reviewing Gateway Theatre's 2010-2011 
operations. Simon Johnston, Artistic and Executive Director, and Keith 
Liedtke, Chair of the Board of Directors, will attend to make this 
presentation. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions at 604-247-4971. 

Sincerely, 
--.---~-. -""" < 1 ___ • ."..-- -

--1
<'-:::::-':::----,-

--~-- ~"'5.:1d._---.-~ .-::- -~ Beverley"SIwr,----
Interim, General Manager 
Gateway Theatre 

FiECEIVED ~ 
6500 Gilbert Road, Richmond, British Columbia. Canada V7C 3V4 C( rr~(j 

Administration: (604) 270·6500 Fax: (604) 247·4995 Box Office: (604) f) 
Registered Charity Number: 11911 8875 RROOOI 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2010-2011 ANNUAL REPORT 
RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 
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Message from the Chair        
 
Our 26th professional theatre season featured new scripts mixed in with revivals of 
more familiar plays. Our most exciting and energetic production was “The 
Forbidden Phoenix”, a new musical with orchestration commissioned by Gateway. 
Our production garnered favourable attention in both local and national media, for 
this multicultural retelling of a famous Chinese story of the Monkey King. 
 
The Academy continues to grow with more students in fourteen different classes. We 
offer professional instruction to youth in music, dance and acting disciplines. The 
success of this program is demonstrated by the self-awareness and self-confidence 
our students develop, not to mention their career achievements as they not only 

return to our stages to demonstrate their crafts, but grace other theatres with their talents. 
 
Box Office revenue for our Main Stage, Studio, Play Development and Academy covers approximately 
75% of the costs for these productions. (The national average is below 50% and for our audiences’ 
outstanding support, we thank you). The additional funds required to put on these events comes from 
sponsorship, grants and fundraising activities. Sourcing these funds is proving to be an even bigger 
challenge given our current economic environment. Our government and sponsor support this last year 
fell well below our expectations. Our audience’s strong support for the Gateway provides a compelling 
example of why more private sector support for our theatre is warranted. 
 
Not wanting to be totally dependent on others to cover the 25% funding shortfall, the Gateway Theatre 
Society Board launched a fundraiser to assisting in closing our funding gap. The pARTy combined a 
cocktail party with all couples attending the event leaving that evening with an original piece of art. It was 
a very special night for all attending, the artists, the attendees, the volunteers and the Gateway Theatre 
staff. Plans are currently underway for next year’s event, there is no doubt we will far exceed this year’s 
fund raising of $13,000.00. 
 
While one third of the year is devoted to our professional productions, the remaining two thirds of the 
year Gateway is rented to community artist groups. These groups have brought Chinese operas, and dance 
and music recitals to our stage. We have even hosted a film shoot at the theatre. As I write my message I 
am pleased to report we are at full capacity supporting these groups, with a waiting list of groups that 
wish to present additional performing arts events in our community. 
 
The committed work of our Board, Staff and Volunteer Teams cannot be overstated. Their dedication and 
the hours they invest in making the Theatre what it is today is invaluable. Thank you! 
 
The City of Richmond’s support remains invaluable to our existence. Their foresight to bring professional 
theatre to our community has spawned a myriad of artistic groups in our community, with the Gateway 
being the jewel in the crown of those cultural services. 
 
We have had an outstanding Artistic Director for the past twelve years. As many of you already know, 
Simon Johnston has announced his plans to leave the Gateway next spring. We cannot say enough about 
what Simon has meant to our theatre and our community. His vision of our theatre and his hours of 
hardworking service to the community have made the Gateway a nationally respected theatre. Simon, you 
will be sorely missed by all, your colleagues, your Board and your community.  
 
W. Paul Corcoran 
Chair, Richmond Gateway Theatre Society Board 
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2010-2011 Richmond Gateway Theatre Society Board 
 
Executive Committee 
Paul Corcoran   Chair 
Lori Chalmers  Vice Chair 
Keith Liedtke  Treasurer 
Debbie Tobin  Secretary 
Sue Halsey-Brandt City Council Representative 
 
Members at large 
Seemah Aaron 
Michael Anderson 
Denise Chambers 
Ruth Collison 
Elana Gold 
Evelyn Lazare 
Susan G. Ness 
Scott Stewart 
 
Committees 
Fundraising Finance Nominating 
 
Scott Stewart, Chair  
Seemah Aaron 
Michael Anderson 
Lori Chalmers 
Denise Chambers 
Ruth Collison 
Paul Corcoran 
Diane Cousar 
Elana Gold 
Evelyn Lazare 
Carmen McCracken 
Susan G. Ness 
Debbie Tobin 
Sheilagh Cahill (staff) 
Suzanne Haines (staff) 
Simon Johnston (staff) 
Stephanie Shardlow (staff) 
Beverley Siver (staff) 

 
Paul Corcoran, Chair 
Jerry Chong 
Diane Cousar 
Katharine Lecy 
Keith Liedtke 
Suzanne Haines (staff) 
Simon Johnston (staff) 
Jessie Li (staff) 
Beverley Siver (staff)  
Brent Wang (staff) 
 

 
Debbie Tobin, Chair 
Diane Cousar 
Keith Liedtke 
Suzanne Haines (staff) 
Simon Johnston (staff) 
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Mission Statement 
 
Gateway Theatre is a welcoming and inclusive regional theatre for Richmond and its surrounding 
communities. Encouraging participation and cultural diversity, we strive for excellence and leadership in 
the development and production of live professional theatre and programs that connect the community. 
 
Core Values 
 
These values define the way decisions are made at the Gateway Theatre. They create a welcoming team 
and inclusive culture for staff, volunteers, partners, clients, and patrons. 

 

LEADERSHIP 
 - Sustainability 
 - Relationships with community 
 - Proactive 

RESPECT 
 - Treatment of each other 
 - Positive attitude 
 - Dignity 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

INCLUSIVE 
 - Participation 
 - Diversity: cultural, social & ethnic 
 - Responsiveness 

QUALITY 
 - Unique 
 - Artistic Excellence 
 - Innovation 

Programs 
 
Gateway Theatre’s mission is implemented through programs delivered to the region. These programs 
are: 
 
A: Live Professional Theatre 
 Main Stage Productions 
 Studio Productions 
 Play Development 

 Commissions 
 Readings 
 Workshops 
 Dramaturgy 

 Gateway Academy 
 
B: Community Connections 
 Partnerships 

 City of Richmond 
 Corporate 

 Rentals Program 
 Volunteer Program 
 Special Events 
 Mentorship 
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e and poised for great things ahead. 

Report from the Artistic and Executive Director 
 
As I write this report, it is a beautiful September day and summer still 
lingers outside the windows of my office overlooking beautiful 
Minoru Park. You’ll forgive me, I hope, for sounding sentimental in a 
business document but this will be the last time I will address the 
Society’s membership in my capacity as Artistic & Executive Director. 
As you know, I have announced my resignation effective April 30, 
2012. By that date, I will have had the privilege of serving this 
wonderful theatre for almost 12 years. I am happy to report that the 
organization is stabl
 
In many ways our season followed the blueprint of previous years. Subscriptions for our Main Stage and 
Studio Series remained at 2300, unchanged from the last cycle. Patrons were loyal in their support despite 
the sluggish economic recovery. We produced a newly commissioned world premier and we developed 
our mentorship of local artists by giving emerging talent opportunities to work on all our stages.  
 
Brighton Beach Memoirs opened the season; directed by Natasha Nadir who started with Gateway as an 
instructor in our Academy, then a workshop director, then a Studio director and finally directing on the 
Main Stage. Likewise, actor Dylan Kruger came through our Academy to play the lead role in this 
charming production. Annie burst onto our stage in December. The majority of the orphans in this large 
musical were also recruited from our Academy; and the show was directed by Johnna Wright who has 
progressed through the directing ranks of various Gateway programs. In February we co-produced with 
Persephone Theatre, Saskatoon a new adaptation of Dickens’ Great Expectations written by Errol 
Durbach, a local writer. This production allowed us to stretch our work across provincial boarders to give 
us a place in the national theatre scene. Then in April The Forbidden Phoenix hit our stages. Written by 
Canadians Marty Chan and Robert Walsh, this musical fable was the culmination of almost seven years of 
development. Based on the tale of the Monkey King, it embraced a diversity of actors who wowed the 
audience with martial arts, singing and giant puppetry to tell an epic story of Chinese immigrants’ 
encounter with the Canadian experience during the building of the railway in the nineteenth century. We 
commissioned the full orchestration for ten musicians and incorporated Chinese surtitles. It was a thrilling 
achievement to be able to bring a script from our Scene First play development program to the Main 
Stage.  
 
In February, Sexy Laundry by Vancouver writer Michele Riml heated up the Studio Series and was so 
popular that we extended the run by an extra week. Burning In by UBC graduate Natalie Meisner 
premiered in March. This was selected from our Scene First play development program where it was 
work shopped prior to receiving its full production. Once again both plays opened up opportunities for 
emerging directors, designers and actors to perform at Gateway.  
 
Due to cut backs in government grants we reluctantly suspended Scene First for one year. This play 
development program has been responsible for seventeen premieres on both the Main Stage and in the 
Studio over the last decade. It was also the entry point for developing directors, stage managers and actors 
for large productions on all our stages. Despite its worthiness, we decided to redirect our resources but 
hope to reinstate the program in the future.  
 
The Gateway Academy went into its 19th year with after school classes in musical theatre and acting 
taught by a faculty of amazing professionals. The program is located at Gateway and offers a variety of 
courses ranging from beginners to pre-professional levels. 280 students enrolled in fourteen different 
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classes that ran from July to May. As in previous years many of the classes had waiting lists. The 
Academy is suited to those 6 – 18 years of age. The majority of enrolment comes from Richmond with 
the remaining students traveling in from surrounding communities. This program is poised to grow even 
larger in upcoming years. 
 
The programs reviewed above make up one-third of the calendar year. Two thirds are open to any local or 
regional performing arts group on a rental basis. This past year the facility enjoyed over 1000 uses in all 
the different venues. There was an aggregate of over 51,000 patrons to all our events. These reflect 
increases in both usage and attendance. Clearly there is an appetite for the performing arts despite the 
gloom and doom being reported in the news. 
 
If I had to choose what I would miss most of my job, I would have to say the Volunteers – our Gateway 
Ambassadors. Year after year, since this theatre’s inception, volunteers who greet you at the door, store 
your coats, tear your tickets and usher you to your seats have unfailingly demonstrated the virtue of 
community spirit. These are your neighbors, your family and friends who invest sweat equity to ensure 
that a fragile sector like the arts survives from day to day. We had 122 stalwart members representing a 
variety of ages and cultures that make Richmond a unique city. Together they worked over 11,000 hours. 
I am happy to say there is a waiting list to join this wonderful group. 
 
Gateway is functioning at a very high level. We continue to balance our obligations to the community 
with our growth as one of the more successful professional theatres in Canada. In order to keep our tickets 
affordable box office sales account for 75% of the cost of our programs. This is significantly higher than 
the national average which hovers around the 50% mark. So the remaining 25% must be derived from 
other sources including sponsorships, grants and donations. Our Board, wishing to contribute to this, 
mounted a very successful fundraising event in June that raised $13,000. Encouraged by these results, the 
event will be repeated during the 2011-2012 season. 
 
I would like to thank the Board of Directors for their continued support of me personally and 
professionally. Likewise, the City of Richmond makes an exemplary commitment to the arts in our 
community and demonstrates true leadership amongst municipalities. I am very grateful for this vision. 
And finally to my General Manager Suzanne Haines, to the amazing administration Staff and to the 
hundreds of artists, it has been an honor and a privilege. My thanks, thanks and thanks again. I will miss 
you all endlessly.  
 

 
Simon Johnston 
Artistic & Executive Director, Richmond Gateway Theatre
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What our patrons say:  
 
Brighton Beach Memoirs by Neil Simon 
 

“Even, crisp direction. Moving, funny & so believeable. 
You’ve got a winner.” 
 
“You made me cry, quite a feat. Beautiful set design and well 
acted.” 
 
“Glad to be a season ticket holder. This was terrific.” 
 
  
 

from left: Dylan Kruger and Daryl King by David Cooper Photography. 

 
Sexy Laundry by Michele Riml 

 
  
“My wife of 53 years and I saw the show last night. It was 
funny, very well acted, poignant, and thoughtful. We liked the 
intimacy of Studio B.” 
  
 “Loved it! I had a lot of belly laughs as it was so funny, yet so 
true to life. Great acting.” 
 
 
 
 

Photo of Janet Michael and Gerry Mackay by Sherry Elasoff. 

 
Annie  
Book by Thomas Meehan, music by Charles Strouse, lyrics by Martin Charnin 

         
“There were 11 of us in our party and everyone enjoyed 
it from the teenagers to the grandparents.
 
“We want to tell you that we LOVED the Annie 
show. What a heartwarming story to get us into the 
Christmas spirit.” 
 
“I just wanted to say that you guys put on a GREAT 
performance! This was a fantastic show, and I’m so glad 
I brought my kids to see it.”
 

Cast photo by David Cooper Photography. 
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Great Expectations  
Adapted by Errol Durbach from the novel by Charles Dickens 

 
 
“What a fantastic, high-quality production.” 
 
“I just saw your production last night and I thoroughly 
enjoyed it!” 
 
“The best acting I have seen in a play for a long time.” 
 
 
 
 
 

From left: Robert Moloney, Kent Allen, Anthony Ingram. Photo by Ken Williams. 

 
 
Burning In by Natalie Meisner 

 
 
“Good show. Will come again.”   
 
“I was very moved. A very well written and beautifully acted play.” 
 
“1st intermission – excellent! Writing & acting, love the photo screen.” 
 
 
Photo of Dawn Petten & Aslam Husain by Sherry Elasoff. 
 
 
 

 
 
The Forbidden Phoenix  
Book & lyrics by Marty Chan, lyrics, music & orchestration by Robert Walsh 

 
 “What terrific theatre! Entertaining, 
exciting and enlightening. We were 
taken on a wonderful ride.” 
 
“Went to see the show last night. It 
was great! Very good cast. Wow.” 
 
“So enjoyed the production last 
week, I just booked 4 more tickets.” 

Photo of The Forbidden Phoenix by Tim Matheson. 
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Gateway Academy for the Performing Arts 
 
In its 20th year, the Gateway Academy is a unique school offering classes in theatre skills. Our Faculty, 
made up of professionals in the performing arts, brings a world of experience and expertise to the studio 
and infuses the students with their passion. Classes are inclusive, welcoming and fun while providing a 
concentrated exploration of the performing arts. Students aged 6-18 years of age have the opportunity to 
learn Acting, Musical Theatre and Voice. They advance in skills both tangibly measureable and 
interpersonal; these skills become transferable life skills which they can use regardless of their future 
direction.  
  
Summer Camps       
Pre-teen Musical Theatre Camp (ages 8-13)   
Tweens Acting Intensive Camp 1 (ages 11-13) 
Pre-teen Acting Intensive Camp 2 (ages 8-10) 
Improv Camp 1 (ages 8-10)    
Improv Camp 2 (ages 11-13) 
 
Voice  
Voice 1 (ages 8-10) 
Voice 2 (ages 11-13) 

 
Acting  
Acting Introduction (ages 6-7) 
Acting-A (ages 8-10) 
Acting-B (ages 11-13) 
Acting-C Performance (ages 13-18) 
 

   
Musical Theatre  
Musical Theatre Introduction (ages 6-7) 
Musical Theatre-A (ages 8-10) 
Musical Theatre-B (ages 10-13) 
Musical Theatre-C (ages 13-18) 
 
2010-2011 Scholarship Winners 

Ironwood Plaza McDonald’s Young Performer Award (6-8) 
Katarina Stojsavljevic  
 
Steveston McDonald’s Young Performer Award (8-10) 
Nina Trochtchanovitch  
 
Alderbridge Way McDonald’s Young Performer Award (10-13) 
Ilan Field 
 
Blundell Centre McDonald’s Young Performer Award (13-18) 
Zachary Protz (absent) 

 
From left: Christine Campell representing McDonald’s Restaurants, Katarina Stojsavljevic, Ilan Field, 
Nina Trochtchanovitch, Academy Manager Ruth McIntosh. 
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Community Clients 
 
Two-thirds of theatre dates are dedicated to community clients. In 2010 -2011 Gateway Theatre embraced 
a variety of organizations, with diverse entertainment performed or presented here. Our clients, both new 
and returning for this past year were: 
 
BC Chinese Music Association 
Burke Academy of Dance* 
Chuen Ying Arts Centre 
Cindy Yang Academy of Dance 
City of Richmond* 
Dance Co* 
Defy Gravity 
Festival of Voice* 
Gabriela's Movement Studio* 
Grand Hale Marine Products 
International Drug Free Athletics 
 Bodybuilding 
Music Encore Society 
Pacific Piano Society* 
Ping Academy of Dance 
Queens Singing Training Centre 
Richmond Academy of Dance* 
Richmond Chinese Folk Dance Society* 
Richmond Christian School  

Richmond Community Band* 
Richmond Concert Association* 
Richmond Hospice Foundation 
Richmond School Board #38* 
Richmond Youth Concert Band* 
Springtime Stage 
Steveston Arts Connection 
Super Productions 
The Pacific Piano Music Association 
Tom Lee Yamaha Canada 
Tong Moo Do 
Touring Players* 
UBC Dragon Seed Connection 
Vancouver Academy of Dance* 
Vancouver Asian Canadian Theatre Company 
Vancouver Beauty Dance 
Vitta Piano Studio 
Wei Li 
West Point Grey Academy

*Organizations who have been users for more than 10 years 
 

Facility Usage Report 
  Attendance         

MONTH 
MONTHLY 

TOTAL 

Gateway 
Theatre 
Plays Academy Rentals

Main 
Theatre 

Studio 
A 

Studio 
B Lobby

JULY (2010) 1020 0 1020 0 30 3 7 0
AUGUST 359 57 302 0 5 8 14 1
SEPTEMBER 3422 241 534 2647 17 26 23 3
OCTOBER 5246 3330 856 1060 31 38 21 18
NOVEMBER  5054 1478 940 263 21 44 27 6
DECEMBER (2010) 9446 8422 737 287 28 1 50 3
JANUARY (2011) 1651 25 771 855 3 26 47 1
FEBRUARY 3939 3051 884 4 22 42 11 4
MARCH  3881 913 831 1884 50 32 19 3
APRIL 5394 3330 1075 989 24 0 45 5
MAY  8091 74 0 6956 22 7 7 1
JUNE (2011) 3553 417 0 3136 15 13 14 3
                  
TOTAL 51056 21338 7950 18081 268 240 285 48
         
TOTAL ATTENDANCE: 51056        
USAGE 841        
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Volunteer Program 
 

A very large and genuine thanks goes 
out to our volunteers. They serve as 
Hosts, Ticket Takers, Ushers, Bar 
Assistants, and Administrative 
Assistants, not to mention the non-
performance hours spent as flyer and 
poster distributors, light walkers for 
the technical crew, reception/food 
prep assistants, candy bagging 
assemblers for our concession sales, 
and more! The volunteers are 
Ambassadors to the Gateway Theatre 
and their commitment, hours, efforts, 
donations, memberships, and overall 
service are a vital part of our Gateway 
family. 
 

 
Total Number of Volunteers     122 
 
Number of Volunteers with over 10 years of service   55 
 
Total hours of donated time in 2010-2011    11,800 hours 
 
$ Value of time       $115,050 
 
 

BRAVO GATEWAY VOLUNTEERS! 
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Fundraising Committee Report 
 
Alfred Hitchcock said “Drama is life with the dull bits cut out”. And if I may be so 
bold there were no “dull bits” in Gateway Theatre’s 2010 – 2011 line up. It was a 
great year! People need a place where they can escape the dull realities of life; 
Gateway offers just such an oasis. Our task is to make Gateway accessible to as many 
people as possible. That’s where the Fundraising Committee comes in. We need to 
provide funding for high quality productions while keeping our tickets affordable. I 
am proud to say that we accomplished our goal again. I would like to thank all of our 
members and sponsors, both corporate and individual, for helping us to provide a very 
essential service to the community, without you the show could not go on. 
 

In order to capture the attention of the community, fundraisers have to keep their ideas fresh. This year we 
took on that challenge: the Fundraising Committee set out to find a new idea that would not only raise 
money but would also raise awareness of Gateway. Many great ideas were discussed but one came out as 
the frontrunner. Of course I speak of the birth of Gateway’s pARTy. And what a brilliant brainchild. I 
must take this opportunity to congratulate the members of the Fundraising Committee who worked so 
hard and gave so much of their time, sweat and imagination to make it happen. They are volunteers, so 
when they take on such a monumental task they do so by taking time from their families and their busy 
lives. I was honoured to work with such talented and imaginative people. I would also like to thank the 
full time Gateway staff who did their regular jobs plus handled all the extra work we threw at them. I 
could not forget the volunteers who did the work that made the event soar. The pARTy was a great 
success. Not only did it raise funds and awareness of Gateway, it was a great deal of fun for our guests. 
Next year the pARTy will be even bigger and better. Here’s where the free advice comes in, get your 
tickets early so you will not miss out.  
 
I am looking forward to the 2011 – 2012 season.  It looks even more exciting than last year, enjoy and 
escape. Please join me in recognizing the good work of your Fundraising Committee. 
 
Scott Stewart, Chair  Paul Corcoran   Susan Ness 
Seemah Aaron  Diane Cousar   

Elana Gold 
Beverley Siver  

Michael Anderson   Stephanie Shardlow  
Scott Stewart Sheilagh Cahill Suzanne Haines  

Lori Chalmers    Simon Johnston  Debbie Tobin
Denise Chambers Evelyn Lazare  
Ruth Collison Carmen McCracken 
 
 2010-2011 2009-2010 2008-2009

Revenues    
Fundraising 73,621 54,773 40,528
Memberships & Donations 34,552 30,690 26,291
Sponsorships 24,560 32,663 43,400
Grants 194,451 179,023 124,697

Total Revenues 327,184 297,149 234,916
Total Expenses 69,018 31,748 25,900
Net Raised 258,166 265,401 209,016
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Special thanks to all sponsors who recognize the importance of the Performing Arts in our community 
and whose support enables the Gateway Theatre to continue to provide excellence in its programming: 
 
Sustaining Support:  The City of Richmond 
 
Operating Support: Province of British Columbia 
   BC Arts Council 
   BC Gaming Direct Access  
   Human Resources Development Canada 
 
Accommodation Sponsor     
Accent Inns Vancouver Airport    
 
Educational Outreach Sponsor  
RBC Foundation 
 
Performance Sponsors    
Dorset Realty Group Canada Ltd.  
The Fairmont Vancouver Airport 
HSBC Bank Canada 
Investors Group 
Kaltech Manufacturing 
Univar Canada Ltd. 
 
Academy Scholarship Sponsor 
McDonald’s Restaurants 
 
Exterior Sign Sponsor 
Sign-A-Rama 
 
Venue Sponsor 
Lansdowne Centre 

Project Grants 
BC Arts Council 
Canada Council for the Arts    
Canadian Ministry of Citizenship, Immigration 
and Multiculturalism 
City of Richmond 
Metro Vancouver  
Vancouver Foundation 
 
Media Sponsors 
The Richmond Review  
Richmond News 
KVOS Television 
VanMedia 
 
Corporate Donors 
Ackroyd Insurance Agencies Ltd.   
Chemistry Consulting  
The Hamber Foundation    
Richmond Chinatown Lions Club  
Richmond Sunset Rotary 
The Rotary Club of Richmond

 
Catering Sponsors 
Anna’s Cake House 
Canterbury Food Services Ltd. 
Continental Seafood Restaurant 
Cronos Restaurant 
Mad Greek Restaurant 
The Marriott Vancouver Airport Hotel 

M & M Meat Shops Ltd. – Francis Road 
The Point Restaurant & Tapas 
The Sheraton Vancouver Airport Hotel 
The Apron at The Westin Wall Centre 
   Vancouver Airport 
Taste of Italy Catering 

 
In-Kind Sponsors 
Anna’s Cake House 
The Boathouse - Richmond 
Boston Pizza (Head Office) 
Canterbury Food Services Ltd. 
Capilano Suspension Bridge 
Choices Markets Ltd. 
Chocolaterie Bernard Callebaut 
Cobs Bread – Blundell Centre 

Costco Wholesale – Richmond 
Damien’s Belgian Waffles Ltd. 
Dan-D Pack 
Design Tech Hair Studio 
Dr. Sun Yat-Sen Classical Chinese  
  Garden 
Felicos Restaurant 
Greenacres Golf Course 
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Harbour Air Seaplanes 
The Keg Steakhouse & Bar 
Lacquer Beauty Bar 
Mandalay Lounge & Steakhouse 
Minoru Seniors Centre 
Nando’s Flame Grilled Chicken – Head  
  Office 
Nature’s Path Foods Inc. 
Nirvana Organics 
Panago Pizza – Head Office 
Paesano’s Fine Italian Cuisine 
Paula Craig with The Whole Being  
  Yoga Company 
Pieces Fish & Chips 
Raintree Wellness Spa 

Richmond Aquatics 
Richmond Centre 
Richmond YYoga 
Ricky’s All Day Grill – Garden City 
  Centre 
Shaughnessy Golf & Country Club 
Starbucks – Ackroyd Plaza 
Starbucks – Richmond Centre. 
Subway Restaurant – Blundell Centre 
Suki’s Hair Salon 
Vancouver Civic Theatres 
VTech Technologies Canada Ltd. 
Waves Coffee House – No. 3 Road 
White Spot – Richmond Centre 

 
Gateway Theatre Cocktail pARTy 
 
Artists        
Catherine Adamson        
David Alselrod 
Lori Bagneres 
Enda Bardell 
John Beatty 
Lee Beaudry 
Aphrodite (Afrodita)  
   Blagojevic 
Tony Bowden 
Geri Buchanan 
Elaine Campbell 
Nick Cannone 
Joe Chan 
Jill Charuk 
Raymond Chow 
Donna D’Aquino 
Dave Denson 
Marney-Rose Edge 
Alano Edzerza 
Jennifer Ettinger 
Brittani Faulkes 
Catherine Fields 
Elaine Fleming 
Eileen Fong 
Colin Foo 
Gary Fox 
Leor Froelich 
Margreth Fry 

Jean Garnett 
Daniel Grant 
Varouj Gumuchian 
Tammi Hall 
Pamela Holl Hunt 
Florian Hossfeld 
Louise Howard 
Mike Hughes 
Jeanette Jarville 
Therese Lydia Joseph 
Joyce Kamikura 
Carmen Keitch 
Shelly Kent-Snowsell 
Susanne Kestner-Aiello 
Angela Lake 
Evelyn Lazare 
David Liu 
Hui Lin Liu 
Ron Manning 
Mena Martini 
Rita McArthur 
June McDonald 
David McHolm 
Becky McMahon 
Mazair Mehrabi 
Adrienne Moore 
Sara Morrison 
Patti Munro 

Melina Neufeld 
Gina Page 
Karen Lorena Parker 
Christina Passey 
Veronica Poon 
Noah Powers 
Shirley Rampton 
Alexandra Robinson 
Claudio Segovia 
Kim Scott 
Darlene Shandola 
Irean Shklover 
Craig Smith 
Mark Stephenson 
Marlene Strain 
Patrick Sullivan 
Jennifer Taylor 
Jean Thompson 
Annie Tsai 
Dodie Vervais 
Morely Watson 
William Watt 
Loraine Wellman 
Robin White 
Sharon Wilson 
Donna Wright 
Rebecca Wu 
Thomas Yu  
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Media Sponsors Gallery Sponsor 
Richmond News Dorset Realty Group Canada Ltd. 
The Richmond Review 
 
Artist Reception Sponsor Décor Sponsor 
Ruth Collison Upright Décor Rentals    
 
Catering & Wine Sponsors    
Andrew Peller Ltd. 
Anna’s Cake House 
The Apron at The Westin Wall Centre  
  Vancouver Airport 
Lafazanis Winery 
McWilliam’s Wines 

Nooch Snack & Chill 
The Point Restaurant & Tapas 
Starbucks  
The Steveston Cookie Company 
Tapenade Bistro 
 

 
Special thanks to our 2010-2011 Donors 

 

Seemah Aaron 
Margaret Agrey 
Archie & Hazel Anderson 
Don Anderson 
Joan Anderson 
Michael Anderson 
Ted Andrew 
Louise Avery 
Jesenka Bilic 
Delia Boyko 
Wendy Brayer 
Linda Bye 
Karen Calsbeck 
Patricia Carnegie-Dunlop 
Denise Chambers 
Joe Chan 
Adrian Chan 
Anthony Cheng 
Arlene Clark 
Ron Climenhaga 
Linda & Russell Collins 
Ruth Collison 
Carell Colvin 
Gladys Corlett 
Diane & James Cousar 
Audrey Coutts 
Denise & Don Dale 
Leni Dinnell 
J.J. Donald 
George Edgson 
Laila Dubinsky 
Jim Elgood 
Gloria & Tim Enno 
Dave Fairweather 

Michael Fehr 
Fern Finn 
Elaine & John Fisher 
Marjorie Fisher 
Vida Flainek 
Alice Fleming 
Anonymous 
Frank Fowlie 
Laurie Fredricksen 
Bob & Jean Garnett 
Myrna Geib 
Raymond Godfrey 
Elana Gold 
Betty Goodwin 
Ben Gwaltney 
Heidi Hannay 
June Hanson 
Roy Harrison 
Arlene Helme 
Linda Horne 
Sally Houston 
Lilian Hudson 
Bob & Donna Humphries 
Bernice Hunter 
Mary Ann Jacobsen 
Marlene Jarvis 
Alfred Jung 
Lorraine & Richard Kaczor 
Sylvia Kasuba 
Georgette Kearley 
Barbara Kissuras 
Christine Knight 
Fred & Ruth Krause 
Ivan & Evelyn Lau 

Ken Lavigne 
Evelyn Lazare 
Susan LePage 
Keith Liedtke &  
  Elizabeth Doyle 
Marilyn & Ron Loyer 
Ian MacLeod 
Pearl MacPherson 
Gail Maida 
Murray Malkin 
Michael Matthews 
Jean McBurney 
Lorna McDowell 
Gillian McIntyre 
Wes McLeod 
Yvonne Meier 
Agnes Mertin 
Michael Miller 
James & Jean Millet 
Diane Minichiello 
Chris Morris &  
  Margaret Hewlett 
Nancy Morrison 
Bob & Lois Munroe 
Susan Ness 
William New 
Edward J. Odette 
Ellen & Fintan Penney 
Lynne Perreault 
Marilyn Peterson 
RBC on behalf of 
  Sarjit Sekhon 
Kathryn Raines 
Linda Rasmussen 
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Marion Reaburn 
Peggy Redpath 
Carol Reed 
John & Lin Richardson 
Jacqueline Roy 
William Seney 
Ken Seto 
Jim Sinclair 
Nansi Smith 
Frank Stephan 

Scott Stewart 
Janet Sutherland 
Stewart Tait 
Setsuko Tanaka 
TELUS on behalf of 
  Glenda Johnson 
Debbie Tobin 
Elizabeth Tsang 
Kenneth Turnbull 
Joan Tweedlie 

Carole Utting 
Barrie Vickers 
John Watson 
Donna M. White 
Garry & Linda White 
Brian Whitworth 
Roswitha Wilby 
Emily & Gordon Wilson 
Lisa Xu 
Carol Yeo 

 
Seat Dedicators (Individuals) 

  
 

 

Katherine Kwok 
Fanny Lai 
William & Amy Leung 
John Martell 
Robert McGall 
   
Seat Dedicators (Companies) 
Ampri Group 
Budget Appliance Centre Ltd. 
Campbell Froh May & Rice LLP 
Citimark Development Corporation 
Great Canadian Casinos Inc. 
KBM Management Services Ltd. 
Tembo Design 
 
Scott Stewart 
Fund Development Chair, Richmond Gateway Theatre Society Board 

CNCL-86



 

        

Finance and Audit Committee Report 
 
Message from the Treasurer 
 

This past season was challenging with less revenue opportunities due to a 
decrease in available sponsorship dollars and the continued impact of Provincial 
Government cuts to the arts. Cutbacks from the BC Arts Council and the BC 
Direct Access Community Grants program are putting pressure on our ability to 
generate granting revenue, making us more reliant on ticket sales, sponsorship 
and donation revenues in the future.  
  
In spite of all these challenges, management's pro-active implementation of 
expense controls and revenue generating for the year ended June 30, 2011, 
resulted in our revenues being $3,820 greater than expenses. Revenue for the 
year is $2,382,740, which shows increased revenue as compared to last year. 
Expenses for the year were $2,378,920 which is also greater than last year. You 

can see the fine line we operate on and the impact of any reduction in sponsorship and grant dollars. The 
above results increased our accumulated operating deficit to $84,958 and reduced our accumulated 
administration deficit to $41,785. The deficit in the administration fund expresses the vacation and 
overtime owed to employees at June 30, 2011. Employees are eligible to use vacation earned for the year 
by December 31.  
 
I thank the Finance and Administrative staff of the Gateway Theatre for their continued support of the 
Finance Committee over the past year. I would also like to thank all members of the Finance Committee 
for their active participation and advice to the Board of the Richmond Gateway Theatre Society.  
  
 
Keith Liedtke 
Treasurer, Richmond Gateway Theatre Society Board 
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BLUE FISH GROUP 
CHARTERED ACCOUNTANT S 

INDEPENDENT AUDITORS' REPORT 

To the Members of Richmond Gateway Theatre Society 

We have audited the accompanying financial statements of Richmond Gateway Theatre Society, which 
comprise the statement of financial position as at June 30, 2011, the statement of operations and fund 
balances and the statement of cash flows for the year then ended, and a summary of significant 
accounting policies and other explanatory information. 

Management's Responsibility for the Financial Statements 
Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these financial statements in 
accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting prinCiples and for such internal control as 
management determines is necessary to enable the preparation of financial statements that are free from 
material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

Auditor's Responsibility 
Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. We 
conducted our audit in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing standards. Those standards 
require that we comply with ethical requirements and plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable 
assurance about whether the financial statements are free from material misstatement. 

An audit involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in 
the financial statements. The procedures selected depend on the auditor's judgment, including the 
assessment of the risks of material misstatement of the financial statements, whether due to fraud or 
error. In making those risk assessments, the auditor considers internal control relevant to the entity's 
preparation and fair presentation of the financial statements in order to design audit procedures that are 
appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of 
the entity's internal control. An audit also includes evaluating the appropriateness of accounting policies 
used and the reasonableness of accounting estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the 
overall presentation of the financial statements. 

We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for 
our audit opinion. 

Opinion 
In our opinion, these financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of 
Richmond Gateway Theatre Society as at June 30, 2011 and its financial performance and its cash flows 
for the year then ended in accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles. As 
required by the Society Act of British Columbia, we report that, in our opinion, these prinCiples have been 
applied on a basis consistent with that of the preceding year. 

P! vt~ 1i1'~ 4/'(kp 
Chartered Accountants 
Burnaby, B.C. 
September 27, 2011 

222 - 8678 G reena ll Ave n ue, Burnaby Be V5..J 3M6 

tel 6042985050 fax 6042985713 email Info@blueflsh be ca www bluefish be ca 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Statement of Financial Position 

June 30, 2011 

ASSETS 

CURRENT 
Cash and term deposits (Note 4) 
Accounts and grants receivable 
Inventory 
Prepaid expenses 
Prepaid production expenditures 

PROPERTY AND EQUIPMENT (Note 3) 

TERM DEPOSITS RESTRICTED FOR ENDOWMENT FUNDS 

LIABILITIES AND NET ASSETS 

CURRENT 
Accounts payable and accrued liabilities 
Deferred administration grant revenue 
Deferred operating revenue 

COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENCIES (Note 8) 

NET ASSETS (DEFICIENCY) 

Externally restricted administration fund 
Internally restricted general endowment fund 
Externally restricted Rotary endowment fund 
Internally restricted grant fund 
Unrestricted operating fund 

RD 

~~~_~::;'~~_...c!!"--__ Board Chair 

----=~=--J__,;r---- Treasurer 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
CHARTlift.O ACCOUNTANTS 

2011 

$ 286,944 
53,982 

5,464 
9,891 

77,553 

433,834 

4,929 

334,541 

$ 773,304 

$ 125,621 
13,645 

423,243 

562,509 

(41,785) 
324,541 

10,000 
2,997 

{84,9581 

210,795 

$ 773,304 

2010 

$ 312,552 
47,259 

6,051 
7,027 

55,192 

428,081 

12,162 

331,588 

$ 771 ,831 

$ 171 ,973 
4,326 

388,557 

564,856 

(76,977) 
321 ,588 

10,000 
3,779 

{51 ,4151 

206,975 

$ 771,831 

3 
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Revenues $ 

EXE!enditures 

Excess (deficiency) of 
revenues over 
expenditures 

Interfund transfers 
(Note 5) 

Fund balance, 
beginning of ~ear 

Fund balance, end of 
lear $ 

RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Statement of Operations and Fund Balances 

Year Ended June 30, 2011 

Operating fund Administration Grant fund Rotary 
(Schedule 1) fund (Schedule 2) (Schedule 3) Endowment 

fund 

1,346,742 $ 1,031,442 $ $ 127 

1,380,285 996,250 2,256 127 

(33,543) 35,192 (2,256) 

1,476 

(51,415) (76,977) 3,779 10,000 

(84,958) $ (41 ,785) $ 2,997 $ 10,000 

See accompanying notes to financial statements 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
CHARTeR_O ACCOUNTANTS 

General 2011 2010 
Endowment 

fund 

$ 4,429 $ 2,382,740 $ 2,068,200 

2,378,920 2,096,690 

4,429 3,820 (30,690) 

(1,476) 

321,586 206,975 237,665 

$ 324.541 $ 210,795 $ 206,975 

4 



CNCL-92

RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Statement of Cash Flows 

Year Ended June 30,2011 

2011 

OPERATING ACTIVITIES 
Excess (defICiency) of revenues over expenses $ 3,820 
Item not affecting cash: 

Amortization of property and equipment 7,232 

11,052 

Changes in non-cash working capital: 
Accounts and grants receivable (6,722) 
Inventory 587 
Prepaid expenses (2,864) 
Prepaid production expenditures (22,361) 
Accounts payable and accrued liabilities (46,352) 
Deferred administration grant revenue 9,319 
Deferred operating revenue 34,686 
Deferred Web Sales development expenditures 

(33,7071 

Cash flow used by operating activities (22,6551 

INVESTING ACTIVITIES 
Purchase of property and equipment 

Cash flow used by Investing activities 

DECREASE IN CASH FLOW (22,655) 

CASH - Beginning of year 644,140 

CASH - End of year $ 621,485 

CASH CONSISTS OF: 
Cash and term deposits $ 286,944 
Term deposits restricted for endowment funds 334,541 

$ 621,485 

See accompanying notes to financial statements 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
C ........ T.REO ACCOUNTANT' 

2010 

$ (30,690) 

7,232 

(23,458) 

(11,502) 
(1,799) 
3,145 
(578) 

(28,920) 
(119,239) 

49,440 
3,678 

(105,775) 

(129,233) 

(800) 

(800) 

(130,033) 

774,173 

$ 644,140 

$ 312,552 
331,588 

$ 644,140 

5 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Notes to Financial Statements 

Year Ended June 30, 2011 

1. PURPOSE OF ORGANIZATION 

The Richmond Gateway Theatre Society was founded in 1982 and is incorporated as a non-profit 
society under the Society Act of British Columbia and is tax-exempt as a registered charity and 
charitable organization under the Income Tax Act. 

The purpose of the Society is to manage and operate the Richmond Gateway Theatre on behalf of 
the City of Richmond (the "City") and its citizens. The direct revenue sources of the Society are not 
sufficient to cover its total expenditures and, as a result, the continued support of the City of 
Richmond is required to finance the building and administration costs of the Society. 

2. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 

Inventory 

Inventory is valued at the lower of cost and net realizable value. 

Property and equipment 

Property and equipment are recorded at cost less accumulated amortization. Amortization on 
additions during the year is pro-rated based on the number of months in the year since acquisition. 
Amortization rates are designed to amortize the assets over their estimated useful lives. The 
amortization rates are as follows: 

Computer equipment 
Computer software 
Office equipment and fumiture 

3 years 
3 years 
3 years 

straight-line method 
straight-line method 
straight-line method 

Under the terms of the agreement between the Richmond Gateway Theatre and the City of 
Richmond. certain property improvements, equipment and furniture directly acquired by the City on 
behalf of the Society are considered property of the City and are not recorded in these financial 
statements. 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
CHAI'tTI[I'tI[O ,o,CCOUNTANTS 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Notes to Financial Statements 

Year Ended June 3D, 2011 

2. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued) 

Revenue recognition and basis of financial statement presentation 

The Society follows the deferral method of accounting for contributions. 

Unrestricted contributions are recognized as revenue when received or receivable if the amount to be 
received can be reasonably estimated and collection reasonably assured. Production revenue and 
expenses are matched whereby revenue received for future productions is recorded as deferred 
operating revenue and expenditures made for future productions are recorded as prepaid production 
expenses. 

From time to time, the Board of Directors (the "Board") may impose certain restrictions on fund 
balances. These amounts are presented on the statement of financial position and statement of 
operations and fund balances. These internally restricted amounts are not available for other 
purposes without approval of the Board of Directors. 

Endowment contributions are recognized as direct increases in net assets. Externally restricted 
contributions are recognized as revenue in the year in which the related expenses are recognized. 

Grants from various foundations and government agencies are recorded as revenue when notice of 
approval is received or conditions fulfilled. 

Donations from the general public are recorded upon receipt of the donated assets. 

The Society records donated materials and services (gifts-in-kind) used in the normal course of 
operations that would otherwise be purchased, and for which fair value is supported by an 
independent appraisal. Such items are recognized at fair value. During the year, the Society 
received donated art, which was In turn sold during a fund raising event. Donated art that was not 
sold is not capitalized, but expensed as a part of the function expenditures. 

Interest income is recognized as revenue in the year received or receivable, if the amount to be 
received can be reasonably estimated and collection is reasonably assured. 

Administration fund 

This fund represents the cumulative excess (deficiency) of revenues over expenditures relating to the 
management and operation of the Richmond Gateway Theatre. The revenue for this fund is received 
from the City and expenditures are restncted by an annual budget which is approved by the City. 

General endowment fund 

The Society's Board of Directors has internally restricted resources for endowment purposes. 
Investment income on this amount IS allocated based on the Board's discretion. These internally 
restricted amounts are unavailable for other purposes without approval of the Board of Directors. 

Rotary endowment fund 

This externally restricted fund represents deposits resulting from a grant of $10,000 from the 
Richmond Sunrise Rotary Club. Interest earned on these deposits is to be used for bursaries and 
scholarships of the summer musical theatre program. 

~ 
BLUE FISH GROUP 
CH ... RT ..... O AlCCOUNTANTS 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Notes to Financial Statements 

Year Ended June 30, 2011 

2. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued) 

Net assets internally restricted for grants 

These contributions have been set aside for distribution to various community groups to assist with 
special production costs, use of Richmond Gateway Theatre where not otherwise possible, 
educational costs or special events. 

Measurement uncertainty 

The preparation of financial statements in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles 
requires management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported amount of assets 
and liabilities and disclosure of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of the financial statements 
and the reported amounts of revenues and expenditures during the reporting period. These 
estimates are reviewed periodically, and, as adjustments become necessary they are reported in 
earnings in the period in which they become known. 

Contributed services 

Volunteers contribute their time every year to assist the Society in carrying out its activities. The 
value of contributed services of a non-remunerative nature is not recognized in these financial 
statements. 

Financial instruments 

The organization has adopted CICA Handbook Section 3855, Financial Instruments 

This standard requires all financial instruments within its scope to be included on the organization's 
statement of financial position and measured either at fair value or, in certain circumstances when 
fair value may not be considered most relevant, at cost or amortized cost. Changes in fair value, if 
any, are to be recognized in the statements of revenue and expenditures and the statement of net 
assets. 

All financial instruments are classified into one of the following five categories: held-for-trading, held­
to-maturity, loans and receivables, available-for-sale financial assets, or other financial liabilities. 
Initial and subsequent measurement and recognition of changes in the value of financial instruments 
depends on their initial classification. 

The organization's financial instruments consist of cash , term deposits, accounts and grants 
receivable and accounts payable and accrued liabilities. It is management's opinion that the 
organization is not exposed to significant interest, currency or credit risks arising from these financial 
instruments. The fair values of the financial instruments approximate their carrying values, given the 
short-term nature of these instruments. 

In accordance with this standard, the organization has classified its financial instruments as follows: 

Cash and cash equivalents are classified as held-for-trading . Held-for-trading financial 
instruments are measured at fair value at the balance sheet date with all related income, 
expenses, gains and losses recognized in net income. 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Notes to Financial Statements 

Year Ended June 30,2011 

2. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued) 

3 

- Interest and accounts receivable is classified as loans and receivables. Loans and receivables 
are measured at amortized cost. 

- Term deposits are classified as held-to-maturity. Held-to-maturity financial assets are those 
financial assets the organization intends to hold until their maturity date and consist of guaranteed 
investment certificates (GICs). Held-to-maturity financial assets are measured at amortized cost. 

- Accounts payable and accrued liabilities are classified as other financial liabilities. Other financial 
liabilities are measured at amortized cost. 

Use of estimates 

The preparation of financial statements in conformity with Canadian generally accepted accounting 
principles requires management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the amounts 
reported in the financial statements and accompanying disclosures. Although these estimates are 
based on management's best knowledge of current events and actions the organization may 
undertake in the future, actual results may differ from the estimates. 

Comparative figures 

Certain of the figures presented for comparative purposes have been reclassified to conform with the 
financial statement presentation adopted for the current year. 

PROPERTY AND EQUIPMENT 

2011 2010 
Cost Accumulated Net book Net book 

amortization value value 

Computer equipment $ 7,810 $ 5,207 $ 2,603 $ 5,207 
Computer software 4,675 3,117 1,558 3,117 
Office equipment and 9,211 8,443 768 3,838 

furniture 

$ 21,696 $ 16,767 $ 4,929 $ 12
1
162 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
CI-i ... "TE".C ACCOUNTANTS 



CNCL-97

RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Notes to Financial Statements 

Year Ended June 30, 2011 

4. CASH AND TERM DEPOSITS 

The cash and term deposit balance is made up of deposits less bank indebtedness and includes 
$2,997 (2010 - $3,779) in respect of the grant account, which is internally restricted. 

5. INTERFUND TRANSFERS 

1/3 of the interest earned on General Endowment fund is appropriated by the Board to the Grant 
fund. 

6. SUPPLEMENTAL CASH FLOW INFORMATION 

Cash paid for interest and bank charges 
Cash received as interest 

$ 

2011 

18,030 $ 
3,723 

2010 

17,652 
15,084 

During the year, the organization had cash flows arising from interest and bank charges paid and 
interest received as noted above. 

7 SPECIAL EVENTS REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES 

The Society held a fundraising event dUring the year through which it received gifts-in-kind in the form 
of works of art. These works of art were sold during the event. The donated art was valued 
independently and recorded in "Special events and fundraising" revenue (see Schedule 1) in the 
amount of $51 ,800. The related expenditures were recorded under "Special events and fundraising" 
expenditures (see Schedule 1). 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
e""ATI!.AI!O "eeOVNTANTS 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Notes to Financial Statements 

Year Ended June 30,2011 

8. COMMITMENTS AND CONTINGENCIES 

Letters of guarantee: 

The Society has a letter of guarantee outstanding in the amount of $25,000 (2010 - $25,000) which is 
not recorded in these accounts. The letter of guarantee expires on August 5,2012 and is provided to 
the Canadian Actors' Equity Association and its members as security for related obligations of the 
Society. 

Production royalties and fees to producers: 

As of June 30, 2011, the Society has obligations to pay minimum royalties of $nil (2010 - $1,000) to 
playwrights relating to productions taking place in the fiscal 2012 season. The Society also has 
obligations to pay fees to producers and co-producers of $42,508 (2010 - $40,000) relating to 
productions taking place in the fiscal 2012 season. Royalties and fees to producers are payable on 
various dates in fiscal 2012, and have not been recorded as liabilities in these accounts. 

Operating Leases: 

The Society is committed under certain lease agreements for equipment. Future minimum lease 
payments on these leases, for the next five years, are as follows: 

2012 
2013 
2014 

$ 6,961 
6,961 
5,888 

$ 19.810 

9 FUNDING FROM THE CITY OF RICHMOND AND ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE 

The City of Richmond owns the theatre in which the Society is located, and the property and 
equipment therein, with the exception of the property and equipment included in the Society's 
statement of financial position. The Society is economically dependent on the support of the City of 
Richmond. The City provides annual funding, based on the Society's annual application. Total 
funding from the City of Richmond for 2011 was $1 ,031 ,442 (2010 - $988,326). 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Statements of Operations and Fund Balances - Operating Fund (Schedule 1) 

Year Ended June 30, 2011 

2011 2010 

REVENUE 
Main Stage and Studio productions $ 581,143 $ 420,199 
Academy 145,787 115,295 
Play development 95 
Rentals 213,813 172,446 
Sponsorships 24,560 32,663 
Special events and fund raising (Note 7) 73,621 54,773 
Bar revenue 45,928 33,680 
Miscellaneous, box office surcharge, parking and equipment rental 

revenue 31,394 34,938 
Grants 194,451 179,023 
Memberships and donations 34,552 30,690 
Interest income 1,493 591 

1,346,742 1,074,393 

EXPENDITURES 
Main Stage and Studio productions 769,176 561,439 
Academy 165,201 136,003 
Play development 27,577 42,967 
Rentals 91,550 67,217 
Sponsorship and membership expenses 9,366 13,109 
Special events and fund raising (Note 7) 59,652 18,639 
Bar expenses 37,266 33,426 
Miscellaneous, box office and parking expenses 16,644 18,250 
Marketing, advertising and publicity 182,272 194,043 
Credit card, bank charges and interest 17,916 17,142 
Volunteer program expenses 3,665 3,962 

1,380,285 1,106,197 

EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUE OVER EXPENDITURES (33,543) (31,804) 

FUND BALANCE, beginning of year j51,415) {19,611) 

FUND BALANCE, end of year $ !84,9581 $ !51,4151 

See accompanying notes to financial statements 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Statements of Operations and Fund Balances - Administration Fund 
(Schedule 2) 

Year Ended June 30,2011 

2011 

REVENUE 
Funding from the City of Richmond (Note 9) $ 1,031,442 $ 

EXPENDITURES 
Salaries and benefits 857,452 
Office, supplies, delivery and other 46,144 
Theatre supplies 27,279 
Insurance 9,361 
Travel, training and staff development 8,572 
Association fees 6,830 
Telephone 8,196 
Legal and accounting 16,493 
Computer support and software 8,585 
Amortization of property and equipment 7,232 
Interest and bank charges 106 

996,250 

EXCESS OF REVENUE OVER EXPENDITURES 35,192 

FUND BALANCE, beginning of year (76,977) 

FUND BALANCE, end of year $ !41 ,7851 $ 

See accompanying notes to financial statements 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
CHARTeRID A C CO U NT A NTS 

2010 

988,326 

865,270 
38,248 
21 ,546 
13,361 
9,880 
8,731 
8,751 
6,815 
7,960 
7,232 

492 

988,266 

40 

(77,017) 

!76,977l 
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RICHMOND GATEWAY THEATRE SOCIETY 

Statements of Operations and Fund Balances - Grant Fund 

Year Ended June 30, 2011 

2011 

EXPENDITURES 
Distribution of grants S 2,250 
Bank charges 8 

2,258 

TRANSFER OF INTEREST FROM 
General endowment fund 1,476 

EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF TRANSFER OF INTEREST OVER 
EXPENDITURES (782) 

FUND BALANCE, beginning of year 3,779 

FUND BALANCE, end of year $ 2,997 

See accompanying notes to financial statements 

BLUE FISH GROUP 
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(Schedule 3) 

2010 

$ 4,000 
18 

4 ,018 

1,697 

(2,321 ) 

6 ,100 

$ 3?79 
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Endowment Committee Report 
 

The Richmond Gateway Theatre Society (RGTS) has an endowment fund that is 
internally restricted by the Board of Directors.  The fund began with $199,000 left 
over from the building fund and was given to RGTS by the City of Richmond.  The 
RGTS created a policy that 1/3 of the interest from the funds was to be used for 
grants to the community.  The remaining 2/3 was to be used for operations.  To 
date, the RGTS has reinvested the latter 2/3 portion of the interest back into the 
fund to enable the fund to grow.  In 2010-2011, the fund held $334,541.   

 

 
The Endowment Committee meets annually as a jury to distribute the grant funds 
available for distribution from the interest from that fiscal year.  This year the 

committee received six applications totaling $3,300.  There was $2,315. available which was distributed 
in the following way:   

 
 Richmond Community Band Society                           $300 for artists’ fees 
 Gateway Academy for the Performing Arts              $1,000 for bursaries for families 
 Pacific Piano Society                                     $1,000 towards artists’ fees 

 
My thanks to the committee members for their efforts. 
  
 
 
Garth Edwards 
Chair, Endowment Committee 
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Gateway Administration 
 
Artistic and Executive Director   Simon Johnston 
Interim General Manager   Beverley Siver (Suzanne Haines on maternity leave) 
Artistic Associate  Kathy Duborg (Natasha Nadir on maternity leave) 
Administrative Assistant  Robin White 
Production Manager & Technical Director Brian Heath 
Head Carpenter  Bill Davey 
Head Electrician  Ed Arteaga 
Head Sound  Paul Siczek 
Finance Officer  Brent Wang/ Jessie Li (effective March 21, 2011) 
Finance Assistant  Lisa Xu 
Manager, Marketing & Publicity  Sherry Elasoff 
Marketing Coordinator  Dawn Ewen 
Manager, Development   Sheilagh Cahill 
Member & Event Coordinator   Stephanie Shardlow  
Manager, Presentations & Rentals   Vivienne Stonier 
Rentals Assistant                             Jackie Schwarz 
Manager, Gateway Academy  Ruth McIntosh 
Academy Instructors     Spencer Bach, Eileen Barrett, Sasa Brown, 
 Vanessa Coley-Donohue, Dawn Ewen, Vashti Fairbairn, Heidemarie Guggi, Kayvon 
 Khoshkam, Elizabeth McLaughlin, Tracy Neff, Shawna Perry, Bev Sauve, Spencer Snashall 
Building Services Coordinator              Paul Bartlett 
Building Services Assistant              Mesfin Ayalew 
Building Services Assistant              Jade Phung 
Box Office Assistant              Evelin Fowler 
Box Office Assistant              Yvette Scholten 
Box Office Assistant              Nancy Zeigler 
Manager, Volunteers & Audience Services             Melanie Yeats 
Volunteer & Audience Services Assistant             Kent McAlister 
Program Intern              Katrina Darychuk 
Marketing Intern              Kristy Condon 
Academy Intern              Julie Leung 
Bartender              Raj Hehar 
Bartender              Mirical MacDonald 
Bartender              Joanne Malo 
Bartender              Anne McLeman 
FOH/Bartender              Taylor Lewis 
Bartender              Stephanie Wilson       
 
Satellite Companies 
Pacific Piano Competition    Vancouver Asian Canadian Theatre (VACT) 
Dorothy Lau      Joyce Lam 
Trudy Morse      
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Monday, January 16,2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Ken Johnston 

Minutes 

Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:06 p.m. 

3452230 

AGENDA ADDITION 

It was moved and seconded 
That Unused Richmond Farmland be added to the agenda as Item No.3. 

CARRIED 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes o/the meeting o/the General Purposes Committee, held on 
Monday, December 12,2011, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

1. 

/ 
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General Purposes Committee 
Monday, January 16, 2012 

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

I. VANCOUVER AIRPORT FUEL DELIVERY PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT UPDATE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3437242) 

With the aid of a rendering, Cecilia Achiarn, Interim Director, Sustainability 
and District Energy, and Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering and 
Public Works, reviewed the proposed alternative Highway 99 Pipeline Route. 

It was noted that members of the Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) 
Working Group were holding a meeting on January 24, 2012, and that the 
Vartcouver Airport Fuel Facility Corporation (VAFFC) was holding an 
independent public information and comment session for the proposed 
Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project (VAFD) on Saturday, January 28, 
2012 between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. at the East Richmond Community 
Hall. 

A discussion then ensued about the following: 

• staff's recommendation that the City engage with the provincial Ministry 
of Transportation on the review of issues related to the proposed 
Highway 99 route; 

• protocol outlined in the Port Metro Vancouver's documents for ships that 
travel in the Fraser River area; 

• the process for submitting comments to the BC Environmental 
Assessment Office (BCEAO). It was noted that petitions were counted 
as one objection regardless of the number of signatures, and that 
members of the public were now being encouraged to make individual 
submissions; 

• concerns related to the possible conflict of interest with respect to the 
Port Metro Vancouver conducting the water study, as the Port would 
financially benefit from the Proposal; 

• concerns that the V AFFC public information and comment session 
appears to focus only on the proposed Highway 99 route and does not 
seem to address concerns related to tankers in the Fraser River or the 
proposed jet fuel loading and storage facility; 

• the role of the City as a participant with no authority in the final decision 
related to the matter. It was noted that Council's position in opposition 
to the V AFD Project has been reiterated and very clearly documented On 
the BCEAO website; 

• how staff's participation within the EA 0 Working Group enables the 
City'S voice to be heard with the Ministers of Environment at the 
provincial and federal levels as well as other groups; 

2. 
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General Purposes Committee 
Monday, January 16, 2012 

• Richmond Fire Rescue's concerns related to the emergency response and 
risks associated with the V AFD proposal. Reference was made to a 
memo from the Deputy Chief, OperatIons, dated October 13,2011. A 
copy of the memo is attached as Schedule I and forms part of these 
minutes; 

• seeking the support of other groups that are opposed to the V AFD 
Proposal; and . 

• how thus far Council and Committee meetings have been the forum for 
the public to voice their opposition, and Council may consider a separate 
forum .such as enabling the public to make submissions online. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That having reviewed the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery (VAFD) 

proposed Highway 99 Addendum pipeline route option, the City 
reiterate its position by stating that City Council continues to be 
opposed to the transportation of jet fuel on any arm of the Fraser 
River; 

(2) That the City continue to participate in the EAO and Oil and Gas 
Commission processes; 

(3) That the City engage with the provincial Ministry of Transportation 
on the review of issues related to the Highway 99 route proposal. 

(4) That letters be sent to Port Metro Vancouver requesting a meeting 
regarding the dangers related to tanker traffic on the Fraser River as 
well as the ojjloading and storage of jet fuel; and 

(5) That staff be directed to enable correspondence reflecting citizen 
opinion, including mail and emails received, to be forwarded to the 
VAFFC, BCEAO, the Provincial Minister of Environment, and Port 
Metro Vancouver: 

CARRIED 

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & FACILITY MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

2. RICHMOND OLYMPIC OVAL - LEGACY CONVERSION UPDATE 
(File Ref. No. 06-2050-20-ROONol 01) (REDMS No, 3420098 v,3) 

Greg Scott, Director, Project Development, accompanied by John Mills, 
General Manager, Richmond Olympic Oval, noted that the amenities table on 

. page 4 of staff report (GP-38) required corrections to replace the word 
"revenue" to "funding" for the scoring and display budget line item and the 
contingency budget line item. 

3, 
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General Purposes Committee 
MondaY,.January 16, 2012 

A discussion took place, and the following was noted: 

• the proposed permanent cafe would be viable as it would be inline with 
the current traffic at the Oval; 

• the principal location of the cafe would be on the ground level, with 
capacity to deal with events on the activity level when warranted; 

• the types of food that would be served at the cafe would include healthy 
food choices such as salads, sandwiches and healthier versions of pizza; 

• feedback from Oval users indicates that the Oval requires a food facility; 
and 

• the Oval receives approximately 1500 visits per day, as well as large 
numbers of visitors at events on weekends. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the adjustment of the remaining legacy conversion projects and 
funding as outlined in the staff report entitled "Richmond Olympic Oval -
Legacy Conversion Update" dated January 13, 2012, by the Director, 
Project Development, be approved. 

CARRIED 

3. UNUSED RICHMOND FARMLAND 

Reference was made to an email from CoUncillor Harold Steves and an 
application by the Food Security Group to the Real Estate Foundation 
regarding a study on the availability of unused Richmond farmland for 
farming. A copy of email and application is attached as Schedule 2 and forms 
part of these minutes. 

It was moved and seconded 
That staff investigate and report back on the application by the Food 
Security Group to the Real Estate Foundation on the availability of private 
unused Richmondfarmlandfor farming. 

CARRIED 

~ 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (4:57 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

4. 
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Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie 
Chair 

General Purposes Committee 
Monday, January 16, 2012 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the General 
Purposes Committee of the Council of the 
City of Richmond held on Monday, 
January 16,2012. 

Shanan Dhaliwal 
Executive Assistant 
City Clerk's Office 

5. 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Mayor and Councillors 
...... ,." . 

From: Tim Wilkinson 
Deputy Chief - Operations 

Re: Response to Jet Fuel Pipeline Update Referral From 
September 12, 2011 Council Meeting 

Origin 

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
General Purposes Committee 
meeting held on Monday, 
January 16, 2012. 

Memorandum 
Fire-Rescue Department 

Date:, October 13, 2011 

File: 

This memo addresses, the following staff referral made by Council when discussing the 
"R,esponseto Jet Fuel Pipeline Update" item at their September 12, 20 II meeting:· . 

"In addition, staff were directed to provide an update regarding the implications for the 
City's emergency response in case of a fire or other disaster involving thejetfuelline or 
the proposed fuel storage facility. " 

. Background 

Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporation (V AFFC) has been exainining various delivery 
options to secure a jet fuel supply for Vancouver International Airport (YVR). The proponent 
indicates in their proposal that the current delivery system is unable to meet YVR's fuel 
requirements dur.ing peak periods without the use of daily tanker trucks to augment the system. 
V AFFC eva1uated 14 options and identified a preferred option. 

V AFFC's preferred option consists of a marine terminal and fuel receiving facility (tank farm) at 
an existing industrial site located on the south arm of the Fraser River, and an underground jet 
fuel pipeline connecting the marine terminal with the receiving facility and YVR. 

Risks Associated with the Preferred Option 

The activities conducted by a fuel services operation have inherent risk associated with them. 
VAFFC proposes to receive, maintain and transport through a pipeline Jet "A" and Jet "A-I" 
fuels. These fuels are a kerosene-type distillate with a flash point of38-41 degrees Celsius 
which makes the fuel difficult to ignite but once ignited difficult to extinguish. Jet "A" fuels are 
considered to be relatively low in toxicity causing only minor irritation when coming into contact 
with skin or eyes. Jet fuels will not readily biodegrade and the possibility ofbio-accumulation 
exists. 

3]74688 
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From the time the fuel enters the fuel system until it is finally loaded onto an aircraft there are a 
variety of risks that require consideration. The main risks are as follows: 

I. Natural events -lightning strikes, earthquakes, etc. 
2. Intentional damage to the fuel system 
3. Fire 
4. Fuel spills 
5. Catastrophic failure of one or all tanks at the tank farm 
6. Equipment failure 
7. Pipeline rupture 

There are only two alternatives for combating a jet fuel fire - either to let it burn out and thereby . . 
self extinguish or alternately actively extinguish the fire using fire fighting agents. 

Allowing a tank to self extinguish is likely to take days, assumes a complete loss of prodUct, 
environmental problems and large cooling operations to protect against fire spread to adjacent 
tanks. In. addition to these hazards in some severe cases a boil over or BLEVE may occur which 
will lead to catastrophic failure ofthe tank(s). 

Statistics gathered by the Swedish National Testing and Research Institute regarding tank farm 
fires indicate that between 1951 and 2003, some 480 tank fires were reported. Two recent 
examples of tank fires that have burned for extended periods occurred at Miami International 
Airport in March of2011 and Bayamon Oil Refinery (San Juan, Puerto Rico) in October of 
2009. . 

In the case of a large tank-fire occurring, extinguishment will only be achieved through the use 
of fire fighting agents within automatic fire suppression systems and a fire fighting crew 
equipped with a large fire fighting agent capacity within close proximity. 

Emergency Response 

Large scale tank fires are rare, but when they occur they presen(a severe challenge for any tire 
department. The impacts to the City of Richmond in providing emergency response to a fuel 
tank farm and/or its associated pipeline cannot be underestimated. 

Richmond Fire-Rescue's (RFR) response to the proposed tank farm area is currently 9 minutes 
from both the Crestwood and Shellmont Fire halls. This response time is outside the industry 
standards (NFP A 1710) of 4 minutes and 20 seconds. An extended response time allows a small 
fire to grow exponentially into a large fire thus rendering the event larger than that which RFR is 
currently equipped or staffed to manage. 

Vancouver International Airport (YVR) does have a trained fue response team with significant 
fire suppressing capability. While the YVR response capabilities would be helpful in response to 
fighting a tank farm fire, RFR can not rely on this resource. YVR fue response crews would 
assume no role outside of the aerodrome's secure area as their primary duty is dedicated to 
Aircraft Rescue Fire Fighting. 
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A fire in a tank farm can burn for days expelling large doses of CO, C02, sulphur and soot into 
the environment. A significant fire could potentially burn for ~p to one weyk. Given prevailing 
winds, it is very conceivable that Steveston Highway, Highway 99, the George Massey tunnel 
and surrounding area roadways )nay be impacted with no or low visibility due to heavy black 
smoke from a fuel tank farm fire. The low visibility and impact on traffic flow will affect RFRs 
response times as direct routing to the fire may not be possible. 

Residences and businesses in the Watermania and Ironwood areas may be significantly 
impacted by a "shelter in place" order in the short term or an evacuation order for a longer period 
of time due to the health issues with the smoke. However, it is noted that evacuation into the 
smoke will be hazardous unto itself, especially for the vulnerable population iilld challenges to 
complete logistiCally and safely. Residents may be only able to return to their home for a brief 
period of time even after the evacuation order has been lifted and the fire response is complete. 
The limited return is due to the continuing impacts of the smoke or other resulting contaminants 
from the fire. Additionally, there will be an environmental impact to the Fraser River from the 
fire. 

RFR is identified in the City of Richmond Emergency, Spill Response and CBRNE plans as the 
lead agency in the case of a major fire, or fuel spill within the boUndaries of Richmond. 

RFR does have a capable and ready Hazardous Materials Team. This team is not equipped pI' 
staffed to mitigate a fuel spill that resulted from a catastrophic failure of one or all of the 
proposed tanks nor a catastrophic failure of a pipeline. To mitigate an event of this magnitude 
RFR would engage the services of several lower mainland fire departments through existing 
mutual aid agreements. There would be significant costs associated with provision of the mutual 
aid services over an extended period. 

RFR has studied the activities of Phoenix Regional Fire who service Sky Harbour Airport in 
Phoenix, Arizona. Phoenix has a fire station located close to the tank farm with an additional 
two stations located within minutes of the tank .farm who also have tank farm fire fighting 
capacity. Phoenix has specialized equipment, stringent fire prevention planning and 
enforcement, specialized training for fire fighters and mutual aid response agreements in place to 
mitigate the tank farm fire and spill risk. 

RFR would recommend a fully staffed Fire Station be situated sufficiently close to the tank farm 
site to mitigate the risk. A fire station is estimated to cost $7-8 million in capital, land and 
construction costs, purchase of a fire apparatus costing $1.2 million and operational staffing of 
2417 crews are approximately $2.5 million annual cost (2010 collective agreement). RFR 
persOlmel would also need to be trained in shipboard and tank farm firefighting techniques as 
this is not part ofRFR's current training platform. 

Currently, fires that occur aboard a ship midstream are the responsibility of the Canadian Coast 
Guard however once a vessel is moored it is the responsibility of RFR. RFR does not have the 
capacity or training to fight fires that occur aboard ships. To mitigate this risk, RFR would, at a 
minimum, enter into agreements with other agencies to provide on-the-water fire coverage. 
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The City of Richmond has requested that the V AFFC group assume the costs associated with this 
proposal and to date, the VAFFC has not agreed. The VAFFC responds that the tank farm will 
have a state ofti:Je art suppression system in their plan but RFR has not been'made privy to their 
plan despite requests to be provided with the information. 

I ou have an uestions regarding this information I would be pleased to answer them. 

Ti Wilkinson 
D puty Chief - Operations 
604-303-2701 

TW:tw 

------ ~Chmond 
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, MayorandCounciliors 

From: Steves, Harold 

Sent: January 9, 2012 1:45 PM 

To: MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: FW: Real Estate Foundation Application 

Categories: 08-4040-08-01 - Food Security 

Attachments: Real Estate Fdn_ GrantApplicationForm_revApriI2011-1.rtf 

Mayor and Council j. 
Arzeena Hamir has been working on an application for funding from the Real Estate Foundation to do a fO(~P 
study on the availability of unused Richmond farmland for farming. Metro Vancouver and the Bt Mimistry ~b 
Agriculture have already completed a study on what lands are being farmed in Richmond and what lands are not. 

There is some degree of urgency to get more land available for farming. Kent Mullinix recently announced 
Kwawntlen's new urban agriculture curriculum is starting now. A portion of the Garden City Lands could be used. 
However, planning the Garden City Lands will take time and about 50 acres of land may be needed to provide 
both a training farm and incubator farms. We should be looking at the availability of private lands now. 

Now that the agricultural land inventory has been completed, the next step is to analyze the data from the 
Ministry of Agriculture, hold public consultation to identify rural and urban parcels of land suitable for immediate 
conversion to cropping and investigate ways of making that land available for farming. The Real Estate 
Foundation will fund 50% of the project. Under Arzeena's proposed budget there is a $12.000 shortfall. 

I propose that Richmond Couneil supply a matching grant from the Coineil Contingency Fund at the next Council 
Meeting. Arzeena can reduce the ask from the Real Estate Foundation to match any funding we could provide, if 
necessary. 

I understand that Arzeena has to have the grant application in by next Friday. 

Cheers, 

Harold 

JAN 1 0 2012 

01110/2012 
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real estate 
foundation 

BRITISH COLUM BIA 

GRANT APPLICATION FORM 
revised April 2011 

The Real Estate Foundation of BC aims to be a pivotal connection in making land use knowledge and 
practice in BC a model for the world, "leading learning" and "aligning resources" relating to the 
sustainable use and conservation of land and real estate. The Foundation will give preference to projects 
that support our mission by demonstrating: 

o Leadership and innovation 
• Partnership and collaboration 
• . Sustainabi.lity/longevity 
• Scalability/replicability 

Details are provided under section C - Effectiveness Criteria. 

GRANT APPLICATION REQU~REMENTS 

Length Eight pages maximum, including the budget. If your application is too long, we 
will ask you to revise it. 

Method of submission Email tosubmissions@refbc.comin DOC, PDF or RTF format. We will confirm 
by return email when we receive your application. 

Green text 

Letters of support 

Addenda 

We do not require a hard copy of your grant application. Howevei, we do 
require the signature page to be.completed.lt is acceptable to email the 
signature page as part of your application. If you are unable to email the entire 
application, we will accept a fax copy of the signature page, which we will 
attach to your emailed application (fax to 604.688.3669). 

Please delete or type over all green text. It is there to provide advice and 
guidance. There should be no green text in your submitted application. 

Stage 2 applications must be accompanied by two current letters of support 
per the instructions on www.refbc.com/grants. Letters of support are not 

. required for Stage 1. 

If there are other documents which are key to comprehending your project, 
please indicate what they are in your email to 'submissions'. Our staff will 
follow up with you, as required. 
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Richmond Food Security Society 

A - APPLICANT INFORMATION 

1. Legal name of applying organization: 

Richmond Food Security Society (RFSS) 

2. Full mailing address: 

1003675 Westminster Highway 
PO Box 22006 
Richmond BC 

V7C SV2 

Website: 

www.richmondfoodsecurity.org 

3. Project Contacts 

Arzeena Hamir, Coordinator 
Phone: (604) 727 9728 
Email: arzeenahamir@shaw.ca 

4. Board of Directors 

Arran Stephens 
Mary Gazetas 
Alissa Ehrenkrantz 
Steve Easterbrook 
Dieter Geesing 
Bill Picha 

5. Organizational mandate 

Kathleen Zimmerman, Regional Agrologist 
Phone: 1-888-221-7141 X 3048 
Email: Kathleen.Zimmerman@goy.bc.ca 

The RFSS works to ensure that all people in the community, at all times, have access to nutritious, safe, 
personally acceptable and culturally appropriate foods, produced in ways that are environmentally 
sound and socially just. 

6. Brief history of organization 

In 2001, the Richmond Poverty· Response Committee developed a Food Security Task force to address 
issues offood insecurity within vulnerable populations in the community. Participants inthe Task Force 
included the Richmond Food Bank, Richmond Fruit Tree Sharing Project, community nurses, community 
nutritionists and faith groups who provided community meals. After receiving core funding from 
Vancouver Coastal Health's Community Food Action Initiative funds (CFAI), the Task Force evolved into 
the Richmond Food Security Society in 2009 and works to address food security issues for all residents. 

Real Estate Foundation of Be Grant Application 1 
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Richmond Food Security Society 

B - PROJECT INFORMATION 

1. Project title: Richmond Foodlands Strategic Plan 

2: Amount applied for: $35,000 Total project budget: $50,000 

3. Start date: April 1, 2012 End date: Oct 31, 2012 

4. What is the specific project for which funding is requested? 

We propose to conduct an assessment of Richmo~d's potential food lands and develop a strategic plan 
to increase food production in Richmond over the next 3 years. 

5. If this project is a component of a larger project, please provide a brief overview of the larger 
project. 

The Richmond Food Security Society currently manages a Local Food First project that focuses on 
education and skills building in the community. This strategic plan will provide the framework for us to 
move forward and increase the capacity of food production in the region. 

6. Implementation Plan 

Feb-March 
RFP for candidates to conduct the research, contingent on funding being available 
April 
Meet with staff from Metro Vancouver, Richmond's Agricultural Advisory Committee: Richmond Food 
Security Society, Ministry of Agriculture, and the City of Richmond so that all parties are aligned and can 
share data that they have collected 
May 

Review data collected bY,the Ministry of Agriculture on land use in the ALR, rural, and agricultural zones 

of Richmond. Identify strategic tracts of land that could easily be converted into food growing land. 
Review data from Richmond's GIS system to identify food-growing areas within City limits 
Conduct workshops in the community to increase awareness and elicit new ideas 
June 
Visit other projects in the Lower Mainland that have converted land into food production, including 
Sole Food Farm, Skeeter Farm, Abbotsford Eco-Dairy & Glen Valley Organic Farm 
identify the barriers to land conversion and formulate policy recommendations 

, Formulate draft of strategic plan & circulate to all parties for comment 
July - August 
Finalize strategic plan & policy recommendations 
September 
Present 'finalized strategic plan to staff of Metro, AAC, RFSS, Ministry of Agriculture, City of Richmond, ' 
and other strategic partners 

October 
Host a forum with local planners, city staff, farmers, urban agriculturalists, 'community members. 
Develop an Action Plan for land conversion 

Real Estate Foundation of Be Grant Application 2 
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Richmond Food Security Society 

(a) Describe the organization's specific capacity to carry out the project activities and achieve the 

. project goals. 

The RFSS has been working in the Richmond community for a.decade and has developed relationships 

with key parties, including City of Richmond Parks staff, City Councillors, Agricultural Advisory 

Committee members, Ministry of Agriculture Staff and a number of the more innovative farms in the 
region. The Coordinatorof the Society, Arzeena Hamir, is a Professional Agrologist and would provide 
strong support to the consultant awarded this contract. A number of previous projects conducted by the 
society, including an inventory of church and school lands, will also provide valuable data. 

The members of the Board of the Society will also be providing critical guidance in the projects. Steve 
Easterbrook is a 3,d generation Richmond farmer and member of the Agricultural Advisory Committee. 

Dieter Geesing is also a Professional Agrologist and has connections to the farming community through 
his work with Fraser Richmond Soil & Fibre. Mary Gazetas is the founder of the. Richmond Sharing Farm 
and has been a member of the RFSS since it was a Task Force in 2001. She also brings a number of 
connections to City as a retired staff person. 

(b) How has the need for this project been established? 

According to the BC Ministry of Agriculture'.s Food Self Reliance report conducted in 2006, the province 
requires over 200,000 acres of new land with access to irrigation in order to achieve even moderate 
levels of food security. We know Richmond still has over 3,000 acres of land within the ALR. Although 
some of.this land is in blueberry and cranberry production, we know a large percentage is not in 
production. 

In 2010, UBC's Land and Food Systems 350 class conducted a study of Richmond's fruit and vegetable 
production. They found that if all of the vegetables grown in Rfchmond were consumed within the City, 
we would still only meet 8% of our daily requirements. 

The RFSS conducted an incubator farm pilot project in 2011 to see if there was a demand for small tracts 
of land for new farmers. More than twice as many applicants asked for land than there was space 
available. 

We know we need to increase food production in the region. We know that there is population of new 
farmers wanting to grow food locally. Land access is the limiting factor. Identifying the tracts of land that 
could be converted into production and the underlying factors that currently prevent the land from be 
used productively will be a key outcome of this project and will help kickstart new farming initiatives in 
Richmond 

(c) How do you. ensure this type of project or program does not already exist in your community and 
will not duplicate existing efforts and resources? 

The Coordinator of the RFSS has already met with and discussed this project with the following key 
individuals/committees: 

City of Richmond staff 

Real Estate Foundation of Be Grant Application 3 
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Richmond Food Security Society 

Richmond's Agricultural Advisory Committee 
Ministry of Agriculture staff 

All parties have agreed that this project .is necessaryand have agreed to provide a letter of support 

C - EFFECTIVENESS CRITERIA 

1. Leadership & Innovation 

When the city of Richmond developed its Agricultural Viability Strategy, it did work with the Ministry of 
Agriculture, This, however, is that first time that a community group is involved from the initial stages. 

2. Partnership & Collaboration 

Organization: Richmond Food Security Individual: Arzeena Hamir 
Society 

Phone: (604) 244-7377 Email: Coordinator@richmondfoodsecurity.org 
Description of 
involvement: 

Organization: 
Phone: 

Description of 
involvement:· 

Organization: 

Phone: 
Description of 
involvement: 

Provide $15,000 worth of funding for the project coordinator's wage 
Provide office & administrative support 

BC Ministry of Agriculture Individual: Kathleen Zimmerman 
1-888-221-7141 X 3048' Email: Kathleen.Zimmerman@gov.bc.ca 
Provide data from the 2011 land use inventory 
Will work with the project lead to identify key tracts of land and provide technical 
advice on land use suitability 
Agricultural Advisory Individual: Kevin Ng 
Committee 
604-247-4626 Email: kevin.eng@richmond.ca 

Provide technical assistance on land use decisions 
. Enable introduction to land owners 

Provide names/addresses of farmland owners in their database in order to conduct a 

mail out 

3. Sustainability/Longevity 

The Board of the RFSS will meet with the Project Lead on a regular basis to ensure that progress is being 
made. Progress Reports will be expected in May, July & September. 

Both the Strategic Plan and the Action Plan will be the lasting legacy of this project. The Strategic Plan 
will provide the Board, the City, and the Agricultural Advisory Committee with a framework from which 
to work on a number of different projects which may include community garden citing, incubator farm 
projects; church farms, and more. 
The development of the Action Plan will engage the community. ensuring that even more partners are 
committed into seeing progress in food production 

4. Scalability 

Real Estate Foundation of Be Grant Application 4 
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Richmond Food Security Society 

Richmond is not unique in the region in terms of agricultural land availability but with barriers to land 
conversion. The RFSS has heard similar stories from Maple Ridge, Surrey, and ~itt Meadows. 

The methodologies used in this process are not revolutionary but they are unique in that we are 
engaging newly acquired data from the Ministry of Agriculture and leveraging connections with the non­
profit and agricultural communities to spread the message and impact. The project lead will certainly be 
breaking new ground in this manner and can provide assistance to other consultants who wish to do 
similar work. 

Other regions certainly have all of these play'ers in place and would benefit from hearing how this 
project was conducted and what the outcomes were. 

D - PUBLIC RELATIONS & FOUNDATION INVOLVEMENT 

1. How will the project be promoted? 

The initial RFP (which will. include all the logos of the project partners) will be circulated via e-mail to a 
number of mailing lists, including COABC, BC Institute of Agiologists, Metro Vancouver, BC Food Systems 
Network, and will also be posted on the RFSS website 

Once a final report is completed, it will also be circulated via the above lists' 

The. project lead will help coordinate a public session in Richmond in order to disseminate the 
information within the community and develop an action plan. 

" The project lead will also hold a minimum of 3 public sessions on their methodology and findings, . 
Potential speaking engagements could include Metro Vancouver's Sustanability Breakfasts, BC Institute 
of Agrology AGM, 

2. How will the Real Estate Foundation be recognized for its contribution to the project? 

E - OUTCOMES 

1. If your project is successful, what do you think the impact will be? 

Acreages will be identified and 'converted into food production within a 3 year time frame 
New farms will be created in Richmond 
New policies will be developed to decrease the barriers to land conversion and provide an incentive for 
land owners (both rural and urban) 
Urban land will be identified and converted into community gardens 

Overall, we will see an increase in food production within the City of Richmond 

. 2. How will the outcomes and learning be shared with the broader community? 

Real Estate Foundation of Be Grant Applicotion 5 
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Richmond Food Security Society 

Staff at the RFSS have consistently shared project ideas with other regions (eg incubator farms, pocket 
markets) and the outcomes of this project will be disseminated through electronic means and through 

talks at conferences and food/~gricultural forums 

F - PROJECT BUDGET 

Budget form appears after the Signing Authority & Privacy Disclosure . 

. Please see attached 

G - SIGNING AUTHORITY & PRIVACY DISCLOSURE 

Applications must be signed by the chief officer of the applicant organization's Board of Directors (e.g. 
Chair or President). Educdtional institutions should fallow normal authorization procedures. 

By signing this grant application, by' hand or with an electronic copy of my signature, I acknowledge that 
my organization is committed to account for the receipt and expenditure of funds as well.as the co·nduct 
of the proposed project. I understand that the Real Estate Foundation of BC reserves the right to impose 
an audit on the use of Foundation funds. I also acknowledge that the Real Estate Foundation of Be may 
disclose any and all information that my organization submits to the Foundation, as required under 
Freedom of Information legislation. I understand that the Real Estate Foundation may contact 
individuals outside the applicant organization for additional information related to this proposal. 

_Arran Stephens, Chair of the Board ____ _ Nov 17, 2011 _____ _ 

Date 

Signature 

Print Name & Title Date 

Signature 

Real Estate Foundation of Be GrontApplicotion 6 
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Richmond Food Security Society 

Revenues: 
Show all cash and in-kind contributions to the project. 

Source Cash In-kind Total amount Pending or Contact Person / phone number 
confirmed 

Real Estate Foundation of BC 35,000 0 35,000 P 

Richmond Food Security Society 15,000 6,000 23,000 C Arran Stephens, 604 248 8848 
City of Richmond 2000 Dave Semple, 604 787-3331 

. 

TOTAL 50000 8000 58,000 

Expenses: 

Item Detail Cash In-kind Total REFBC share of cash 

Project Lead 1060 hrs X $45/hr . 48000 48000 33,800.00 
Administrative ,Support 400 hours X $15/hr 6000 6000 
Printing 1000 1000 500 
Travel expense (driving) 3 'trips Richmond - Fraser 300 0 300 200 

Valley 
October Conference Venue rental + food & . '700 2000 2700 500 

facilitators 

TOTAL 50,000 8000 58,000 35,000 

Real Estate Foundation oj BC Grant Application 1 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Tuesday, January 17,2012 

Anderson Room 
Riclunond City Hall 

Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Harold Steves 
Mayor Malcolm Brodie (arrived at 4:26 p.m.) 

Minutes 

Also Present: 

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt, Vice-Chair 

Councillor Linda McPhail 

Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on 
Wednesday, December 7, 2012, be adopted as circulated. 

, CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday, February 7, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

Committee agreed to alter the order of the Agenda, and to discuss Items 12, 
13, 14 and 15, before discussing Item I and the remainder of the agenda 
items. 

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

12. RICHMOND COMMUNITY SERVICES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
2011 ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3433597) 

I. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, January 17, 2012 

Lesley Sherlock, Social Planner was joined by Rick Dubras and Brenda Plant 
Co-Chairs of the Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee 
(RCSAC). 

The Chair commended the RCSAC on the key action areas accomplished in 
2011. 

It was moved and seconded 
That, as per the General Manager of Comm.unity Services' report dated 
December 16, 2011, entitled "Richmond Community Services Advisory 
Committee 2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program", the Richmond 
Community Services Advisory Committee's 2011 Work Program be 
approved. 

CARRIED 

13. CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 
ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3428025) 

In response to a query, Linda Shirley, Chair of the Child Care Development 
Advisory Committee, responded that: (i) a City Child Care coordinator staff 
position is critical in order to be able to make child care in Richmond function 
cohesively; and (ii) funding would be required before the position was viable. 

Committee commended the Child Care Development Advisory Committee on 
their acti vities. 

It was moved and seconded 
That, as per the General Manager of Community Services' report dated 
December 13, 2011, "Child Care Development Advisory Committee: 2011 
Annual Report and 2012 Work Program", the Child Care Development 
Advisory Committee 2012 Work Program be approved. 

CARRIED 

14. RICHMOND SENIORS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 ANNUAL 
REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3430457) 

Aileen Cormack, outgoing Chair of the Richmond Seniors Advisory 
Committee, advised that she, Olive Bassett and Doug Symons had all shared 
the Chair's position throughout 2011. She then introduced incoming 
Committee Chair Kathleen Holmes. 

A brief discussion took place between Ms. Cormack and Committee and 
especially regarding: (i) a Senior's Fair for 2012; (ii) how best to address 
issues related to the isolation of seniors in the community as well as adult day 
care services; and (iii) the Richmond's Seniors Advisory Committee being 
asked by Delta, and Ladysmith on Vancouver Island, for information on how 
to establish their own Seniors Advisory Committees. 
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Committee commended the Child Care Development Advisory Committee on 
their activities. 

It was moved and seconded 
That, as per the General Manager of Community Services report dated 
December 13, 2011, "Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 2011 Annual 
Report and 2012 Work Program", the Richmond Seniors Advisory 
Committee's 2012 Work Program be approved. 

CARRIED 

15. 2011 ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM: RICHMOND 
INTERCULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(File Ref. No.) (REJ)MS No. 3418924) 

Alan Hill, Cultural Diversity Coordinator, was accompanied by Christopher 
Chan, Vice·Chair of the Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee. 

A brief discussion ensued between Mr. Hill and Mr. Chan and Committee 
regarding: (i) how the Intercultural Advisory Committee could manage with 
the budget it currently has; (ii) how a sub·committee would be created to 
work in the specific area of civic and community affairs; and (iii) the model 
United Nations project. . 

The Chair commended the Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee on its 
2011 accomplishments. 

It was moved and seconded 
That, as per the General Manager, Community Services report dated 
January 3, 2012 entitled "2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program: 
Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee", the Richmond Intercultural 
Advisory Committee 2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program 
(Attachment 1) be approved. 

CARRIED 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

1. APPLICATION BY HARPREET JOHAL FOR A REZONING AT 
10131 BRIDGEPORT ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS11D) TO 
COACH HOUSES (RCH) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8836. RZ 11-578325) (REDMS No. 3406432) 

In response to a query in reference to the staff report that will propose options 
regarding form and character guidelines for coach houses and granny flats in 
Burkeville, Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development advised that Burkeville 
has different zoning bylaw regulations than those proposed here. 
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Brian Cray, 10651 Bridgeport Road, addressed Committee and advised that 
he did not oppose the application for redevelopment at lOBI Bridgeport 
Road, but he queried how it affects his property, at the comer of Bridgeport 
and McKessock Avenue. 

A brief discussion regarding lots sizes on streets near the subject site ensued, 
after which the Chair recommended that Mr. Cray and Mr. Jackson meet to 
discuss the matter further. 

Mr. Jackson provided Mr. Cray with his contact information. 

(Mayor Malcolm Brodie arrived at 4:26 p.m.) 

It was moved and ~econded 
(1) That the following recommendation beforwarded to Public Hearing: 

(a) Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5448 for the area bounded by 
Bridgeport Road on the soutli, River Drive on the north, Shell 
Road on the east and No.4 Road on the west (Section 23-5-6), 
adopted by Council on September 16, 1991, be amended to 
permit: 

(b) Properties along Bridgeport Road between No. 4 Road and 
McKessock Avenue to rezone and subdivide in accordance with 
the provisions of Compact Single Detached (RC2) or Coach 
Houses (RCH) provided there is lane access (as shown on 
Attachment 3.to the report dated November 15, 2011 from the 
Director of Development); and 

(2) That Bylaw No. 8836, for the rezoning of 10131 Bridgeport Road 
from "Single Detached (RSIID)" to "Coach Houses (RCH)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

CARRIED 

2. APPLICATION BY RUMI MISTRY FOR REZONING AT 10380 
WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RSIIE) TO 
COMP ACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8850, RZ 11-591646) (REDMS No. 3418237) 

It was moved and seconded 
That Bylaw No. 8850, for the rezoning of 10380 Williams Roadfrom "Single 
Detached (RSl/E)" to "Compact Single Detached (RC2)", be introduced 
and given first reading. 

CARRIED 
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3. APPLICATION BY RANJIT POONI FOR REZONING AT 9271 
FRANCIS ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RSlIC) TO 
COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2) 
(File Ref. No. 12·8060·20·8851, RZ 11·581922) (REDMS No. 3420594) 

It was moved and seconded 
That Bylaw No. 8851, for the rezoning of 9271 Francis Road from "Single 
Detached (RSI/C)" to "Compact Single Detached (RC2)", be introduced 
and given first reading. 

CARRIED 

4. APPLICATION BY 0754999 BC LTD. FOR REZONING AT 8800, 8820, 
8840,8880,8900,8920,8940 AND 8960 PATTERSON ROAD AND 3240, 
3260, 3280, 3320 AND 3340 SEXSMITH ROAD FROM SINGLE 
DETACHED (RS1/F) TO HIGH RISE APARTMENT AND ARTIST 
RESIDENTIAL TENANCY STUDIO UNITS (ZHRI0) - CAPSTAN 
VILLAGE (CITy CENTRE) 
(File Ref. No. 12·8060·20·8837/8838/8839/8840, RZ 060349722) (REDMS No. 3433683) 

Mr. Jackson presented details of the proposal, a major contribution to the 
community, for the construction of a high-rise, high-density, multi-family 
development in the Capstan Village area of the City Centre. He drew attention 
to: 

• of the 1,245 dwellings proposed, 61 are affordable units, with an 
additional 20 affordable housing units in the form of artist residential 
tenancy studio units; 

• the development of a new 2.6 acre park; 

• . the applicant's financial contribution in excess of $9 million to cover 
some of the construction costs of the future Capstan Station for the 
CanadaLine; 

• a financial contribution for public art; 

• the developer will build 100% of the development to facilitate its 
connection to the District Energy Utility system; 

• the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) silver 
standard will be met; and 

• many ofthe buildings will feature a type of green roof. 

Discussion ensued between Committee, Mr. Jackson, and Suzanne Carter­
Huffman, Senior PlannerlUrban Design, and in particular regarding: 

• the CanadaLine's Capstan Station funding strategy proposal; 

• the applicant's phasing plans for the development; 

• the impact of a development of this size on the surrounding area; 
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• the example set for other developers in the Capstan Village area by the 
~oncessions made for this high density development; 

• all Official Community Plan (OCP) and City Centre Area Plan 
(CCAP) conditions have been met by the applicant for this proposed 
development; 

• the unique nature of the proposed Artist Residential Tenancy Studio 
(ARTS) units, the need for them as expressed by the City's artist 
community, and the means by which artists will be chosen to occupy 
the units; 

• a legally binding agreement will guarantee all of the planned 
affordable housing units in the proposed development; and 

• the requirements for the proposed green roof elements. 

Further information was provided by Peter Webb, Senior Vice-President, 
Development, Concord Pacific Developments Inc., accompanied by Amela 
Brudar, Principal, GBL Architects, and especially on: 

• indoor amenity space, outdoor amenity space, the public park, and the 
temporary public park; 

• the overall development of the quarter section, bounded by No.3 Road, 
Sex smith Road, Patterson Road and Cambie Street; 

• how the developer predicts the market will respond to the availability 
of the 1,245 new residential units 

• the ARTS units are ground floor and each includes a large, almost two­
storey open/studio space; and 

• the developer would retain management of the affordable rental units, 
and is prepared to enter into discussion with groups that work with low 
income earners. 

Thomas Leung, 6431 Juniper Drive, advised'that his company was Western 
Construction, Odlin Drive, Richmond, and that he worked on an earlier 
development application, in partnership with Concord Pacific Developments 
and Pinnacle International, for the subject site. He advised that ultimately that 
earlier project, named Sun-Tech, failed to materialize. 

Mr. Leung provided detailed information regarding the reasons for the 2009 
demise of the earlier development application, and expressed concern with the 
proposed development, and how he wished to protect his remaining interest in 
the site, and to protect the interests of Richmond. 

Mr. Leung asked Committee to allow him to participate in the planning and 
development process of the Capstan Village site. 
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He concluded his remarks by requesting that Committee: (i) send the Concord 
Pacific Development application, along with the Pinnacle International 
application that was to be discussed as Item 5 on the Agenda, back to staff; 
(ii) have staff prepare a detailed master plan for the Capstan Village site; (iii) 
include him in the planning process; and (iv) direct that Western 
Construction, Concord and Pinnacle agree in writing on the master plan he 
proposes be undertaken. 

As a result of Mr. Leung's comments and references to various lot parcels in 
Capstan Village, staff was asked by Committee to use display boards to 
clarify the comments Mr. Leung made. Staff provided information regarding 
the history of the proposals for the development of the subject site. 

Mr. Jackson stated that in the past Concord Pacific Developments and 
Pinnacle International have made applications that have not come to fruition, 
but that the proposals presented by the individual developers on the Agenda 
(Items 4 and 5) allow the two developers to proceed independently, and still 
provide the opportunity for them to work together in the future. 

Ms. Carter-Huffman then provided background information on the Sun-Tech 
proposal, referred to by Mr. Leung. 

Discussion then turned to the proposed funding strategy that would ensure the 
completion of the Capstan Station. 

Mr. Jackson advised that upon completion, the Capstan Village would include 
up to 6,500 residential units, as a result of many developers, including 
Concord Pacific and Pinnacle International, stepping forward with 
applications, and staff is confident that the Capstan Station funding strategy 
will be a success with so many developers involved. 

Mr. Webb addressed Committee and provided further background on the issue 
of the failed Sun-Tech development, and advised that Concord Pacific's 
interest was 95%, with Western Construction's interest at 5%. 

Mr. Webb stated that Mr. Leung has asked that Concord Pacific buyout his 
share 0 f the site. 

Mr. Webb further stated that Concord's development plan covers 28% of the 
current Capstan, Village lands, and Pinnacle International's covers 72% 

Discussion continued between Mr. Webb and Committee regarding: (i) 
market economies; (ii) various scenarios for Capstan Village; and (iii) 
piecemeal development versus co-ordinated development. 

Willa Walsh, 3800 Raymond Avenue, addressed Committee and advised that 
she and other members of the Richmond Art Commission were in attendance 
at the meeting to express support for the proposed ARTS Units. 
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Ms. Walsh expressed enthusiasm for the idea of live/work spaces for artists 
who live in Richmond, and for artists who may have moved away from 
Richmond, but could be lured back to the City by the prospect of this type of 
affordable units. 

A brief discussion ensued between Ms. Walsh, Committee and staff, and 
advice was provided that Concord Pacific Developments had worked with, 
and would continue to work with, City arts staff, with regard to the ARTS 
units. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Bylaw No. 8837, to amend the Richmond Official Community 

Plan, Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), to facilitate the implementation of 
a funding strategy for the construction of the future Capstan Canada 
Line station, by: 

(a) 1nserting in Section 4.0, density bonus policy applicable to 
developments that voluntarily contribute funds towards the 
construction of the Capstan Canada Line station and provide 
additional park, together with a definition for Capstan Station 
Bonus in Appendix 1; 

(b) 1nserting the Overlay Boundary - Capstan Station Bonus Map 
(2031) and inserting the Capstan Station Bonus Map 
boundary in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific 
Land Use Map: Capstan Village (2031), and reference maps 
throughout the Plan; and 

(c) Making related Plan amendments providing for rezoning to 
proceed in Capstan Village on the basis of ti,e Capstan Station 
Bonus density bonus policy; 

be introduced' and given first reading. 

(2) That Bylaw No. 8838, to amend the Richmond Official Community 
Plan, as amended by Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 
No.·8837, to facilitate the construction of multiple-family residential 
and related uses on .the subject site, by: 

(a) 1n Schedule 1, amending the. existing land use designation in 
Attachment 1 (Generalized Land Use Map) to relocate "Public 
qnd Open Space Use" in respect to the subject site; and 

(b) 1n Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land 
use designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), 
Specific Land Use Map: Capstan Village (2031), and 
reference maps throughout the Plan to relocate park within 
the block bounded by Sexsmith Road, Sea lsland Way, Garden 
City Road, and Capstan Way and designate the subject site as 
"lnstitution ", together with related minor map and text 
amendments,' 
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be introduced and given first reading. 

(3) That Bylaw No. 8837 and Bylaw No. 8838, having been considered in 
conjunction with: 

(a) the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

are hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

(4) ,That Bylaw No. 8837 and Bylaw No. 8838, having been considered in 
accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, 
be referred to the: 

(a) Vancouver International Airport Authority; and 

(b) Board of Education, School District No. 38 (Richmond); 

(5) That Bylaw No. 8839, to amend the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 
8500, to facilitate the implementation of a funding strategy for the 
construction of the future Capstan Canada Line station, by: 

(a) Inserting .Section 5.19, Capstan Station Specific Use 
Regulations, in respect to developer contributions to the 
Capstan station reserve, and related text amendments; and 

(b) Inserting "RCL4" and "RCL5" in the "ResidentiaflLimited 
Commercial (RCL)" zone to provide for a density bonus that 
would be used for rezoning applications in the Capstan 
Station Bonus Map area designated by the City Centre Area 
Plan to. achieve City objectives in respect to the Capstan 
Canada Line station; 

be introduced and given first reading. 

(6) That Bylaw No. 8840, to amend the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 
8500 as amended by Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 8839, to create 
"High Rise Apartment and Artist Residential Tenancy Studio Units 
(ZHRIO) - Capstan Village (City Centre)" and for the rezoning of 
8800, 8820, 8840, 8880, 8900, 8920, 8940, and 8960 Patterson Road 
and 3240, 3260, 3280, 3320, and 3340 Sexsmith Road from "Single 
Detached (RSIIF)" to "High Rise Apartment and Artist Residential 
Tenancy Studio Units (ZHRIO) - Capstan Village (City Centre)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

The question on the motion was not called, and a brief discussion regarding 
the idea of a master plan for Capstan Village ensued. The question on the 
motion was then called and it was CARRIED. 
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5. APPLICATION BY PINNACLE INTERNATIONAL (RICHMOND) 
PLAZA INC. FOR REZONING AT 3391 AND 3411 SEXSMITH ROAD 
FROM "SINGLE DETACHED (RSl/F)",. TOGETHER WITH A 
PORTION OF UNOPENED CITY LANE ON THE NORTH SIDE OF 
CAPSTAN WAY BETWEEN SEXSMITH ROAD AND NO.3 ROAD, 
TO "RESIDENTIALILIMITED COMMERCIAL (RCL4)" 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8841/8842 RZ No. 10-544729 No.3414179) 

Mr. Jackson presented details of the proposal, a major contribution to the 
community, for the construction of a high-rise, high-density, multi-family 
project in the Capstan Village area of the City Centre. He drew attention to: 

• of the proposed 200 residential units, 13 are affordable rental housing 
units; 

• the applicant's conceptual master plan for the block, bounded by 
Sexsmith'Road, No.3 Road and Capstan Way, provides infonnation 
for a new park, one that faces No.3 Road; 

• the developer will build the development to facilitate its connection to 
the District Energy Utility system; 

• Silver LEED standards will be met; and 

• all requirements of the OCP and CCAP have been met. 

Mr. Jackson concluded his remarks by noting that with the Pinnacle 
International application now under discussion, a framework has been created 
that brings the two partners together. 

A brief discussion took place between Committee and staff regarding: (i) 
matters related to how the Richmond School Board and City staff 
communicate and work together to ensure that enough spaces for school 
students are available; and (ii) the financial public art contribution is 
eannarked for future public art in the new neighbourhood park as well as at 
the future Capstan Station. 

John Bingham, Architect, Partner, Bingham + Hill Architects, and Michael 
De Cotiis, CEO and President, Pinnacle International entered into discussion 
with staff and Committee regarding: 

• how the developer can achieve the height and density requirements, as 
set out in the CCAP; 

• how a developer, such as Concord or Pinnacle use a phased approach to 
build out a major project, and phasing will take into account the 
establishment of the fundamental design elements of the Capstan 
Village area as a whole; 

• road works include widening along Capstan Way and Sexsmith Road, 
together with various related improvements; 

• the development proposes to comply with the CCAP and Capstan 
station bonus-related policies; 
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• the provision of a temporary park to ensure the timely provision of 
adequate public open space; and 

• the accessible nature of the proposed green roof elements. 

With regard to the Sun-Tech application, staff advised that it pre-dated the 
CCAP, the Affordable Housing Strategy, and other Council-approved 
policies, and that the Concord and Pinnacle applications under discussion 
must now comply with approved initiatives and policies that have been 
adopted, and that apply to all developers. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Bylaw No. 8841, to amend the Richmond Official Community 

Plan, as 'amended by Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 
No. 8837, to facilitate the construction of multiple-jamily residential 
and related uses on the subject site, by: 

(a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in 
Attachment 1 (Generalized Land Use Map) to relocate "Public 
and Open Space Use" in the area bounded by Capstan Way, 
No.3 Road, Sea Island Way, and Sexsmith Road; and 

(b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land 
use designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), 
Specific Land Use Map: Capstan Village (2031), and 
reference maps throughout the Plan to relocate areas 
designated for park and road purposes within· the block 
bounded by Capstan Way, No. 3 Road, Sea Island Way, and 
Sexsmith Road, together with related minor map and text 
amendments; 

be introduced and given first reading. 

(2) That Bylaw No. 8841, having been considered in conjunctiomwith: 

(a) the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

;s hereby deemed· to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

(3) That Bylaw No. 8841, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, be referred to the: 

(a) Vancouver International Airport Authority; and 

(b) Board of Education, School District No. 38 (Richmond); 

for comment on or before Public Hearing on February 20, 2012 on 
OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 8841. 
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(4) That Bylaw No. 8842, to rezone 3391 and 3411 Sexsmith Roadfrom 
"Single Detached (RS11F)", together with a portion of unopened City 
lane on the north side of Capstan Way between Sexsmith Road and 
No. 3 Road, to "ResidentiallLimited Commercial (RCL4)", as 
amended by Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 8839, be introduced and 
given first reading. 

CARRIED 

At 6:03 p.m. the Chair recessed the meeting, and advised that Committee 
would reconvene at 6:30 p.m. 

6. APPLICATION BY ORIS DEVELOPMENT (KAWAKI) CORP. FOR 
AN OCP AMENDMENT TO LONDONIPRINCESS SUB AREA PLAN 
AND FOR REZONING AT 6160 LONDON ROAD AND 13100, 13120, 
13140, 13160 AND 13200 NO.2 ROAD FROM "LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
(lL)" TO "COMMERCIALIMIXED USE (ZMU20) - LONDON 
LANDING (STEVESTON)" AND "SCHOOL & INSTITUTIONAL (SI)" 
(File Ref"No. 12·8060·20.8817/8818, RZ 09.466062) (REDMS No. 3448508) 

Mr. Jackson provided background information regarding the proposed mixed· 
use development, containing approximately 80 apartments, including 10 
live/work units, and ground level commercial space, in the London Landing 
neighbourhood of Steveston. 

Mr. Jackson noted that: 

• the parking plan includes 200 stalls; 

• the project includes a land exchange with the City; 

. • the applicant is making a monetary contribution to the Affordable 
Housing Reserve Fund; and 

• the applicant will be responsible for the cost of development of: (i) a 
new waterfront public park; (ii) associated dyke 
realignment/upgrading; and (iii) and relocation and development of the 
City's Dirt Bike Terrain Park in a location other than the one it 
occupies at the present time. 

Dana Westermark, Oris Development (Kawaki) Corp., was available to 
answer Committee's queries. A brief discussion ensued among Mr. 
Westermark, Committee and Dave Semple, General Manager, Parks, 
Recreation and Cultural Services regarding: 

• staff is examining a number of potential locations for the Dirt Bike 
Terrain Park, and will report back; and 

• components of the planned dyke realignment/upgrading. 
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It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Bylaw No. 8817, to redesignate 13100; 13120 and 3140 No.2 

Road from "Use to be Determined" and "Public Open Space" to 
"Mixed-Use", and to redesignate the southern portion of 6160 
London Road from "Mixed-Use" to "Public Open Space" in the 
LondonlPrincess Land Use Map in Schedule 2.4 of the Official 
Community Plan Bylaw 7100 (Steveston Area Plan), be introduced 
and given first reading; 

(2) That Bylaw No. 8817, having been considered in conjunction with: 

(a) the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans 

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act; 

(3) That Bylaw No. 8817, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
not to require further consultation; 

(4) That Bylaw No. 8818, to create "CommerciallMixed-Use (ZMU20) -
London Landing (Steveston) " andfor the rezoning of 13100,13120 
and 13140 No.2 Road and the northern portion of 6160 London 
Road, from "Light Industrial (IL)" to"CommerciallMixed Use 
(ZMU20) - London Landing (Steveston) ", and for the rezoning of 
13160, 13200 No.2 Road and southern portion of 6160 London Road 
from "Light Industrial (IL)" to "School & Institutional (SI)" be 
introduced and given first reading; and 

(5) That staff be directed to take the required steps to redesignate that 
portion of FREMP Management Unit //-29 approximately between 
the western property boundary of 6240 Dyke Road and the western 
boundary of No. 2 Road within the FREMP-Richmond Area 
Designation Agreement from "/ew" (Industrial-Conservation- Water 
Oriented Residential/Commercial) to "Rcw"(RecreationlPark­
Conservation,Water Oriented Residential/Commercial); and. 

(6) That the net funds from the land transactions be transferred to an 
account wllich would be specifically intended for Arts, Culture and 
Heritage capita/purposes. 

CARRIED 
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7. FARM BASED WINERIES - POSSIBLE OPTIONS FOR .zONING 
REGULATION 

8. 

(File Ref. No. 08·4040·01; 12.8060·20·8860) (REDMS No. 3434333) 

Mr. Jackson noted that staff provided the possible options for fann·based 
winery zoning regulation to the Richmond Agriculture Advisory Committee 
(AAC) on two occasions to gain guidance from the fanning community. He 
commented that staff was presenting Committee with three options for 
consideration for Richmond's fann-based winery provisions. 

A brief discussion ensued and in particular regarding the following: 

• the AAC supports option 3, which outlines an overall size limit on all 
wineries; 

• accessory uses, such as retail, tasting rooms, and indoor lounges, that 
are different from winery processing and storage uses; 

• the differences between a "class I" and "class 2" winery; 

• the bylaw under which fann-based wineries in Richmond have, until 
now, been able to function; and 

• policies regarding wine making, and wine point of sale. 

It was moved and seconded 
That Bylaw No .. 8860, to amend the definition of "farm-based winery" and 
to include specific use regulations limiting their size, be introduced and 
given first reading. 

CARRIED 

APPLICATION BY SANFORD DESIGN GROUP 
AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE NON FARM USE AT 
WESTMINSTER HIGHWAY (LULU ISLAND WINERY) 
(File Ref. No.; AG 11-579881) (REDMS No. 3434363) 

FOR 
16880 

Mr. Jackson advised that the application for a non-fann use for an indoor 
lounge, and an outdoor patio. The applicant consulted the neighbours to the 
west oftheir Westminster Highway property. 

Discussion ensued between Committee and staff on: 

• the City's Agricultural Advisory Committee's deliberations when the 
application was presented to them; four Committee members were in 
favour and four Committee members were opposed to a motion to refer 
the application back to staff for further review, and the motion failed as 
a result ofthe tie vote; 

• to ensure the applicant does not use the indoor lounge as a banquet 
space, the City is recommending that there be a covenant on the title to 
ensure banquet uses are restricted; 
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• the origin of the fann product the Lulu Island Winery uses in their 
products. 

It was moved and seconded 
That: 

(1) authorization for Sanford Design Group, on b,ehalf of Lulu Island 
Winery, to apply to the Agricultural Land Commission for a non­
farm use for the purposes of developing a food and beverage serVice 
lounge as an accessory use to the existing farm-based winery facility 
at 16880 Westminster Highway be granted; 

(2) Richmond City Council recommend to the Agricultural Land 
Commission for the registration of a legal agreement on title that 
prohibits use of the proposed accessory food and beverage service 
lounge and existing farm-based winery facility as a banquet hall or 
stand-alone event hosting venue as part of the Agricultural Land 
Commission's review of the non-farm use application; and 

(3) Lulu Island Winery undertake consultation with neighbouring 
properties regarding the food and beverage service lounge proposal 
and the findings be reported out to Richmond City Council prior to 
advancing the non-farm U:~e application to the Agricultural Land 
Commission. 

The question on the motion was not called as further discussion ensued 
between Committee and staff regarding: 

• the impact the lounge/patio would haye on transportation in the area; 

• the seating capacity of the lounge/patio, as well as number of parking 
stalls available on the site; 

• the safety of access and exit routes on the site; 

• the hours of operation for the lounge/patio; and 

• the applicant, not an independent operator, will run the lounge/patio. 

Harvey Fuller, Architect, Sanford Design Group, addressed Committee and 
advised that the seating capacity was 64 for the indoor lounge and 62 for the 
patio. 

Discussion ensued between Mr. Fuller, staff, and Committee and the 
following advice was provided: 

• the number of parking stalls will increase by over 20 spaces when the 
applicant installs more seating in the indoor lounge and outdoor patio; 

• it is anticipated there is a relationship between the hours of operation of 
the winery business, and the hours of operation of the lounge/patio; and 
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• motor coaches have designated parking spaces in addition to off-street 
parking for the lounge, and if there is overflow parking of cars, the 
applicant has made shuttle arrangements. 

The question on the motion was then called and it was CARRIED with Cllr. 
Harold Steves OPPOSED. 

9. TRUCK PARKING ON PROPERTIES ON RIVER ROAD EAST OF 
NO. 6 ROAD 
(File Ref. No. 08-4040-01) (REDMS No. 3434401) 

Mr. J acksonprovided background material regarding Council's referral to 
research truck activity on River Road, to review the interim truck parking 
strategy, and other trucking issues. Mr. Jackson noted that a comprehensive 
average daily traffic volume study was done, and the results show a low 
volume of truck traffic on River Road. 

Mr. Jackson also remarked that there is not a lot of land in Richmond for truck 
parking, and stated that officials at the Metro Port lands are not supportive of 
allowing trucks to park on their land. 

Discussion ensued between staff and Committee on: 

• staff has received applications from River Road land owners for 
commercial vehicle parking and storage; 

-. the potentialfor truck parking on industrial zoned land; and 

• some refrigerated trucks run their engines all night, and other trucks 
contribute to contamination with oil drips. 

Brian Daniel, 220 I Cook Road, addressed Committee and spoke on behalf of 
owners of 16700 River Road. He noted that the River Road address had been 
removed from the Agricultural Land Reserve and that it had no further 
agricultural value. 

The owners of 16700 River Road support the staff recommendation to 
continue with a short-term action plan, with monitoring, with regard to 
commercial vehicle parking and storage. The owners want to develop their 
property for vehicle parking and storage have been withholding their 
application, but have moved ahead with a landscaping plan. 

Further discussion ensued between Committee and staff and advice was 
provided regarding: (i) the exact locations on River Road with applications 
pending; and (ii) the location on River Road of the Agri-Industrial Service 
Area, as identified by the Agriculture Land Reserve. 

As a result of the discussion a suggestion was made that Parts (I) and (2) of 
the staff recommendation be a separate motion from Parts (3) and (4). As a 
result of the suggestion the following motion was introduced: 
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It was moved and seconded 
That: 

(1) the "Interim Truck Parking Action Plan" (Interim Action Plan), as 
amended by Council in February 2008, be continued until the end of 
2012 to allow for consideration of further rezoning applications for 
commercial vellicle parking and storage within the plan area in the 
16000 Block of River Road,' 

(2) a daily traffic count be undertaken over two (2) one-week periods on 
No. 7 Road (between Bridgeport Road and River Road) and on River 
Road (East of Nelson Road) in 2012 either by the City or by future 
applicants' consultants, to the satisfaction of City staff, as part of 
rezoning applications that facilitate commercial vehicle parking and 
storage within the Plan Area; 

CARRIED 

Committee then agreed that Parts (3) and (4) of the staff recommendation be 
referred back to staff. The following referral motion was then introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That: 

(3) staff report back to Planning Committee with an update on such daily 
traffic count trends by the end of 2012 to consider the option of 
amending the Interim Action Plan to allow only commercial outdoor 
storage and not commercial vehicle parking in the short term, 
depending upon the City's review of traffic counts in 2012; and 

(4) the existing 1999 OCP "Business and Industry" designation and 
policies allowing for a range of long-term intensive industrial uses for 
the 16000 block of River Road as well as the agri-industrial uses set 
out in the Long-Term Action Plan be considered for inclusion in the 
proposed, updated OCP. 

CARRIED 
OPPOSED: Cllrs. Harold Steves 

ChakAu 

10. HAMIL TON AREA PLAN - COMMITTEE UPDATE #1 - CLARIFIED 
TERMS OF REFERENCE, WORK PLAN AND TIMELINE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3438210) 

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, stated that the report presents: (i) an 
update on minor clarifications to the City's Terms of Reference for the 
Hamilton Area Plan Update; (ii) a summary of the clarified Work Plan; and 
(iii) the timeline to undertake the process, under the City'S direction. 
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Mr. Crowe. noted that City staff will undertake consultations with the City of 
New Westminster staff, New Westminster School Board staff and 
Queensborough residents. 

A brief discussion ensued between Committee and staff, and in particular: 

• the proposed community survey will be distributed to each household 
in the Hamilton neighbourhood; 

• consultation is being sought from Queensborough residents to get an 
idea of what they want to see particularly in Area 2; and 

• ensuring that expectations, especially with regard to transportation 
improvements, are realistic and balanced with what can be delivered. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the staff report dated January 4, 2012 from the General Manager, 
Planning and Development, entitled: "Hamilton Area Plan - Committee 
Update #1 - Clarified Terms of Reference, Work Plan and Timeline" be 
approved to guide the Hamilton Area Plan Update process. 

II. REVIEW OF THE NO.5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY 
(File Ref. No. 08-4050-10) (REDMS No. 3419274) 

CARRIED 

Mr. Crowe stated that the No.5 Road Backlands Policy has been revised and 
clarified since its inception 20 years ago, but over the past ten years the Policy 
has not been subject to a comprehensive review. 

Mr. Crowe noted that staff is contemplating opportunities for consultation 
involving property owners, stakeholders, the surrounding neighbourhood and 
with City-wide residents. 

Discussion ensued between Committee and staff, and in particular on: 

• some of the owners of assembly zoned sites on No.5 Road wanting to 
develop their backland instead of farming it; 

• if the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy should be reviewed to clarify 
policies now, or when an owner of an assembly zoned site on No. 5 
Road comes forward with an applicatiol1; 

• the issue of height restrictions for buildings on assembly zoned sites on 
No.5 Road; and 

• the opportunity the review process could present to examine the 
"frontlands" ofthe assembly zoned sites on No.5 Road. 

A suggestion was made that the proposed Terms of Reference and Work 
Program for the review of the No.5 Road Backlands Policy be referred back 
to stafffor further review. 
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A subsequent suggestion was made that staff undertake further review of the 
Policy, but not review thebacklands component of the Policy. 

As a result of the discussion and the suggestions, the following referral was 
introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That the proposed Terms of Reference and Work Program for the Review of 
the No.5 Road Backlands Policy (Attachment 1) be referred back to staff to 
give the matter further review, but that staff not review the backlands 
component of the Policy. 

CARRIED 

16. MANAGER'S REPORT 

No reports were given. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (7:47p.m.). 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning 
Committee of the Council of the City of 
Richmond held on Tuesday, January 17, 
2012. 

Councillor Bill McNulty 
Chair 

Sheila Johnston 
Committee Clerk 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 

Wednesday, January 18, 2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au, Vice-Chair 
Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Minutes 

Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 

It was agreed that 'Signage for the new RCMP Detachment' be added to the 
agenda. 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works & Transportation 
Committee held on Wednesday, December 14, 2011, be adopted as 
circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Wednesday, February 22, 2012 (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

I. 2012 PAVING PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No. IO·6340-20-P.12201) (REDMS No. 3435271) 
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/ 

Jim Young, Manager, Engineering Design and Construction, provided 
background information and commented on the City's early tendering process 
that has resulted in the City receiving highly competitive rates. Also, Mr. 
Young stated that the 3000-block of Moncton Street should be included on 
Attachment I of the staff report entitled '2012 Paving Program.' 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Young advised that the City's paving 
contractor is committed to utilizing sustainable methodologies, practices and 
materials as per the provisions of the contract. He mentioned that the City 
monitors the paving program to ensure the contractor is meeting the terms of 
the contract. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the staff report regarding the 2012 Paving Program be received for 
information. 

CARRIED 

2. FUEL PURCHASES AGREEMENT - BC PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 
BUYING GROUP 
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-0112011) (REDMS No. 3424005) 

In reply to queries from Committee, Suzanne Bycraft, Manager, Fleet & 
Environmental Programs, provided the following information: 

• the 20 II over-expenditure was partly due to increased fuel consumption 
as a result of additional receivables-based operations work, but it is 
primarily due to fuel price increases; 

• the City does not have a specific policy on the source of the renewable 
content of fuels its fleet utilizes; and 

• the City observes savings on fuel consumption on many of its passenger 
vehicles that utilize alternative fuellhybrid vehicles. 

Discussion ensued regarding the source of the alternative fuel the City's fleet 
utilizes. Ms. Bycraft advised that the City's Green Fleet Policy addresses a 
wide-range of factors from acquisition to maintenance of City fleet, however 
it does not specifically address the source of the alternative fuel purchased. 
The Green Fleet Policy does outline maximum fuel efficiency of vehicles as a 
key factor in the City's vehicle acquisition process. 

Discussionfurther ensued regarding the use of food crops to produce biofuels 
and it was noted that the Richmond School District has a policy regarding the 
types of biofuels its fleet utilize. 
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As a result of the discussion, the following referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That staff review the School District's policy on biofuels and report back on 
the feasibility of a similar policy for tlte City of Richmond. 

CARRIED 

In reply to a query from the Chair, Ms. Bycraft advised that the City is a 
member of the British Columbia Petroleum Products Buying Group; and as 
such commented that this would limit the City's ability to independently 
choose or restrict the source of its biofuels. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the City participate in tlte BC Petroleum Products Buying Group fuel 
purchases contract with Chevron Canada Ltd., commencing December 14, 
2011 for a three-year period, with the option to renew for two additional one 
year periods, to a maximum of five years. 

CARRIED 

3. ADVANCE CAPITAL BUDGET APPROVAL - 2012 LULU WEST 
WATERWORKS AREA (WILLIAMS ROAD) 
(File Ref. No. 10-6050-01) (REDMS No. 3438433) 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr . Young advised that (i) a main goal of 
the waterworks capital program is t6 replace ageing infrastructure prior to 
failure and to improve fire protection by locally increasing the system supply 
capacity; and (ii) an operating budget impact is anticipated as there will be a 
marginal increase in operating costs for the proposed new watermain. 

Discussion ensued regarding the proposed watermain's financial implications 
.on utility rates. John Irving, Director, Engineering, advised Council adopted 
the 2012 Utility Budgets and Rates in December 2011 and funding for the 
proposed project is available within the annual funding limits; therefore, the 
proposed watermain would not impact the 2012 utility rates. 

It was moved and seconded 
That 2012 Capital Project Submission 4719 (Lulu West Waterworks Area) 
as detailed in Attachment 1 of the staff report dated January 5, 2012 from 
tlte Director, Engineering be approved for expenditure ami commencement 
of work. 

CARRIED 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

4. RICHMOND COMMUNITY CYCLING COMMITTEE - PROPOSED 
2012 INITIATIVES 
(File Ref. No. 01-0100-20-RCYCl/2012) (REDMS No. 3414787) 
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Donna Chan, Manager, Transportation Planning, introduced Larry Pamer,· 
Chair ofthe Richmond Community Cycling Committee. 

Discussion ensued regarding the various different types of active 
transportation, and in reply to a query from Committee Mr. Pamer advised 
that the Committee would consider broadening its mandate to include other 
wheeled devices, if the need arose. Mr. Pamer commented that painted bike 
lanes are great enhancements and noted that there was precedence in 
Richmond for blue bike lanes. Staff was directed to examine painted bike 
lanes. 

It was noted that a copy of the staff report should be forwarqed to Vancouver 
Coastal Health for their information as many of the initiatives outlined in the 
staff may be of interest to them. 

Discussion ensued regarding an upcoming staff report anticipated to go to the 
next Community Safety Committee meeting and the Chair requested that staff 
comment on cycling education and safety when that report comes forward. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That the proposed 2012 initiatives of the Richmond Community 

Cycling Committee regarding cycling-related engineering and 
education activities,· as described in the report from the Director, 
Transportation, be endorsed; and 

(2) That a copy of the report from the Director, Transportation entitled 
"Richmond Community Cycling Committee - Proposed 2012 
Initiatives" be provided to the Council School Board Liaison 
Committee and Vancouver Coastal Health for itiformation. 

CARRIED 

It was moved and seconded 
That staff examine the possibility of expanding the Richmond Community 
Cycling Committee beyond cycling. 

CARRIED 

5. TRAFFIC SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE - PROPOSED 2012 
INITIATIVES 
(File Ref. No. OI·OIOO·20·TSAD1·Ol) (REDMS No. 3410268) 

In reply to a query from Committee, Ms. Chan commented on how staff 
measure the success of traffic safety initiatives and it was suggested that staff 
collect more feedback. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That the proposed 2012 initiatives for the Traffic Safety Advisory 

Committee, as outlined in the report from the Director, 
Transportation, be endorsed; and 
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(2) Th.at a copy of the above report be forwarded to the Richmond 
Council-School Board Liaison Committeefor information. 

CARRIED 

6. MANAGER'S REPORT 

(i) Accessible Bus Stops 

Ms. Chan referenced a letter from TransLink's Access Transit Users' 
Advisory Committee requesting that Richmond increase its number of 
accessible bus stops. It was noted that of Richmond's 711 bus stops, 
approximately 402 are wheelchair and scooter accessible. Ms. Chan noted 
that since TransLink's letter, Richmond has commenced the installation of 
two more accessible bus stops (Garden City Road at Ferndale Road, and 
Railway Avenue at Woodwards Road) and relocated another (Moncton Street 
at Steveston Community Centre). 

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Chan stated that the City typically 
budgets for four to six accessible bus stops a year and the cost of an accessible 
bus stop ranges significantly depending on the scope of the project. 

(ii) No.1 Road and Moncton Street Intersection 

Ms .. Chan stated that staff have received lots of positive feedback from 
residents and businesses regarding the newly upgraded intersection at No. I 
Road and Moncton Street. 

(iii) Steveston Highway Interchange 

Ms. Chan referenced a memorandum dated January 10, 2012 from the 
Director, Transportation (attached to and forming part of these Minutes as 
Schedule I). She spoke of a recent meeting with the Honourable Blair 
Lekstrom, Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure regarding the 
Steveston Highway-Highway 99 Interchange and noted that Minister 
Lekstrom committed to directing his staff to work with City staff to address 
current traffic deficiencies. 

(iv) Speed Along Garry Street 

Discussion ensued regarding speeding along Garry Street and Ms. Chan 
advised that a speed study was forthcoming. 

(v) Snow Update 

Tom Stewart, Director, Public Works Operations, advised that the City was 
able to pre-salt many routes in anticipation of the snowfall. Also, he 
commented on 12-hour shifts, noting that they ensure 24-hour coverage. The 
Chair requested that staff provide an update on the implementation of 12-hour 
shifts at the conclusion of the snow season. 

Cllr. Au left the meeting (4:48 p.m.). 
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(vi) 2012 Capital Projects Open House 

Mr. Irving spoke of the 2012 Capital Projects Open House, noting that it is 
tentatively scheduled for April 4, 2012. 

Cllr. Au returned to the meeting (4:49 p.m.). 

(vii) Signagefor the new RCMP Detachment 

Discussion ensued regarding the lack of signage for the new RCMP 
detachment located at 11411 No. 5 Road. Robert Gonzalez, General 
Manager, Engineering and Public Works, noted that staff would address the 
lack of signage. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved aIld seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (4:50 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Public 
Works & Transportation Committee of the 
Council of the City of Richmond held on 
Wednesday, January 18, 2012. . 

Councillor Linda Barnes 
Chair 

Hanieh Floujeh 
Committee Clerk 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Mayor and Councillors 

From: Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
Public Works and Transportation 
Committee meeting held on 
Wednesday, January 18, 2012. 

Memorandum 
Planning and Development Department 

Transportation 

Date: January 10, 2012 

File: 01-0150-20-THIG1/2012-
Vol 01 

Re: MEETING WITH MINISTER OF TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE ON 
STEVESTON HIGHWAY-HIGHWAY 99 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

Mayor Brodie and staff met with Honourable Blair Lekstrom, Minister of Transportation and 
Infi'astructure, and Ms. Linda Reid, MLA Richmond East, on January 10, 2012 to discuss the traffic 
safety and deficiency issues related to the Steveston Interchange/overpass at Highway 99. The 
pUipose of the meeting was to gain ministerial support for carrying out technical investigation on 
feasible short-term improvements at the interchange to ad<4"ess the traffic issues prior to determining 
the long-term improvements for the George Massey Tunnel. 

The background information on the Steveston Highway-Highway 99 Interchange ,and related traffic 
issues shared with the Minister and MLA Reid is attached. , 

The above information was well received by Minister Lekstrom. At the close of the meeting, he 
committed to directing his staff to work with City staff to study the Steveston Interchange with the 
objective of identifying the recommended improvements to address CUlTent traffic deficiencies. To 
this end, Ministry staff will contact City staff shortly to meet and discuss the next steps for 
developing a work program for the traffic study. 

While understandably no initial financial commitment was made at the meeting by the Minister on 
funding the cohstruction of the interchange improvements, his commitment on commencing the 
planning work is considered a significant step towards realizing early traffic improvements to the 
interchange in advance of the tunnel improvements. 

I will continue to update Council on this work as it progresses. In the meantime, if you have any 
questions regarding this issue, please contact me. 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-4131) 

JC:lce 
Att. 1 
pc: 

3445523 

TAG 
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City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

3454488 

Council/School Board Liaison Committee 

Wednesday, January 18,2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City HaJl 

Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
School Trustee Donna Sargent 
School Trustee Debbie Tablotney (9:28 a.m.) 

School Trustee Rod Belleza 

Councillor Chak Au 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 

AGENDA 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Council/School Board Liaison Committee agenda for the meeting 
of Wednesday, January 18, 2012, be varied to deal with Agenda Item No.4 
first, and be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Council/School Board Liaison 
Committee held on Wednesday, September 21, 2011, be adopted as 
circulated. 

CARRIED 

1.. 
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4. TRAFFIC CONCERNS AT GARDEN CITY 
(Verbal Report - RSD - Sean Harrington, Principal, Garden City Elementary) 

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, spoke about ongoing concerns related to 
speeding vehicles along Garden City Road in front of Garden City Elementary 
school, noting that since Garden City Road is an arterial road, the current 
speed limit is 50 kmlh. He also noted that in an effort to mitigate the 
concerns, crosswalks had been installed, the vegetation on the road sid~ had 
been cleared, and school stakeholders had initiated an education initiative. 

Mr. Wei continued by advising that the latest idea to address the safety 
concerns related to the speeding traffic was to create awareness ofthe existing 
school zone signs by adding flashing amber lights at each of the signs during 
heavier traffic times before and after school to remind drivers that they are in 
a school zone. 

Mr. Wei also stated that the RCMP had been consulted about the matter, and 
it was determined that reducing the speed limit on Garden City Road would 
not be effective as it is an arterial road, and drivers would not adhere to the 
speed limit, as studies show that drivers tend to ignore signs once they 
become accustomed to them. 

In conclusion, Mr. Wei advised that meetings with the Principal and Vice­
Principal of Garden City Elementary for a site meeting would be taking place. 

Sean Harrington, Principal, Garden City Elementary, expressed the following 
concerns: 

• a study undertaken in September 2010, concluded that the traffic volume 
along Garden City Road was approximately 10,000 cars, with an average 
speed in the north middle land of 56 km/h and 57 km/h in the south lane; 

• recently, the· RCMP volunteer traffic safety monitors conducted a study 
at Garden City Elementary, monitoring traffic for a half an hour before 
and after school, and ascertained 24 license plates of speeding vehicles 
with speeds up to 80 km/h; 

• Garden City Road runs parallel to the school's major play area; and 

• students from Palmer Secondary School have a tendency to hit the button 
on the crosswalk and just walk out, as they believe they have the right 
away. 

Mr. Harrington, also stated that a 30 km/h speed zone would be more 
desirable, however, if it is not feasible, he would like to see another traffic 
study conducted within three to four months after the installation of the 
proposed flashing lights. In conclusion he requested that the flashing lights 
and signage be placed before the section ofthe pedestrian crosswalk. 

A discussion then ensued amongst members of the Committee, Mr. 
Harrington and City staff about: 

• ineffectiveness of V -Calm as daily drivers tend to ignore such signage 
upon realizing wthat it is not enforceable. It was noted that V -Calms 
provide a short-term immediate solution only, or are effective in areas 
that are travelled by occasional drivers; 

• concerns related to driver confusion resulting from additional signage 
and flashing lights on the road; 
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• the need for driver awareness and the feasibility of promoting the 
awareness in the newspapers; 

• the City's action plan and a forthcoming verbal report from the RCMP on 
pedestrian· awareness, which is anticipated for the next Community 
Safety Committee meeting; 

• safety concerns related to pedestrians who use headphones in traffic 
areas; 

• the feasibility of reducing the speed limit in the area. It was noted that it 
is appropriate to reduce speed limits on an arterial road if a large 
pedestrian volume is present, Garden City Road is fairly quiet for most of 
the day; and 

• timing of the installation of the amber flashing lights. It was noted that 
the lights would be installed before the spring. 

During the discussion, Mr. Wei was requested to provide the Board with 
information related to traffic awareness week for communication purposes, as 
well as an update on the matter at the next Council! Board Liaison Committee 
meeting. It was also noted that the minutes from the next Community Safety 
Committee meeting pertaining to the RCMP pedestrian awareness report be 
forwarded to the CouncillBoard Liaison Committee for information. 

STANDING ITEMS 

I. JOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT I CITY MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
(COR - Dave Semple; RSD - Monica Pamer) 

The notes from the Joint School District/City Management Committee 
meetings held on September 8, 2011 and January 6, 2012 were reviewed. 

It was moved and seconded 
Tllat tile Joint Scllool District / City Management Committee notes for tile 
meetings IIeld on September 8, 2011 and January 6, 2012, be received for 
information. 

CARRIED 

2. PROGRAMS 
(COR- Vern Jacques; RSD - Monica Pamer) 

The notes from the City of Richmond/School District No. 38 Joint Program 
Committee meeting held on November 8, 2011 were reviewed. 

A discussion ensued about Physical Literacy Programs at community centres 
and the difference between physical literacy and physical education and 
activity. A suggestion was made to approach the Intercultural Advisory 
Committee about the Physical Literacy Program. 
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School Trustee Donna Sargent commended City staff for their collaborative 
effort with the Board regarding education about Halloween safety, and noted 
that the integrated approach made Halloween a success. 

Vern Jacques, Acting Director, Recreation, advised of a forthcoming update 
on Sports For Life, and staff were requested to provide an update on Snow 
Geese at the next Council/Board Liaison Committee meeting. 

It was moved and seconded 
That ti,e City of Richmond/School District No. 38 Joint Program 
Committee meeting notes held on November 8, 2011, be received for 
information. 

3. SCHOOL PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
(Verbal Report - RSD - Clive Mason) 

CARRIED 

Clive Mason, Manager of Facilities, SD 38, noted that the following 
construction projects had been completed: (i) the Full-Day Kindergartens, 
including the Hamilton location; (ii) Brighouse Elementary School; (iii) the 
Neighbourhood Learning Centre; and (iv) the Community Garden. 

Mr. Mason advised of the upcoming envelope remediation at Hugh Boyd 
Secondary, noting that two areas on two floors were currently boarded off as 
the finishing had been stripped to remove mould. The finishing repair work is 
anticipated to begin in the summer and be completed by the fall. Mr. Mason 
noted that the- unrepaired section is unused, and inaccessible. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the verbal repor(on the School Planning and Construction Schedule 
be receivedfor information. 

CARRIED 

BUSINESS ARISING & NEW BUSINESS 

4. TRAFFIC CONCERNS AT GARDEN CITY 
(Verbal Report - RSD - Sean Harrington, Principal, Garden City Elementary) 

See Page 2 for action taken on this matter. 

5. RICHMOND EARTH DAY YOUTH SUMMIT 2012 (READY 
SUMMIT) 
(COR - Cecilia Achiam) 

Wendy Lim, Assistant Superintendent, and Cecilia Achiam, Interim Director, 
Sustainability and District Energy, provided background information on the 
Richmond Earth Day Youth Summit 2012 (REaDY Summit), as well as 
details related to the various roles of the youth involved in the Richmond 
School Student Green Teams. 
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Ms. Achiam noted that the Summit would be led and facilitated by youth, 
with oversight from a steering team and support from School Board and City 
staff. The goals of the Summit include fostering continual interest and raising 
awareness on sustainability issues identified by local youth, building new 
skills in facilitation, exchanging ideas with community leaders, and learning 
from leading practitioners in various disciplines in the~sustainability field. 
The youth involved in the Summit will gain skills in facilitation, pursuing 
sponsorship. opportunities, working with media to promote the event, and 
assisting in identifying and securing speakers for the workshops. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the City of Richmond be requested to consider: 

That the City endorse and continue working with the Board of 
Education for the development of the Richmond Earth Day Youth 
Summit 2012 (REaDY Summit) program. 

6. HAMILTON ELEMENTARY - REP AIR TO BERM 
(Verbal Report - RSD - Mark De Mello) 

CARRIED 

A discussion ensued about the required repairs to the Hamilton Elementary 
berm, and Mark De Mello, Secretary Treasurer advised that a stairway would 
be constructed to allow students to egress from the building. Discussion also 
took place about the forthcoming report on planning and community roads in 
the Hamilton Area Plan, and the Board requested that the matter to be placed 
on an upcoming CouncillBoard Liaison Committee meeting agenda. City 
staff were requested for input and assistance on the long-term planning of the 
berm. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the verbal report on the Hamilton Elementary - Repair to Berm be 
receivedfor information. 

7. COMMUNITY USE OF SCHOOL SPACE 
(Verbal Report - RSD - Mark De Mello) 

A discussion ensued about: 

CARRIED 

• the School Board's current review of the rental rates for use of school 
space; 

• several social services groups seeking school sites to use for their 
programs; and 

• the current practice between the City and School Board relating to City 
use of school space, and the need to continue working together to find a 
common solution. 

It was noted that the matter would be brought forward to a future 
Council/Board Liaison Committee meeting upon the completion of the 
review, which is anticipated by May, 2012. 

5. 
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Council/School Board Liaison Committee 
VVednesday, January 18, 2012 

A discussion also took place about the Social Planning Strategy. City staff 
noted that the Strategy would be reviewed prior to presentation to City 
Council. Staff was directed to place the Social Planning Strategy on the 
Council/Board Liaison Committee agenda. 

8. NEIGHBOURHOOD LEARNING CENTRE STAFFING AND POLICY 
(RSD - Nancy Brennan) 

Nancy Brennan provided an update on the current status of the 
Neighbourhood Learning Centre, noting that an open house had been held in 
November, 2011. She also noted that the Centre had originally generated 
interest from community groups, however, none of the interest had yet 
manifested into rental requests. . 

Discussion ensued about: 

• the list of rates for the rooms at the Centre, and it was noted that although 
the prices were low, smaller groups expressed concerns that the prices 
were too high; 

• the feasibility of community groups working together and booking rooms 
simultaneously for 'cost-sharing purposes; 

• promotion of the Centre throughout the City, including rental brochures 
with prices and pictures of the rooms; 

• long-tenn objectives for the Centre to ascertain long-tenn repetitive 
tenants; 

• initiating discussions with the School District on the governance of the 
Centre; 

• the feasibility of involving the City's Senior staff in assisting the Board 
with ideas for the operation of the Centre, as well as continued 
promotion; 

•. the original focus of promoting literacy through the Centre; and 

• the feasibility of having another open house to promote the Centre, as 
well as approaching multicultural groups. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the City of Richmond be requested to consider: 

That City staff work with School Board staff on 
operation of the Neighbourhood Learning Centre. 

. 
ideas for the 

CARRIED 

6. 
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Council/School Board Liaison Committee 
Wednesday, January 18, 2012 

9. LONG RANGE FACILITIES PLAN 
(RSD - Mark De Mello) 

Mark De Mello, Secretary Treasurer, reviewed the Long Range Facilities 
Plan. A discussion ensued about issues related to various locations listed in 
the Plan, and about how the Plan was viewed as a high priority by the Board 
of Education in their effort to be proactive. Also, it was noted thaHhe City 
would be invited to attend two public open houses which are planned to take 
place in February 2012. It was suggested that a presentation be made by the 
Board to City Council through the Planning Committee about the Long Range 
Facilities Plan. 

It was moved and seconded 
Tllat tile City of Ricllmond be requesteq to consider: 

Tllat tile Steveston Secondary lands issue be referred to tile Planning 
Committee for information. 

CARRIED 

It was moved and seconded 
Tllat tile City of Ricllmond be requested to consider: 

Tllat tile Ricllmond Scllool District Long-Range Facilities Plan be 
received for information, and be referred to tile Planning Committee 
for information. 

CARRIED 

10. YOUTH SUPPORT WORKERS / ADOLESCENT MENTAL HEALTH 
OUTREACH 
(Verbal Report - RSD - Kathy Champion) 

Kathy Champion, Director of Instruction, provided background information 
on each member of the Adolescent Support Team, and spoke about the 

. benefits realized from the fonnation of the Team. She noted that although 
Youth Support Worker positions were lost, the creation of the Adolescent 
Support Team has created more cohesion, synergy, and capacity in supporting 
adolescents. 

A discussion ensued, during which questions were raised about whether there 
was a "gap" in current services, and if so how those gaps would be measured. 
It was noted that Vancouver Coastal Health would be involved in identifying 
gaps. Staff was directed to keep the matter on the agenda, but under the 
following title: "Adolescent / Mental Health Outreach and Identifying the 
Services". . 

It was moved and seconded 
Tllat tile City of Ricllmond be requested to consider: 

Tllat tile matter of Youtll Support Workers I Adolescent Mental 
Healtll Outreacll be forwarded to Vancouver Coastal Healtll by tile 
City's Liaison for discussion. 

CARRIED 

7. 
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Council/School Board Liaison Committee 
VVednesday,January 1B, 2012 

It was moved and seconded 
That the verbal report on Youth Support Workers / Adolescent Mental 
Health Outreach be receivedfor information. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Wednesday, March 28, 2012 (tentative date) at 9:00 a.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (11:35 p.m.). 

Councillor Linda McPhail 
Chair 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the City of 
Richmond Council/School Board Liaison 
Committee held on Wednesday, January 
18,2012. 

Shanan Dhaliwal 
Executive Assistant 
City Clerk's Office 

8. 



CNCL-159

To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Council/School Board Liaison Committee 

Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 

Memorandum 
Community Services Department 

Date: January 10, 2012 

File: 

Re: Richmond Earth Day Youth Summit 2012 (REaDY Summit) 

The Richmond School Board has invited the City of Richmond and the David Suzuki Foundation to be 
the co-presenter of the Richmond Earth Day Youth Summit 2012 (REaDY Summit) on April 21, 2012. 
Richmond has actively been promoting sustainability within the City's corporate practices and.in our 
community. The School Board has been integrating sustainability as part ofthe curriculum for a number 
of years and the David Suzuki Foundation has an· established reputation as art environmental organization. 
The summit acronym "Are you REaDY for action?" is a reminder to participants to continue on the path 
to incorporate sustainable actions into our daily lives. The conference detail is provided in Attachment 1. 

As a result of the growing awareness on sustainabiIity, the Richmond School student green teams, with 
support from School Board and City staff, have hosted school conferences around sustainability in the 
past. The idea of the REaDY Summit originated from Richmond's youths in the school system to pay 
homage to the 20 year anniversary of The Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) 
(more commonly referred to as the Earth Summit) hosted by the United Nations in Rio de Janeiro in June 
1992. The REaDY Summit conference has been expanded to include community members and schools 
from other school districts. 

The REaDY Summit will be led and facilitated by youth, with oversight from a steering team and assisted 
by a working team comprised of stafffrom the presenting organizations to provide input on programming, 
logistics, securing speakers, provision of venue and exploration of sponsorship opportunities. The goals 
of the summit include fostering continual interest and raising awareness on sustainability issues identified 
by our local youth; building new skills in facilitation; exchanging ideas with community leaders; and 
leaming f~om leading practitioners in various disciplines in the sustainability field. 

The City is supporting REaDY Summit by providing in kind staff support (on-going curriculum input, 
steering committee participation, planting of graduation groves asa legacy, facilitation skills training, 
etc.), pursuing sponsorship opportunities (Attachment 2), working with media to promote the event and 
assisting in identifying and securing speakers for the workshops. Once the conference program has been 
finalized, staff will send a formal invitation to Council to participate in the REaDY Summit. The City is 
looking towards a successful pal1nership with the School Board and the Suzuki Foundation in ho~ting the 
summit. I will be available at the upcoming CouncillBoard Liaison Committee meeting if you have any 
questi t that time, or can be reached at (604) 276-4122 or cachiatn@richmond.ca. 

Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 

p.c.: 

3445519 

Council 
TAG 

,'-- ~Chmond 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Richmond Earth Day Youth Summit 2012lREaDY Summit) Overview: 

Purpose: An opportunity to collaborate and host a community-wide sustainability conference to celebrate 
Earth Day and the 20 year anniversary of The Earth Summit 

Date: Saturday April 21" 2012 

Time: 9:00 am -I :00 pm (8:30 am registration, 9:00 am prompt start) 

Location: Steves ton-London Secondary School (LEED Gold candidate facility) 

Registration deadline: March 7'h for non Richmond Teams of 20 students and sponsors; early bird 
registration March 30'\ deadline for registration for Richmond students and adults - April II 'h 

Limited to 500 delegates 

Target Audience: Youth (Grades 3-12) and Adults (family, educators, community members, business 
leaders, and politicians ' 

5 Workshop Themes developed from the brainstorming list provided by the student teams 

I. Climate Change and Global Warming 
• Energy Conservation 
• Waste Management 
• Air Quality 
• Water Conservation 
• Transportation 

II. Local Foods and Gardening 

III. Sustainable Seafood 

N. Leadership: Greening Your Choices and Greening Your Lifestyle 

V. Ecosystems 
• Parks and Open Spaces 
• Natural Environments 

3445521 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Sponsorship Proposal 

The City of Richmond is pursuing community sponsorship to support the Richmond Earth Day Youth 
Summit 2012 (REaDY Summit) in the two categories described below. The objective is to secure one 
Category I sponsor to provide refreshments and other incidentals for the conference and as many 
Category 2 sponsors as possible. 

Categ01:Y I 

a) $3,000.). value in kind (preferred) 
Potential Ideas for Value in Kind: 

• Recycling and organics collection for the conference 
• Snack items-preferable local, organic, healthy; or 

b) $5,000 cash without value in kind to cover conference supplies, food and snacks 

Category 2 

Multiplier Challenge-Match cash donations to the Richmond Food Bank by the conference attendees 
and matching sponsors to enforce that a collection of individual actions add up to significant impact. 

For every dollar donated, the Richmond Food Bank is able to distribute $6 worth of food. For 
example, if we have 2 donors in addition to the conference attendees, $1 +$1 +$1 =$18! 

3445521 
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Report to the Board of EdueatiOll 
(Riehtuond) 

Board of Education 
School District #38 (Richmond) 

; DATE: October 17, 2011 

FROM: Nancy Brennan, Assistant Superintendent 

SUBJECT: Neighbourhood Learning Centre Staffing and Policy 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Board of Education (Richmond) approve, as outlined in this report, the timeline, Open 
House format, and recommendations re staffing and Steering Committee for the Neighbourhood 
Learning Centre at Samuel Brighouse Elementary School. 

AND FURTHER THAT the Board refer the attached draft policy revisions to the Policy Committee for 
discussion, revision, and eventual dissemination to stakeholder groups for input. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

As stated' in a report to the Board on March 7, 2011: 

"Given that Neighbourhood Learning Centres are a new idea, there is no existing 
Board policy related to how the space will be allocated and how it will be supervised. 
Currently, Policy 1004.1 "Community Use of School Facilities", states 'It is the policy of 
the Board to encourage community use of school facilities, providing such use does 
not conflict with the regular or extra-curricular programme of the school, or the 
Continuing Education programme offered through the School District.' 

Certain sections within the Regulation will have to be revised, or a separate regulation 
related specifically to NLCs will have to be written. 

Attached to this report is Draft Policy #1004.1: "Community Use of School Facilities and 
Neighbourhood Learning Centres" (Appendix A). A new document (Appendix B) has also been 
created (Policy 1004.l1R, Community Use of Neighbourhood Learning Centres) which is similar to 
the regulations related to community use of other school facilities 

, 
Also attached is the proposed set of regulations to be given to potential renters and an application 
form developed specifically for the Neighbourhood Learning Centre (Appendices Cand D). 

BACKGROUND /INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to provide a review of the factors surrounding the opening of the SD 38 
(Richmond) Neighbourhood Learning Centre, on the grounds of Samuel Brighouse Elementary 
School. This work was begun by Margaret Dixon, Literacy Richmond Outreach Coordinator, and was 
continued by Project Consultant Moira Munro, former Vice Principal of McNair Secondary School, with 
a view to guiding the process through to the opening of the Centre. The consultancy commenced on 
May 9, 2011, and continued into early fall, 2011. (See Appendix E, Consultations.) The final report 
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to the Board of Education (Richmond) has been prepared by Ms. Munro and Assistant 
Superintendent, Nancy Brennan. 

The methodology included meetings with relevant personnel in SD 38 (Richmond), interviews with 
school and school district staff in many areas of the province by telephone and Skype, and research 
into Ministry of Education and School District documents describing the history of Neighbourhood 
Learning Centres in general, and the Richmond model in particular. 

The mandate for this report, as established in May of 2011, was as follows: 

., Analyse factors surrounding establishment and operation of NLC . 
• Liaise with other districts to investigate their ways of running community schools, etc. 
• Suggest policy revisions 
• Revise existin'g timeline for opening, staffing and access to the NLC 
• Make recommendations about: the application process, rental rates, supervision of the site 

etc. 
• Coordinate roles of the school, rentals department and community literacy group 
• Meet with various district staff as required 
• Report to Senior Staff by mid-August with recommendations in all of the above 
• Maintain data for an eventual report to the Board of Education in early Fall 

CONSULTATION 

Consultation for this report began with relevant personnel in SD 38, and moved on to staff of schools 
and school districts cited on the Ministry Neighbourhood Learning Centres website 
www.neighbourhoodlearningcentres.gov.bc.ca as having "Success Stories". Some of the individuals 
contacted suggested other schools or school districts that were worth exploring. Throughout the 
province, in person, on the phone, and on Skype, people were generous with time and information. 
A complete list of those consulted can be found in Appendix E. 

Significant differences were noted between the Richmond situation and those cited: 

• Many of those contacted, while passionate about their programs, have maintained their 
Community School status rather than fully embracing the new Neighbourhood Learning 
Centre model. 

• They continue to serve their student population more so than the community at large. 
• Most districts are housing programs within existing elementary or secondary school buildings; 

some have taken over buildings no longer used for classes. 
• No district seems to have a brand new, dedicated building at this point, and although a few 

are in the works, the SD38 Neighbourhood Learning Centre will likely be a working reality 
before any of them. 

• In some cases, the economic downturn, and resulting budget constraints put plans on hold 
for a time. 

• A number of the remaining Community Schools throughout the province are operating as 
Non-Profit Societies, with charitable status, sanctioned by their school district. Those involved 
were enthusiastic about this way of organizing, and reported that it allows them to operate 
somewhat at arm's length, while staying within the oversight of the district. It also allows 
them to apply for grants from a variety of organizations, and to funa a Community 
Coordinator position. However, Richmond District has expressed a strong interest in 
maintaining control of the Neighbourhood Learning Centre operation, and so the 
establishment of a separate Non-Profit Society is not recommended at this time. 

As has been the case in SD 38, all jurisdictions consulted undertook careful planning, including many 
meetings within the community, and "visioning" exercises with stakeholder groups. 



CNCL-165

In every instance, it is clear that volunteers are the backbone of service to their communities, 
whether as hands-on workers, or serving as Steering Committee or Board Members. 

Sandy McIntosh, Facility Manager of The Caring Place, Richmond, was most generous with her time, 
and contributed valuable information on the smooth day-to-day operation of that building, including 
a list of standard items required by renters; a list of rental costs per room, differentiated for day and 
evening rentals; and samples of useful forms. Although the Caring Place is a larger, multifaceted 
operation run by a Non-Profit Society, some of the systems Sandy described could well be useful in 
operating the NLC. For example, renters can book space three months in advance, and allowing for­
profit renters does help to defray the costs of the non-profit renters. 

The Caring Place and the Neighbourhood Learning Centre will serve the needs of many of the same 
local groups within the Richmond Community. Several of those groups have already expressed a 
desire, through their membership in the District Literacy Committee, to apply to rent space in the 
NLC. 

ORGANIZATIONAL IMPACT (INTENDED USE OF NLC) 

Literacy Richmond 

"The literacy program need for this community is well understood, and a combination of events has 
resulted in the opportunity to serve this need in a meaningful way through the NoL [Neighbourhoods 
of Learning] program. The result is the Family Literacy Centre component of the NoL proposal. This 
centre is intended to effectively reach out to the families of students in the neighbourhood, and 
address their collective literacy needs. The program goes beyond the immediate and narrow to 
include social and cultural literacy in a Canadian context, and family support." 

"The building of the Neighbourhood Learning Centre, [originally] scheduled to open in September 
2011, will be an integral part of Richmond literacy activities and resources. The central task group 
for Literacy Richmond consists of representatives from a variety of community agencies. They 

. oversee the work of the Literacy Outreach Coordinator, ensure that the goals of the Richmond 
Literacy Plan are being addressed, make suggestions for further literacy work and monitor the 
spending of the community grants. Meetings are held on an as needed basis. Members of this 
group are: 

Margaret Dixon 
De Whalen 
Dace Starr 
Barbara Fitzpatrick 
Ann Dauphinee 
Audrey Truth 

Literacy Outreach Coordinator 
Women's Resource Centre (Financial Steward) 
Richmond Public Library 
Sunrise Rotary Club, Chair of Task Group 
Vancouver Coastal Health 
SUCCESS 

In addition, a Community Partners Meeting is held bi-monthly. Participation in these meetings 
varies from 16-24 people representing the wide spectrum of not-for-profit organizations in 
Richmond. At these meetings, progress on the Literacy Plan is discussed and suggestions for further 
enhancements are made. Each group that has received community funding reports on the progress 
of their project. Various guest speakers dealing with a particular aspect of literacy are often received 
at these meetings." 

Richmond Community Literacy Plan 2009/2010 and Beyond 

Following the July 13, 2011 meeting at the Caring Place, Literacy Richmond Outreach Coordinator 
Marg Dixon sent the following updated Literacy Plan to the Community Literacy Partners: 

1. Connect with recent immigrants to provide information on literacy initiatives and 
in the community. 

service 
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2. Increase access to literacy initiatives and services for 'hard to reach' populations. 
3. Increase the literacy skills of entry-level workers in Richmond and increasl! the capacity of 

workplaces to provide literacy resources and opportunities. 
4. Coordinate and streamline Richmond literacy activities and resources. 
5. Promote the importance of literacy and lifelong learning to all residents in Richmond. 
6. Capitalize on the strong family structure in Richmond to promote literacy in the community. 
7. Increase the health literacy of Richmond residents. 
8. Work together in a collaborative fashion with organizations in Richmond to increase literacy. 
9. Encourage all non-English speakers in having an understanding of the importance of literacy 

in their first language. 
10. Carry out research to ensure that the best literacy programs are offered and the needs of the 

community are fulfilled. 

Neighbourhood Learning Centre Guiding Principles 

Over a period of several months, a sub-Task Force of the larger Literacy Richmond Committee 
collected and collated the data obtained from the larger group meetings, and wrote the following 
guiding principles, as outlined in the March 7, 2011 Report to the Board of Education (Richmond) by 
N. Brennan, Assistant Superintendent. 

The Neighbourhood Learning Centre will house programs and services that: 

• are of mutual benefit to both Samuel Brighouse elementary School and the community at 
large 

• serve the Richmond Community 
• provide an array of services, supports and resources for individuals from infants to seniors 
• can operate independently within the facility 
• can function in a multi-use space 
• are not-for-profit organizations 
• encompass the broad spectrum of literacy 
• meet the priorities reflected in the Richmond Community Literacy Plan 

Potential Uses for the NLC Space 

Representatives from the Community Literacy Partners' Committee brainstormed possible purposes 
and uses for the NLC, as follows: 

• Health and Vision screening (Vancouver Coastal Health) 
• Large group parent information sessions (Richmond Family Place) 
• English conversation sessions (SUCCESS) 
• Student programs related to literacy (ISS BC) 
• Sessions in financial literacy (Vancity) 
• Large and small group training sessions (Richmond Women's Resource Centre) 
• Training reading tutors (Kwantien Polytechnic University) 
• Youth and adult literacy sessions (Touchstone Family Association) 

Use the NLC Guiding Principles provided above, as well as the suggestions listed here, the NLC 
steering committee will review all applications to decide on suitable candidates for the NLC. 

Projected Timeline For Occupancy 

Given the need to ensure that the NLC will serve the community effectively, care should be taken to 
proceed in a timely fashion. Following is the projected timeline: 

• publicity throughout the community in late October/early November 
• Open House/Welcome in November (after the Brighouse School Opening date) 
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• applications (and information package) available at Open House 
• applications submitted by late November/early December 
• decisions made by the Steering Committee by December 31st

, 2011 
• preparation of site in January 
• rentals to begin Feb lor Mar. 1 

Open House 

In order to welcome the community and acquaint potential user groups with all the NLC will have to 
offer, an Open House should be held. Announcements in the local press, on the SD 38 website, in 
Community Centres, and on the Richmond Library website, are a few of the possibilities for publicity 
regarding the date and time. Members of a variety of community agencies have offered to assist 
with publicity, as well as with planning and carrying out the evening. An information package should 
be available to the public. The package should include the following: 

• Ministry of Education Vision 
• Guiding Principles 
• Timeline for Occupancy (as outlined above) 
• District Policy Related to NLC 
• NLC Regulations for Distribution to User Groups 
• Rental Application Form 
• Liability Insurance Information 
• Map of the NLC 

FINANCIAL/PERSONNEL IMPACT 

The mandate for the SD 38 Neighbourhood Learning Centre, as well as for those throughout the 
province, is that it must be available to the community seven days a week, three hundred and sixty­
five days a year. The implications of this are complicated, in terms of the cost of operating, staffing 
and maintaining the building, while charging fair rent to those groups wishing to use space for 
meetings, workshops etc. Many, if not all, of those groups will be Non-Profit Societies, such as 
SUCCESS, Richmond Women's Centre, and Touchstone Family Association, that must use their 
limited resources wisely 'in order to serve their clients effectively. Fees currently charged to 
community users of existing District spaces (see Appendix F) are generally on a cost recovery basis, 
and groups using the NLC space also will be expected to pay their share of operating and ongoing 
expenses. 

According to the Assistant Manager of Operations, SD 38, after factoring in the cost of yearly 
operation and maintenance, the operational costs for the entire NLCcould be set at $13.00 per hour, 
(see Appendix F). This however, does not include the cost of any additional staffing that may be 
required to supervise the site. Below is a suggested staffing option that we believe would allow for 
the Neighbourhood Learning Centre to operate on the cost recovery basis required by the Ministry of 
Education. 

Given the projected year round timeframe for availability of the NLC to community groups, the issue 
of staffing is a crucial piece of the puzzle. Having what we believe to be adequate staffing, while 
keeping to a cost recovery position, presents difficulties and may mean that the rates that we need 
to charge to cover these costs are prohibitive to some of the non-profit groups that hope to rent our 
space. Initially, the rental calendar may not be full, resulting in a real possibility of gaps in time 
between rental groups, necessitating flexible hours for supervisory and custodial staff. All of this 
data (i.e actual usage of space) will need to be gathered and tracked over the first year in order to 
ensure that we are neither over nor understaffing the NLC. 
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Recommendations 

Oversight 

A District NLC Steering Committee consisting of representatives from: Brighouse School 
Administration, District Senior Staff, the Board of Education (Richmond), Richmond Literacy 
Committee, and Facilities and Finance would be the appropriate body to make decisions on rental 
applications, possibly control rental times to have fewer gaps in the sc)ledule, and oversee the 
ongoing operation of the facility. It is clear that a review of all aspects of the Neighbourhood 
Learning Centre should be reviewed initially within six months of opening, and thereafter on a yearly 
basis to ensure that costs are being covered. 

Staffing 

In addition to operation and maintenance costs, staffing costs must be factored into NLC rental 
rates, thereby automatically increasing the hourly rate. The steering committee will do its utmost to 
try to keep these rates at or below the existing non-commercial rate for use of School Facilities. 

Providing keys and security information to renters would not seem to be a feasible option, given the 
large number of possible user groups, as well as the number of people within those groups who may 
wish to have access at various times. In addition, existing policies regarding Health and Safety, and 
Buildings and Grounds Security must be conSidered in this new context. Given the proximity of the 
NLC to Samuel Brighouse School, there will be an anticipated impact on administration' and school 
office personnel. 

Therefore the following staffing changes are recommended: 

• An increase of 0.20 FTE to Brighouse administration time (cost: $ 21,300 per year), 
subsidized by rental charges, would serve to deal with site supervision and problem solving 
on a weekday baSiS, during school hours. Opening up the facility for the first user group, 
conducting a "walkabout" site review, and being prepared to assist renters if necessary to 
solve minor problems would be the main duties. Brighouse Administrators would need to be 
provided with a list of rental groups and times each week. In addition, there should be one 
person to guide the initial organization of the facility, including equipping, setting up workable 
systems, and placing appropriate signage. This could be done by the Brighouse admin team. 

• A Facilities Booking Clerk (see attached job description, Appendix G) to be hired on a 4 
hour a day basis (7 hours/day in July and, August) to deal with those rentals outside of 
school hours. This person would be responsible for taking all bookings related to the NLC, as 
well as to be on hand for evening rentals. The exact hours of, work would need to be 
determined, but would most likely be 5:00 pm to 9:00 pm, Monday to Friday (20 hours per 
week, 35 hrs per week in July and August, cost: $30,261 per year). Clear lines of 
communication would have to be ~stablished to inform Brighouse Administration, as well as 
custodial staff, of dates, times, and names of user groups. 

• Custodial service could be provided for by an increase in the Brighouse afternoon shift 
custodial time to include the NLC during the week. Any increase in custodial time would 
be factored into rental costs (10 hours/week, 52 weeks per year, cost: $ 10,696jyear). 

• Those user groups who would be renting NLC space on the weekend would need to pay 
the additional rental custodian costs, as is currently the case in all of our other district 
facilities 

It is anticipated that the added staffing outlined above would mean that the rental costs for the 
entire NLC would be approximately $ 43/hour. Using this information, the NLC Steering 
Committee would then set the rental rates for the individual rooms within the NLC, based on both an 
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hourly and a daily basis. Following the six-month review by the NLC Steering Committee, if all of 
the above factors are not proving to be appropriate for the efficient operation of the Centre, other 
options may have to be considered. 

SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS 

At this point, it is extremely difficult to gauge the popularity of the NLC and just how often it will be 
used and by .whom. Given that this venture is new not only to Richmond, but elsewhere in the 
province as well, it is essential that the Steering Committee being closely involved in most of the 
initial decisions regarding start-up, access to the NLC, etc. Also essential is'the regular review of 
rates, staffing, user groups, hours of operation, etc, The mandate is to operate on a cost recovery 
basis and to make this location accessible to the appropriate user groups and therefore, we must be 
diligent in our supervision of all aspects of the site. 

ALTERNATIVES/OPTIONS 

As mentioned earlier in this report, some other school districts are operating their NLCs under the 
auspices of Non-Profit Societies, There has been some initial conversation at the Senior Staff level 
as to the option of leasing the entire NLC building (on a yearly basis) to one Richmond Not-for Profit 
Society and then allowing them to "sub-let" to other Non-Profit groups (with the approval of the 
District NLC Steering Committee). This would greatly reduce our staffing costs as it would not be 
district staff who would oversee the day to day running of the Centre, but rather the non-profit 
group's own personnel. Whoever were to assume this lease would have to use district maintenance 
personnel (ie. custodian, repair staff, etc) in the day to day operation of the building. 

While this may be an option to consider in the future, it was felt that at this time, SD 38 staff should 
be 'the primary group making any and all decisions related to the NLC. 

CONCLUSION 

Planning for the Neighbourhood Learning Centre began with the recognition that literacy, in all its 
forms, is an essential part of the quality of life in the community of Richmond, The Centre is 
intended to become an integral part of this community, and to help to address the literacy needs of 
the growing population now and in the future, It should, as the District Literacy Plan states, "",be 
promoted as a safe and non-judgmental place for individuals to access literacy services." In order for 
the Centre to fulfill its mandate, and to become the success all interested groups have been working 
for, attention must be given to the details of its startup and continuing daily operation. 

Nancy Brennan 
Assistant Superintendent 
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APPENDIX A 

Policy 1004.1 

Community Use of School Facilities and Neighbourhood Learning Centres 

It is the policy of the Board to encourage community use of school facilities, providing such 
use does not conflict with the regular o'r extra-curricular programme of the school, or the 
Continuing Education programme offered through the School District. 

In the case of the Brighouse Neighbourhood Learning Centre, priority for usage will be 
given to community groups and/or organizations which 

• Serve the Richmond community 
• Encompass the broad speCtrum of literacy 
• Are of mutual benefit to both the school and the community at large 
• Are non-profit 
• Provide an array of services, support and resources for individuals from)nfants to 

seniors 
• Provide programs that reflect the priorities of the Richmond Community Litera.cy Plan 

Adopted: 05 March 1990 

APPENDIX B 

Policy l004.11-R 
Community Use of Neighbourhood Learning Centres 

Application 

The Neighbourhood Learning Centre (NLC) application form shall be used for the submission of all 
requests for rental. One copy of the rental form will be returned to the user witn a confirmation 
number. All rental applications will be adjudicated by the NLC Steering Committee, consisting of 
representatives from: Brighouse School Administratio District Senior Staff, Board of Education, 
Richmond Literacy Committee, Facilities, Finance. 

Yearly or series rentals must be submitted one 
One-time rentals must be submitted a minimum 

the first date requested. 
prior to date requested. 

Liability 

Groups using 
School Board carries 
building and facility, 
Thus, the Board ""i' ,."'. 
proven by the person 

Groups using the NLC are 

Equipment 

. accident insurance protection. The 
nce to indemnify 'against its liability as the owner of the 

if its employees in carrying out their employment duties. 
when negligence on the part of the Board or an employee is 

or clamage. 

'" out Public Liability Insurance. 

Basic equipment for meeting rooms will be provided (chairs, tables, AV, chart stands). 
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Consumption of Alcoholic Beverages on School Board Property 

Specific request to consume alcohol on School Board Property will only be considered for long-term 
NLC user group activities, and any such request must be submitted in writing to the Superintendent 
of Schools for approval. Such approvals will be restricted to the consumption of wine and/or beer. A 
group may be asked to post a $300 (or greater) cash deposit. A liquor license must be obtained by 
the group requesting use of the facility. The group must provide evidence that they have obtained a 
host liquor liability insurance policy for the benefit of the group and the Board. 

Time of Use 

Weekdays 
Saturdays 
Sundays 

Supervision 

8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
8:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

Groups are required to ensure that there is appropriate supervision of activities at all times . 

Reports 

Reports of damage, littering or misconduct 
submitted by the Brighouse Elementary 
Treasurer and the Operations manager. All 
Report Form provided by the Schools Protection 
sent to the Secretary-Treasurer immediately. 

. . 

community use of the NLC shall be 
istl-;,tiion to the office of the Secretary­

or damage shall be on an Incident 
in cases of injury, the report shall be 

Groups using the 
occurring during use 
any resultant costs. 

accept responsibility for the cost of repairing any damage 
any equipment lost or stolen during such use). and shall pay 

Reservation and Cancell: 

A minimum of seven days' is required for a reservation and for cancellation. 

Rental Charges 

The Board shall, from time to time, establish such charges as it considers appropriate for the use of 
the NLC. The schedule of rental charges shall be available from the Rentals Clerk, the office of the 
Secretary-Treasurer, and the office of the Operations Manager. 

Capacity 

Occupancy/seating capacity of each room in the NLC is as per the Fire Marshall's regulations, and is 
indicated on the reverse of the application form. 

Use of Gymnasium 

Use of the Samuel Brighouse school gymnasium is separate from use of the NLC, and must be 
requested through the School District Rentals Clerk. The gym will only be available outside of school 
hours. All users shall be advised of the rules and regulations when making arrangements through 
the Rentals Clerk. 
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Removal of Litter 

Groups using the NLC are requested to ensure that material discarded by any member of the group 
is disposed of or recycled appropriately before the facility is vacated 

~ 

Instructions to School Board Employees 

The Board shall establish, from time to time, such 
'Board employees in charge of School Board 
employees in charge of usage receive a copy of 

Forfeiture of Use 

In the event of violation of any of the foregoing, the 
NLC facility and/or its eUlJIlJlm 

/" 
/' 

as it considers appropriate to School 
the Rentals Clerk shall ensure that all 

approved by the Board. 

the right to cancel the use of the 
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. APPENDIX C 
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 38 (RICHMOND) 
NEIGHBOURHOOD LEARNING CENTRE 

REGULATIONS 

All groups are subject to the following Regulations: 

The Neighbourhood Learning Centre, may be used by groups and organizations within the 
community according to the following guidelines: 

Priority: Priority will be given to organizations that: 
* Serve the Richmond Community 
• Encompass the broad spectrum of literacy 
• Be of mutual benefit to both Samuel Brighouse Elementary School, and the 

community at large (Might schools rent space after user groups? Apply & pay as per 
regulations?) 

• Are non-profit 
• Provide an array of services, supports and resources for individuals from infants to 

seniors 
* Provide programs that reflect the priorities of the Richmond Community Literacy Plan 

Booking: Complete the NLC application form, 
District Staff, along with proof of 

mittothe NLC Steering Committee c/o 
rance. 

A minimum of s.even days when making a reservation. 

Cancelling: A minimum of seven days for cancellation. Less than 

Payment: 

Insurance: 

Smoking: 

Security: 

Kitchen: 

Parking: 

Gym: 

Misuse: 

seven days notice will result in a 
right to revise any res,ervation with 

Payment is required prior to the rental 

rental group. The Board reserves the 
ays notice. 

Groups !'Ire requir,ed to provide proof of Public Liability Insurance. 
, 

Smoking is. prohibited in or near the premises as per SD 38 Board Policy, and City of 
.rnmrmd BY"L<lw #6989! part 6-1 Areas of Smoking Prohibition. 

;, p andclean-up~ust be done by the renter. Furniture must be 
'. to its qriginal room set-up as shown in the diagrams posted in each room. All 

ust wipe down tables, chairs and counters. Disposables and recyclables must 
the appropriate containers. 

must lock all doors and windows before leaving. 

Refer to posted guidelines regarding kitchen use. Renters must ensure that a 
responsible attendant is present in the kitchen at all times during activities. 

No parking in spots deSignated for Brighouse staff. 

Brighouse School will have daytime use of the gym. Requests for gym rental will be 
treated separately through the District Rentals Clerk. 
Non-marking shoes must be worn for gym activities. Regular shoes or black-soled 
runners are not permitted. 

Misuse of the facility or failure to abide by these terms and conditions may result in 
cancellation of future rentals 
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APPENDIX D 

APPLICANT INFORMATION: 

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 38 (RICHMOND) 
NEIGHBOURHOOD LEARNING CENTRE 

RENTAL APPLICATION 

Date of application: __________ Name of Organization: ___________ _ 

Contact Name: __________ Position in Organization: ____________ _ 

Address: ____________________ -,Postal Code: _______ ___ 

Work Phone: __________ CeIiPhone: __________ Fax: _____ ~_ 

Email: ______________________ ---,-

BOOKING INFORMATION: 

. Day(s) of the week: Mon. Tue. Wed. Fri .. Sat. Sun. 

Type of Booking: one event monthly block 

Start Date: __________ _____ 

0~~ Time: .... ... ~/ ._.,',-./~ 
Type of Event as it relates to Literacy and th\ Guidin9 Principles: (Be specific.): 

(including setup 

,~/ 
\ 

, 

Room(s) ReqUe~-~------------------~----------
Estimated Attendante: ___ ~ __ Age of Attendees: preschool youth 

" 
adult senior 

Non-School District eqUipment being used: 

*See Rentals Package for list of available School District furniture and equipment. 

I have received a copy of the Regulations, and agree to abide by them. 

Signature 
Submit completed form to Brighouse Principal or Vice-Principal. 

OFFICE USE ONLY: 

Confirmation #: _____________ Payment: ______________ _ 
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APPENDIX E 

CONSULTATIONS 

May 12/11 D. Hallwood, Acting General Manager, Maintenance & Operations, SD38 
M. Beausoleil, Assistant Manager, Operations, SD38 

Preliminary discussion re: break-even costs, including maintenance, repairs, custodial staff; point of 
contact for rentals 

May 12/11 N. Brennan, Assistant Superintendent, SD38 
M. Dixon, Literacy Outreach Coordinator, Richmond 

Discussion re: possible revision of timeline; need for more space for agencies already using Caring 
Place; literacy (in the broad sense) as a focus; need to rewrite existing use of school facilities policy; 
need for point of contact to deal with issues, and attend if necessary (other than custodian); need 
for screening group for rental applications 

May 17/11 A. Heeney, Principal, Brighouse Elementary School, SD38 

Discussion re: existing YMCA daycare; growing school population; questions regarding admin 
imvolvement, and how that might affect Brighouse/Sea Island time; need to work together, perhaps 
share programs and constituents; issue of safe and adequate parking; only "safe" groups should be 
allowed to rent 

May 24/11 E. Thorleifson, Manager of Facilities, SD38 

Discussion re: background documents (forwarded to me); completion timeline; garden space; 
suggested contacting General Gordon School in Vancouver re: visioning session; Clare Avison, 
Ministry of Education, re: healthy kitchens initiative 

May 24/11 Community Literacy Meeting 
M. Dixon, Literacy Outreach Coordinator, Richmond, Chairperson 
VanCity, SUCCESS, Women's Centre, N. Brennan, S. McIntosh 

Discussion re: timeline of NLC; challenges in staffing & running a centre which is to be open seven 
days a week, three hundred and 65 days a year; possible submissions from groups describing their 
needs 

May 31/11 S. McIntosh, Facility Manager, Caring Place, Richmond 

Tour of facility; discussion re: daily operation of the building; managing lessees, tenants and their 
needs; security; safety; rental fees; rules and regulations for renters; forms; payment terms 

June 2/11 S. Wallace, Principal, Central Elementary School, SO 33 (Chilliwack) 

Discussion re: location, population, needs of Central; existing programs; supported by grants and 
fundraising; groups include Chilliwack Community Services, Ministry of Children and Families, 
University of the Fraser Valley 
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June 2/11 B. George, Community School Coordinator, Blueberry Creek School, 
Castlegar, SD20 (Kootenay-Columbia) 

Discussion re: history of Blueberry Creek School; has Community School designation; importance of 
Non-Profit Society status; staff includes a Social Services Facilitator; two Early Childhood Educators, 
and two support staff for Special Needs clients 

June 2/11 Rentals Clerk, Richmond City Hall 

Discussion re: rental regulations; some weekly, some monthly; majority are short-term; cost 
recovery; refundable damage deposit; cancellation policy; no political or commercial events; most 
sites designed for meetings 

June 7/11 P. Welbedagt, Executive Director, West Abbotsford Community School 
Society, SD34 (Abbotsford) 

Discussion re: "Literacy Matters" umbrella; Non-Profit Society Status; programs for students after 
school and holidays; referral to Andrea Senft, Community Developer, SD34 (Abbotsford) 

June 7/11 L. Smith, Vancouver Community Schools Co'ordinator, West 2 Community Schools 
Team, SD39 (Vancouver) 

Discussion re: visioning projects for General Gordon and Queen Mary Schools; Budget constraints 
slowed further progress; plans now back on, Strathcona included 

June 7/11 P. Horstead, Assistant Superintendent, SD36 (Surrey) 

Discussion re: community co-coordinators in each of four zones who pursue grants and build 
relationships; worked with consultant from Portland on Community Schoolsprojects; programs are 
welcome if they meet the "intended impact" - to help kids in partnership with the community; also 
used New York Children's Aid Society model to provide extended learning activities for communities; 
funding from United Way, City of White Rock, City of Surrey, Westin, Canadian Tire, Golf BC and 
other sports agencies; Royal Bank, coast Capital, Ministry of Culture and Sport; need for people who 
can write grant applications; received $600,000 in grants last year; district rental person handles 
contact; approval of additional space to accommodate NLC at Grandview Heights Elementary, as of 
2011-02-11 

June 8/11 A. Senft, Community Developer, SD34 (Abbotsford) 

Discussion re: centre opening fall 2012; position of "Community Developer"; funded by SD34; did a 
neighbourhood assessment; application had to state how the group supported the neighbourhood 
vision; Youth Centre, Health Centre, MCF, ESL, financial literacy, Parks & Rec; attached to Abbey 
Collegiate; rental costs will just cover maintenance; total of 12,000 sq.m.; Non-Profit Society under 
SD34 control 

June 8/11 A. Cooper, Superintendent of Schools, SD19 (Revelstoke) 

Discussion re: high school centre opens Sept./11; elementary site opens Sept./12; keys to 
preparation; need for Steering Committee; need to present opportunity to community via 
advertising; all must understand the opportunity; not just expansion into new space; forWarded 
document (via Skype): Revelstoke Schools Project: Neighbourhoods of Learning Proposal 

June 9/11 D. Brow, Director of Instruction, Personnel Services, SD38 

Discussion re: appropriate staffing for NLC; possibly Custodian plus Facilities Booking Clerk 
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June 9/11 N. Brennan, Assistant Superintendent, 5038 

Discussion re: possible timeline; changes to current 5038 application form; terms and conditions 
needed; possible package to be prepared for Open House including guiding principles, timeline, 
application form, terms & conditions, applicable Board policies, plan of NLC building and gardens, list 
of suggestl'!d uses; dates for report to Senior Staff and presentation to Trustees 

June 14/11 D. Hallwood, Acting General Manager, Maintenance & Operations, 5038 
M. Beausoleil, Assistant Manager, Operations, 5038 
B. Hewson, General Manager, Maintenance & Operations, 5038 

Discussion re: costs, including heat, light, painting, roofing, custodial; Facilities Booking Clerk 4 
hrs./day too much; rentals can be handled through existing system; proof of liability insurance prior 
to approval; payment taken in advance, no cash, no credit cards at present 

June 14/11 J. Ellis, Community School Coordinator, Siocan 508 (Kootenay Lake) 

Discussion re: $175,000 Community School funding from 508; Non-Profit Society with charitable 
status; took over old maintenance facility, and recently bought it; youth centre, learning centre, day 
care, multi-media lab, food Bank, summer programs; J. Ellis is funded by the Society; volunteer 
base of 30 regulars; centre has 5 rooms plus main office; J. applies for grants 

June 20/11 N. Brennan Assistant Superintendent, 5038 

Discussion re: changes to application form; changes to terms & conditions; staffing possibilities; 
custodial time; use of gym; list of furniture should be included in info package 

June 20/11 F. Thorleifson, Manager of Facilities, 5038 

Discussion re: Busby sending a clear schematic; moving the gym doors to accommodate access to 
the kitchen without going through the gym; phone & PA system; garden plots will be allocated for 
NLC ' 

June 21/11 M. Dixon, Literacy Outreach Coordinator, Richmond 

Discussion re: update on activities to date; brainstorm ideas re: supervision, custodial opportunities; 
reviewed & revised application form and terms & conditions; sending forms to T. Mendoza at rentals 
for suggestions; review of open house package as it is developed 

June 21/11 T. Mendoza, Rentals Clerk, SO 38 

Consultation (via email) re: additions/deletions/suggestions for the revised rentals application form 
and terms & conditions 

June 29/11 S. McIntosh, Facility Manager, Caring Place, Richmond 

Discussion re: Non-Profit Society, started before Sandy's employment commenced; file taxes, pay 
annual fees, hold AGM; audited yearly by Ian J. Bye; volunteer Board max 16 for 9 yr. term, 
reviewed every three years; reviewed application form and terms & conditions; Caring Place only 
rents to churches on Sundays 

July 5/11 A. Heeney, Principal, Brighouse Elementary School, 5038 
M. Dixon, Literacy Outreach Coordinator, Richmond 

Discussion re: Brighouse Grand Opening, Oct. 19/11; possibilities for staffing of NLC;possibility of 
Margaret Dixon having office hours; possibility of an increase in Brighouse admin time to 
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accommodate Monday to Friday supervision of site; possibilities for custodial time; NLC open house 
early November; Literacy Committee will help to organize the evening; gym use only outside of 
school hours; multi-purpose room not available; gym rentals to go through normal channels 

July 13/11 N. Brennan, Assistant Superintendent, SD38 

Discussion re: policy revisions; participation of Brighouse administration; control of rental times to 
prevent time gaps and facilitate supervision; need for cost estimates from maintenance & operations 

.July 13/11 District Literacy Committee Meeting 
M. Dixon, Literacy Outreach Coordinator, Richmond 

Discussion re: progress of NLC; possibility of using a volunteer coordinator; issues of supervision 
and liability; example: Sea Island Community Centre is staffed 20 hrs/wk; renters have code & key; 
possibilities for publicity for NLC Open House 

Aug. 23/11 N. Brennan, Assistant Superintendent, SD 38 

Discussion re: revisions to report 

Aug. 24/11 M. Pamer, Superintendent, SD 38 
N. Brennan, Assistant Superintendent, SD 38 

Discussion re: content of report; further revisions; implications for SD 38 

Sept.9/11 N. Brennan, Assistant Superintendent, SD 38 
M. De Mello, Secretary Treasurer, SD 38 
B. Hewson, General Manager, Maintenance and Operations, SD 38 
M. Beausoleil, Assistant Manager, Operations, SD 38 

Discussion re: custodial time; supervision of NLC; rental charges to support a cost-recovery position 

Sept.14/11 District Literacy Committee Meeting (and members) 
M. Dixon, District Literacy Outreach Coordinator, Richmond 
N. Brennan, Assistant Superintendent, SD 38 

Discussion re: summary of report; recommendations; options for site supervision and operation 
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APPENDIX F 

BRIGHOUSE Neighbourhood Learning Centre 

Operating Cost (excluding staffing) for 350 sq. meters (based on a 5-day week) 

DAILY WEEKLY MONTHLY YEARLY 

Custodial 54.00 270.00 1080.00 12960.00 

HVAC 19.70 98.50 394.00 4728.00 

Roofinq 6.00 30.00 120.00 1440.00 

Electrical 13.68 68.40 273.60 3283.20 

Natural Gas 1.44 7.20 28.80 3456.00 

Security Monitor 1.00 5 20 240 

TOTALS 95.82 479.10 1916.40 22996.80 

Current Room Rates (per hour based on 8 hrs/day @ $11.97) 

NON-COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL 

Classroom 19.00 35.00 

Multi-Purpose 40.00 92.00 

Gym (Elementary) 40.00 92.00 
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APPENDIX G - Facilities booking Clerk lob Description 

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 38 (RICHMOND) 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

Job Title: FACILITIES BOOKING CLERK Dale: November 30, 1999 

Former Job Title: Rentals Clerk 

STATEMENT OF JOB PURPOSE 
This position ensures District facilities that are scheduled for use by various user groups is .in 
accordance -with District policies and procedures. The incumbent coordinates facility use by 
booking gyms, e1ossrooms, and other District facilities used by the schools, District, and the 
Public. Generates appropriate documents such as rental contracts, invoices, and reports. This 
position is un'der the supervision oftbe Secretruy - Treasurer, but work is performed with minimal 
direction. 

MAJOR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILmES 
(This is not an exhaustive list Qflbe duties to be performed.) 

• Coordinates and books school sponsored activities. out of school daycare, board office 
meetings. seminars, classes and other community use of District Facilities in conjun,?tion 
with bookings received from lbe City of Richmond's Leisure Services and according to 
District policies and procedures. . 

• En~rs infonnation from completed applications for the rental and use of District facilities 
into a computerized booking system in conjunction with the City of Richmond's Leisure 
Services and according to District policies and procedures. 

• Confirms arrangements, generates rentals contracts, and obtains signatUres from user 
groups for rental agreements. Makes adjusments as necessary and infonns schools and 
user groups of changes to rental schedules. Books alternate facilities for bumped user 
groups as necessary. 

• Invoices user groups and communic~tes with Accounting Clerk regarding payment for the 
rental of school facilities. Receives payments from user groups, issues receipts, and 
forwards money to Accounting Clerk for depoSit. Follows up on outstanding invoices and 
refers delinquent accounts to the Accountant. 

• Receives comments and concerns regarding user group conduct, documents incidents and 
advises Secretary-TreasiJrer of repeated indiscretions as necessary. 

• Responds to inquiries from schools and private groups and provides iDfonnation regarding 
the rental of District facilities. 

• Maintains familiarity with district facilities, availability of rental spaces and wilb District 
policies and joint agreements that relate to the rental of District facilities. 

• Generates reports related to the rental of school facUities as required. 
• Maintains fIling systems for rental agreements. 
• Performs other job related and clerical duties of comparable difficulty, importance and 

responsibility as required. 

REQUIRED QUALIFICATIONS (Know/edge, abilities and skills) 
• Grade 12 including or supplemented by Business Education courses plus one (J) year 

relevant clerical exPerience or an equivalent combination of education and experience. 
• Working lmowledge of computer software applicable to the position. 
• Ability to organize workload. work under periodic pressure and compJete assignments with 

minimal supervision. 
• Strong interpersonal skills. including the ability to use tact and discretion.in resolving 

problems and in communications with District staff. Administrators and the public. 
• Ability to compute with accuracy and speed, in order to cost out invoices. 
• Ability to key enter information with accuracy. 
• Ability to operate standard office equipment. 

Facilities Booking Clerk Page 1 of I 
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Policy 1004.1 

Community Use of School Facilities and Neighbourhood Learning C!,!ntres 

It is the policy of the Board to encourage community use of school facilities, providing such 
use does not conflict with the regular or extra-curricular programme of the school, or the 
Continuing Education programme offered through the School District. 

In the case of the Brighouse Neighbourhood Learning Centre, priority for usage will be 
given to community groups and/or organizations which 

• Serve the Richmond community 
• Encompass the broad spectrum of literacy 
• Are of mutual benefit to both the school and the community at large 
• Are non-profit 
• Provide an array of services, support and resources for individuals from infants to 

seniors 
• Provide programs that reflect the priorities of the Richmond Community Literacy Plan 

Adopted: 05 March 1990 

Policy l004.11-R 

Community Use of Neighbourhood Learning Centres 

Application 

The Neighbourhood Learning Centre (NLC) application form shall beLised for the submission of all 
requests for rental. One copy of the rental form will be returned to the user with a confirmation 
number. All rental applications will be adjudicated by the NLC Steering Committee, consisting of 
representatives from: Brighouse School Administratio District Senior Staff, Board of Education, 
Richmond Literacy Committee, Facilities, Finance. 

Yearly or series rentals must be submitted one 
One-time rentals must be submitted a minimum 

Liability 

the first date requested. 
prior to date requested. 

Groups using the NLC are re,;oonsible accident insurance protection. The 
School Board carries lia to indemnify i against its liability as the owner of the 
building and facility, a iIits employees in carrying out their employment duties. 
Thus, the Board will when negligence on the part of the Board or an employee is 
proven by the person or damage. 

Groups using the NLC are Public Liability Insurance. 

Equipment 

Basic equipment for meeting rooms will be provided (chairs, tables, AV, chart stands). 

Consumption of Alcoholic Beverages on School Board Property 
Specific request to consume alcohol on School Board Property will only be considered for long-term 
NLC user group activities, and any such request must be submitted in writing to the Superintendent 
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of Schools for approval. Such approvals will be restricted to the consumption of wine and/or beer. A 
group may be asked to post a $300 (or greater) cash deposit. A liquor license must be obtained by 
the group requesting use of the facility. The group must provide evidence that they have obtained a 
host liquor liability insurance policy for the benefit of the group and the Board. 

Time of Use 

Weekdays 
Saturdays 
Sundays 

Supervision 

8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
8:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. 

Groups are required to ensure that there is appropriate supervision of activities at all times. 

Reports 

Reports of damage, littering or misconduct 
submitted by the Brighouse Elementary 
Treasurer and the Operations manager. All 
Report Form provided by the Schools Protection 
sent to the Secretary-Treasurer immediately'. 

comcnunity use of the NLC shall be 
istrFltic)n to the office of the Secretary­

or daniage -shall be on an Incident 
in cases of injury, the report shall be 

Groups using the 
occurring during use 
any resultant costs. 

II accept responsibility for the cost of repairing any damage 
ng any equipment lost or stolen during such use; and shall pay 

Reservation and Cancel 

A minimum of seven days' is required fora reservation and for cancellation. 

Rental Charges 

The Board shall, from time to time, establish such charges as it considers appropriate for the use of 
the NLC. The schedule of rental charges shall be available from the Rentals Clerk, the office of the 
Secretary-Treasurer, and the office of the Operations Manager. 

Capacity 

Occupancy/seating capacity of each room in the NLC is as per the Fire Marshall's regulations, and is 
indicated on the reverse of the application form. 

Use of Gymnasium 

Use of the Samuel Brighouse school gymnasium is separate from use of the NLC, and must be 
requested through the School District Rentals Clerk. The gym will only be available outside of school 
hours. All users shall be advised of the rules and regulations when making arrangements through 
the Rentals Clerk. 
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Removal of Litter 

Groups using the NLC are requested to ensure that material discarded by any member of the group 
is disposed of or recycled appropriately before the facility is vacated 

Instructions to School Board Employees 

The Board shall establish, from time to time, such 
Board employees in charge of School Board 
employees in charge of usage receive a copy 

Forfeiture of Use 

In the event of violation of any of the foregoing, the 
NLC facility and/or its eq 

./ 

as· it considers appropriate to School 
the Rentals Clerk shall ensure that all 

approved by the Board. 

the right to cancel the use of the 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 38 (RICHMOND) 
NEIGHBOURHOOD LEARNING CENTRE 

REGULATIONS 

All groups are subject to the following Regulations: 

The Neighbourhood Learning Centre, may be used by groups and organizations within the 
community according to the following guidelines: 

Priority: 

* 
• 
• 

• 
• 

Priority will be given·to organizations that: 
Serve the Richmond Community 
Encompass the broad sPectrum of literacy 
Be of mutual benefit to both Samuel Brighouse Elementary School, and the 
community at large (Might schools rent space after user groups? Apply & pay as per 
regulations?) 
Are non-profit 
Provide an array of services, supports and resources for individuals from infants to 
seniors 

* Provide pro'grams that reflect the priorities of the Ricl)mond Community Literacy Plan 

Booking: Complete the NLC application form, 
District Staff, along with proof of 

subillit to the NLC Steering Committee c/o 
Insurance. . 

when"l1iaking a reservation. A minimum of seven days notice' 

Cancelling: A minimum of seven days i 
seven days notice will result in a 
right to revise any reservation with 

for cancellation. Less than 
rental group. The Board reserves the 

,days notice. 

Payment: 

Insurance: 

Smoking: 

Security: 

Kitchen: 

Parking: 

Gym: 

Misuse: 

Payment is required prior tothe rental 

Groups imnequi\ed to provide proof of Public Liability Insurance. . , 

Sm~kingfsprohibited in or near the premises as per SD 38 Board Policy, and City of 
mond By,law #6989, part 6-1 Areas of Smoking Prohibition. 

and Clean-up' must be done by the renter. Furniture must be 
to its 9riginal room set-up as shown in the diagrams posted in each room. All 

wipe down tables, chairs and counters. Disposables and recyclables must 
the appropriate containers. 

must lock all doors and windows before leaving. 

Refer to posted guidelines regarding kitchen use. Renters must ensure that a 
responsible attendant is present in the kitchen at all times during activities. 

No parking in spots designated for Brighouse staff. 

Brighouse School will have daytime use of the gym. Requests for gym rental will be 
treated separately through the District Rentals Clerk. 
Non-marking shoes must be worn for gym activities. Regular shoes or black-soled 
runners are not permitted. 

Misuse of the facility or failure to abide by these terms and conditions may result in 
cancellation of future rentals 
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APPLICANT INFORMATION: 

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 38 (RICHMOND) 
NEIGHBOURHOOD LEARNING CENTRE 

RENTAL APPLICATION 

Date of application: __________ Name of Organization: ___________ _ 

Contact Name: __________ Position in Organization: ____________ _ 

Address: __ -:-__________________ ,Postal Code: _______ _ 

Work Phone: __________ Cell Phone: __________ Fax: ______ _ 

Email: _______________________ _ 

BOOKING INFORMATION: 

Day(s) of the week: Mon. Tue. Wed. " Thu. Fri. Sat. Sun. 

Type of Booking: one event weekly monthly block 

Start Date: __________ _ End Date: _______ ------

Start Time: __________ _ End Time: __________ _ (including setup 
time) 

Type of Event as ,it relates to Literacy and the Guiding Principles: (Be specific.): 

Room(s) Requested: ___________________________ ~_ 

Estimated Attendance: _____ Age of Attendees: preschool youth adult senior 

Non-School District equipment being used: 

*See Rentals Package for list of available School District furniture and equipment. 

I have received a copy of the Regulations, and agree to abide by them. 

Signature 
Submit completed form to Brighouse Elementary School office. 

OFFICE USE ONLY: 

Confirmation #: _____________ ,Payment: ______________ _ 



CNCL-186

School District No. 38 (Richmond) 
7811 Granville Avenue, Richmond, Be V6Y 3E3 
Tel: (604) 668-6000 Fax: (604) 233-0150 

Neighbourhood Learning Centre: 5 available spaces: 

Room 2 (office space): 11.4 m 
(123 sq ft) 

$45/day 
$215/week 
$8501 month 

, 
Room 3 (conference room): 19.4 m2 
(209 sq ft) 

$3014 hrs 
$55/daily 
$260/weekly 
$1000/monthly 

Room 4 (conference room): 26.4 m2 
(284 sq ft) 

$3514 hrs 
$60/daily 
$280/weekly 
$1080/monthly 

daily, weekly, monthly rates 

4 hr, daily, weekly, monthly rates 

4 hr, daily, weekly, mon.thly rates 

Room 5 (flex space with sink): 75 m2 4 hr and daily rates 
(807 sq ft) 

$65/4hrs 
$120/daily 

Room 6 (flex space with sink): 84 m2 4 hr and daily rates 
(904 sq ft) 

$70/4hrs 
$130/daily 

Room 5 and 6 combined: 159m2 
(1711 sqft) 

$120/4 hrs 
$230/daily 

4 hr and daily rates 

For more information, contact Margaret Dixon at: margaretjdixon@gmail.com 

School District No. 38 (Richmond) • www.sd38.bc.ca • Our focus is the learner 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
8. 

g. 

RICHMOND COMMUNITY LITERACY PLAN 
2009/2010 AND BEYOND 

Connect with recent immigrants to provide information on 
literacy initiatives and service in the community. 
Increase access to literacy initiatives and services for 
'hard to reach' populations. 
Increase the literacy skills of entry-level workers in 
Richmond and increase the capacity of workplaces to 
provide literacy rescurces and opportunities. 
Coordinate and streamline Richmond literacy activities and 
resources. 
Promote the importance of literacy and lifelong learning to 
all residents in Richmond. 
Capitalize on the strong family structure in Richmond to 
promote literacy in the community. 
Increase the health literacy of Richmond residents. 
Work together in a collaborative fashion with organizations 
in Richmond to increase literacy. 
Encourage all non-English speakers in having an 
understanding of the importance of literacy intheir first 
language. 

10. Carry out research to ensure that the best literacy programs 
are offered and the heeds of the community are fulfilled. 

Projected Timeline For Occupancy 

• Open House November 16, 2011 2:00 to 4:00 pm 
• Applications (and information package) available at 

Open House 
• Applications submitted by December g, 2011 
• Decisions made by the Steering Committee by 

January 13, 2012 
• Notifications to successful renters by January 27, 2012 
• Rentals to begin Mar. 1 

tl ~!~M~\g~~ ~ 
.f!.;/«d"'f R;.·"m""~ 

NEIGHBOURHOOD LEARNING CENTRE 
GUIDING· PRINCIPLES 

Over a period of several months, a sub-Task Force of the larger 
Literacy Richmonq Committee collected and collated the data 
obtained from the larger group meetings, and wrote the following 
guiding principles, as outlined in the March 7, 2011 Report to the 
Board of Education (Richmond) by N. Brennan, Assistant 
Superintendent. 

The Neighbourhood Learning Centre will house programs and 
services that: 

• Are of mutual benefit to both Samuel Brighouse Elementary 
School and the community at large 

• S~rve the Richmond Community 
• Provide an array of services, supports and resources for 

individuals from infants to seniors 
• Can operate independently within the facility 
• Can function in a multi-use space 
• Are not-for-profit organizations 
• Encompass the broad spectrum of literacy 
• Meet the pnorities reflected in the Richmond Community 

Literacy Plan 

~ tl ~!~M~\g~~ .f!.;_",'R;"t.",~",1 
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City of 
Richmond 

Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8801 

Bylaw 8801 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 
I. The Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900, as amended, is further amended at 

PART SIX by adding the following at the end of Section 6.3.7: 

A towing permit issued under this subsection will be valid for a maximum period 
of 2 years from the date of issuance. 

2. The Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900, as amended, is further amended at 
PART SIX by deleting Section 6.3.10(b) in its entirety and substituting the following: 

6.3.10 (b )(i) release a vehicle immediately if it becomes occupied after it has been 
attached to a tow truck, but before it has been removed from a private 
parking lot or no parking area, in which case storage and towing 
fees, costs 'and charges may be charged in the .amounts set out in the 
Motor Vehicle Act Regulation 26212010 - Lien on Impounded Motor 
Vehicle Regulation; and 

(ii) provide the driver with a full written accounting on company stationery 
of all fees, charges and taxes paid. 

3. The Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900, as amended, is further amended at 
PART SIX by deleting Section 6.S.I(d) and 6.S.I(e) in their entirety and substituting the 
following: 

6.5 .1 (d) release an impounded vehicle to the driver within 20 minutes of receiving 
full payment due under subsection 6.6.1, subject to any 'hold order' 
issued by the Police Chief; 

(e) provide the driver with a full written accounting on company stationery of 
all fees, charges and taxes paid; and 

(f) remove the original copy of the Tow-away Notice from the towed vehicle 
and retain it for a period of 90 days for inspection, upon request, by the 
Licence Inspector. 

4. The Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900, as amended, is further amended at 
PART SIX by deleting Section 6.6 in its entirety and substituting the following: 

6.6 Towing of Vehicles - Rates 

3282753 
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Bylaw 8801 Page 2 

6.6.1 The maximum rates for towing, impounding ahd storing vehicles are those 
set out in the Motor Vehicle Act Regulation 262/2010 - Lien on Impounded 
Motor Vehicle Regulation. 

6.6.2 A tow truck Iicencee or operator must not charge a vehicle owner any fee 
for the services of any agent of the owner of the property from which the 
vehicle was towed, or any other fees or charges other than those set out in 
the Motor Vehicle Act Regulation 262/2010 - Lien on Impounded Motor 
Vehicle Regulation. 

5. The Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900, as amended, is further amended at 
PART SIX by deleting Section 6.8 in its entirety and substituting the following: 

6.8 Towing of Vehicles - Violations and Penalties 

6.8.1 (a) A violation of any of the provisions identified in PART SIX of this bylaw 
shall result in liability for penalties and late payment amounts established 
in Schedule A of the Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Acijudication 
Bylaw No. 8122; and 

(b) A violation of any of the provisions identified in PART SIX of this 
bylaw shall be subject to the procedures, restrictions, limits, obligations 
and rights established in the Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute 
Acijudication Bylaw No. 8122 in accordance with the Local Government 
Bylaw Notice Enforcement Act, SBC 2003, c. 60. 

6. This Bylaw is cited as "Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900, Amendment 
Bylaw No. 8801". 

FIRST READING DEC , 9 2011 

DEC , 9 2011 
CITY OF 

RICHMOND 

APPROVED SECOND READING 
for content by 

originating 

biY1&IO!l-...., THIRD READING DEC 1 9 2011 
APPROVED 
for l.ega1lty ADOPTED 

~ 
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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City of 
. Richmond Bylaw 8802 

Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8802 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

1. Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, as amended, is further 
amended at Part One - Application by adding the following after section 1.1 (i): 

"0) Vehicle For Hire Regulation Bylaw No. 6900, as amended," 

2. Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, as amended, is further 
amended by adding to the end of the table in Schedule A of Bylaw No. 8122 the content of 
the table in Schedule A attached to and fonningpart of this bylaw. 

3. This Bylaw is cited as "Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8802". 

FIRST READING DEC 1 9 2011 CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

DEC 1 9 2011 for content by 
originating 

DEC ·1 92011 ~ 
APPROVED 
for legality ADOPTED 
by Solicitor 

89J.J) 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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Bylaw No 8802 

SCHEDULE A to BYLAW NO. 8802 
SCHEDULE A to BYLAW NO. 8122 

Designated Bylaw Contraventions and Corresponding Penalties 

. 

A1 A2 A3 A4 AS A6 A7 A8 

Bylaw Description of Contravention Section Compliance Penalty Early Late Payment Compliance 
Agreement Payment Amount Agreement 
Available Option Discount , 

Period of Time from Receipt (inclusive) nla 29 to 60 1 to 28 61 days or nla 
days days more 

Vehide For Hire Towing from parking lot without proper 6.3.1 No $ 200.00 $ 175.00 $ 225.00 nla 
Regulation Bylaw authorization 
No. 6900 (1998) 

Towing from no parking area without 6.3.2 No $ 200.00 $175.00 $ 225.00 n/a 
proper authorization 

Failure to· erect or maintain prescribed 6.3.4 No $ 200.00 $175.00 $ 225.00 nla 
towing company signs 

Failure to erect or maintain prescribed tow- 6.3.5 No $ 200.00 $175.00 $ 225.00 nla 
away w?uning signs 

Failure to obtain a valid towing permit for a 6.3.7 No $ 300.00 $ 275.00 $ 325.00 nla 
private parking lot 

Failure to complete Part B of the tow-away 6.3.10 No $ 200.00 $ 175.00 $ 225.00 nla 
notice 

Failure to retain Tow-away Notice for 6.3.10(a)(ii) No 
period of 90 days 

$ 200.00 $ 175.00 $ 225.00 nla 

3283337 
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A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 AS 

Bylaw Description of Contravention Section Compliance Penalty Early Late Payment Compliance 
Agreement Payment Amount Agreement 
Available Option Discount 

Failure to provide a full written accounting 6.3.10(b)(ii) No $ 300.00 $ 275.00 $ 325.00 nfa 
of fees, charges and taxes 

_. -_. - - -_. --

3283337 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8699 (RZ 10-521539) 

7900 BENNETT ROAD 

Bylaw 8699 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it INFILL RESIDENTIAL (RI2). 

P.I.D. 004-296-!i75 
Lot 32 Section 17 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 14504 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8699". 

FIRST READING EEB 1 4 2011 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON MAR 2 1 2011 

SECOND READING MAli 2 1 2011 

THIRD READING NAR 2 1 2011 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED JAN 1 2 lOll 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3121288 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
b, 

APPROVED 
by Director 
0 cllor 
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Time: 

Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 

Wednesday, January 11, 2012 

3:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 

Joe Erceg, Chair 
Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering and Public Works 
Dave Semple, General Manager, Parks and Recreation 

Minutes 

The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. 

1. Minutes 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on Wednesday, 
December 14, 2011, be adopted. 

2. Development Permit 10-545704 
(File Ref. No.: DP 10·~45704) (REDMS No. 3420906) 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

Chen Design Studio 

7900 Bennett Road 

CARRIED 

1. Permit the construction of two (2) back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road on a 
site zoned "Infill Residential (RI2)"; and 

2. Vary the provisions of the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to permit a 0.5 m 
building projection beyond the vertical height envelope. 

Applicant's Comments 

Xi Chen, Designer, Chen Design Studio, advised that since the July 27, 2011 meeting of 
the Development Permit Panel, during which the Panel reviewed the proposed two back­
to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road, the following revisions to the development had 
been made: 
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• the garages have been: (i) detached from the principal building to create more 
amenity space; and (ii) shifted to improve access; 

• a lattice fence had been developed to make the amenity space more open and more 
useable by residents; and 

• revisions have been made to the landscaping scheme by making more planting 
area available. 

In response to the Chair's question, the applicant confirmed that the garages are now 
detached, not attached to residential units, so that each residential unit now had a rear yard 
space. 

Staff Comments 

Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development, stated that when the project was first 
presented to the Panel, rear residential units had no private amenity space, but that the 
applicant has addressed this issue, and now each rear unit includes a private amenity 
space. In addition, there is a small communal space, featuring a sandbox play element, to 
be shared by f9ur units. Also, permeable paving for the outdoor access driveways 
enhances the appearance of the development. 

In response to the Chair's query regarding vehicles turning in the lane, Mr. Jackson. 
confirmed that the turning template is large enough for drivers to make turns. 

Correspondence 

Rob Bodnar and Norma Miller, 215 Creekside Drive, Salt Spring Island (Schedule I) 

Mr. Jackson advised that the correspondents were in favour of the proposed development, 
. and expressed their desire that the City upgrade sidewalks·on Bennett Road. 

Gallery Comments 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Panel expressed appreciation to the applicant for the changes made to the design 
scheme. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

1. Permit the construction of two (2) back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road on 
a site zoned "Infill Residential (RI2) "; and 

2. 
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2. Vary the provisions of the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to permit a 0.5 m 
building projection beyond the vertical height envelope. 

CARRIED 

3. Development Permit DP 10-538908 
(File Ref. No.: DP 10-5389.08) (REDMS No. 3435263) 

3442979 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

Doug Massie, Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates 
Ltd. 

8851 Heather Street 

1. Pennit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility for 
approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly (ASY); 
and 

2. Vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) Reduce the minimum interior side yard from 7.5 m to 1.2 m; 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 m to 1.5 m; and 

c) Pennit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces 
(8 small car parking spaces of total 15 spaces). 

Applicant's Comments 

Doug Massie, Architect, Chercover Massie & Associates Architecture and Engineering, 
spoke on behalf of the owner, and advised that he wished to address points raised in letters 
from neighbours regarding the proposed two-storey building for a licensed child care 
facility for approximately 60 children, at 8851 Heather Street. Mr. Massie stated that: 

• traffic, the lack of sidewalks and the ditch on Heather Street are items beyond the 
responsibility of the applicant, who has no way of responding to these matters; 

• Chercover Massie & Associates has designed other daycare centres and none of 
them create traffic issues in their neighbourhoods; 

• as a typical Richmond street, Heather Street can handle many more cars than it does 
at present; 

• the applicant has submitted evidence to City planning staff that shows that the 
volume 'of cars created by the proposed child care facility has minimal impact on 
the traffic on Heather Street; 

• the number of parking stalls proposed for the site is dictated by the City'S zoning 
bylaw, and is designed to the standards of the bylaw, with the exception of the 
number of small car stalls, which is the reason behind the request for the variance; 

• the proposed building has been designed to meet the B.C. Government standards 
for child care facilities; 
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. • Community Care Facilities Licensing (CCFL), enforced by. Vancouver Coastal 
Health, provides criteria for the design of child care centres, and the proposed 
design has been reviewed by the local CCFL office, and meets their criteria; 

• the applicant did not create the floor areas, facilities, amenities and play areas 
criteria, but has, instead, met the criteria in order to obtain a license to provide child 
care in the proposed building; 

• the City's Advisory Design Panel, as well as planning staff, reviewed, and supports, 
the design and size of the proposed building; 

• the proposed child care operation is a business operation, with no subsidy or 
funding available from government, and, due to the demand for the service and the 
demand for quality care, suitable experienced staff must be engaged forthe facility; 

• operators of child care facilities do not get rich by providing this necessary service; 

• regarding the exterior lighting for the proposed building, the light fixtures will be 
down lights, which will not have any light projecting past the property lines at 8851 
Heather Street; 

• regarding the issue of fire hazard, raised by a neighbour, no fire hazard is posed by 
this project; a fire sprinkler system and a fire alarm system will provide more fire 
protection to the proposed building than a typical residential home, and the 
proposed building is designed to meet the current B.C. Building Code, which 
requires adequate exit facilities; 

• the building code's requirement to have fewer openings on side walls, adjacent to 
neighbouring houses, has been met in the design; 

• there are no activities in a child care facility that will create a fire hazard, as only 
light meals are prepared on site, and children bring their own lunches from home; 

• regarding the issue of the south side deck, raised by a neighbour, the purpose of the 
proposed deck is to provide an open area for quiet circle-type play, outdoor story 
reading, and instruction; 

• the applicant's intention is that all active play will happen in the play area located 
to the rear of the building, or in Dolphin Park across the street; 

• the deck features a five foot high guard rail that meets the height mandated by 
CCFL; 

• the guard rail is a metal grill work, backed by frosted safety glass, to prevent 
overlook from the deck onto the neighbour's property; the glass guard will be 
heavier than a wood fence, and the weight of the rail batTier will increase the 
containment of noise from the deck; 

• there. are no windows on the upper floor which overlook the neighbour to the south 
because of: (i) the high rail on the deck; and (ii) the distance back from the property 
line; and . 
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• there is a six foot high fence on the property line, and no window provides overlook 
from the proposed building to the neighbouring property. 

Mr. Massie concluded that the applicant has attempted to provide solutions and to respond 
to the concerns raised by neighbours. 

Rajinder Singh, Landscape Designer, Van Del' Zalm and Associates Landscape 
Architecture firm, advised that: 

• to address concerns raised by neighbours adjacent to the subject site a series of 
cedar hedges has been planted along the north property line, and a portion of the 
south property line will feature a cedar hedge; 

• a trellis feature with evergreen vine planting will be placed on top of the fence for a 
portion of the south property line; and 

• over time the cedar hedges would grow to surpass the height of the ,fence, and 
would provide noise mitigation. 

Panel Discussion 

Discussion ensued among Panel members, Mr. Massie and Mr Singh, and the following 
advise was provided: 

• the proposed balcony guard ail has always been required to be a five foot fence, 
but since the project was discussed at the November 30, 2011 meeting of the 
Development Permit Panel, the fence's detailing has been addressed; 

• to ensure that children stay on the property and will not venture onto Heather 
Street and be endangered by the roadside ditch, the applicant's intention is: to (i) 
totally contain the play area at the rear of the subject site; (ii) ensure that childen 
are under parents' care when they are at the front of the building; and (iii) there is 
no formal gate planned at the front of the subject site, but there wiIr be gates 
located at the rear main play area, as well as at the top and bottom of the exterior 
stairs leading to the play deck area; and 

• parents dropping off children would do so on weekdays only, not on weekends, 
and would do so by pulling their vehicles onto the site, parking in the parking 
stalls, escorting the children into the building, then exiting the site. 

Staff Comments 

Brian Jackson stated that staff takes the concerns raised by the neighbourhood, regarding 
traffic, parking, and safety issues, very seriously. He advised that if the proposed site had 
a single family development, it is possible that a larger building area would be allowed on 
the site. 

Regarding the request for variances, Mr. Jackson noted that: (i) the requested 1.2 metre 
minimum interior side yard setback is identical to the minimum setback acceptable for a 
single family residence; (ii) the setback guidelines in the Assembly Zone apply to larger 
lots; and (iii) any assembly use on small lots requires a variance. 
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In response to a query from the Chair, Mr. Jackson advised that the applicant's request for 
a parking variance is to increase the number of small parking spaces on the site. 

Panel Discussion 

In response to the Chair's request, Donna Chan, Manager, Transportation Planning, 
provided an update regarding the consultation process undertaken by staff regarding 
traffic issues in the Heather Street neighbourhood. 

Ms. Chan advised that in December 2011, Transportation staff sent a traffic survey to 19 
homes in the neighbourhood asking whether residents were in favour of speed humps as a 
traffic calming measure. 

To date eight surveys have been returned, and of those four are in favour of the traffic 
calming measure and four are opposed to the traffic calming measure. Survey respondents 
have until Friday, January 20, 2012 to submit responses. 

Ms. Chan added that when the survey process is complete, Transportation staff will report 
on the outcome to Council at the Monday, January 23, 2012 Council meeting. 

In response to a query from the Panel, Ms. Chan advised that parking is permitted on 
Heather Street, but that there is very little opportunity to park there due to: (i) "No 
Parking" signs on the east side of the street, where the open ditch is located; (ii) 
driveways; (iii) fire hydrants; and (iv) required clearance from intersections. 

Ms. Chan added that even with parked cars on Heather Street, it is possible for cars going 
in opposite directions to pass, if they alternate. 

Gallery Comments 

Raj Johal, 8880 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed building. He stated 
that he wants to see "No Stopping" signs in front of the subject site in order to avoid 
having to make calls to the City Bylaw office when parents park on the road, and not in 
the parking spaces provided on the site. 

Mr. Johal referenced the City's zoning bylaw and commented that the proposed building 
is a commercial building, and that the setback requirements in the bylaw that apply to a 
school or a pre-school should apply to the proposed child care facility. He added that a 
compromise between the requested 1.2 metre interior side yard setback, versus the current 
7.5 metre setback, would be to settle on a 3 metre setback. 

As a result ofMr. Johal's request for signage, a brief discussion ensued between the Panel 
and Ms. Chan regarding signage to discourage parents from parking on the street. As a 
result of the discussion Ms. Chan advised that staff would look into the idea of "No 
Stopping" signage on Heather Street 

Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court, submitted correspondence and 
photographs (attached to these Minutes as Schedule 2). She stated that she was strongly 
opposed to the application to construct a two-storey building for a licensed child care 
facility. 
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Ms. Thomas-Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court, outlined her concerns, and drew attention to: 
(i) the size of the site is not large enough for the proposed development; (ii) the size ofthe 
proposed building is approximately twice the size of the largest homes on the street; (iii) 
the location of the site is at a narrow part of Heather Street with a ditch on the east side 
with limited room to park on the shoulder of the street; (iv) the residential character of the 
neighbourhood, and how the new owners of the subject site have neglected their yard for 
more than six months and the former building on the site has been stripped; (v) the 
number of people that would occupy the premises on a daily basis; (vi) the number of 
children proposed for the facility is in excess of the number of child care spaces needed in 
the Broadmoor Area as outlined in the City's 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs 
Assessment and Strategy; (vii) Dolphin Park has been referred to erroneously as Heather 
Park; and (viii) noise concerns. 

Mrs. Thomas-Bruzzese requested that the Panel reject the proposed development. 

Donald Lee advised that he spoke on behalf of Alice Chan, 8871 Heather Street who was 
absent, but who had submitted two letters opposing the proposed development (attached to 
these Minutes as Schedule 3 and Schedule 5). 

Mr. Lee listed the following concerns as outlined in Ms. Chan's correspondence: (i) road 
safety; (ii) signage being ineffective in governing people stopping in the area; (iii) the 
proposed development's narrow parking lot, necessitating drivers having to back out of 
the site and blocking traffic; (iv) noise, from children and honking cars from the child care 
facility, disrupting the peace and quiet in neighbour's backyards; (v) the upper floor 
balcony facing bedrooms at 8871 Heather Street; and (vi) the demand for a child care 
facility in the area is low. 

Lome Soo, 8875 Heather Street, advised that he agreed with the concerns from other 
speakers, especially with regard to increased traffic on Heather Street, that could total up 
to 120 cars per day. He was opposed to the proposed development, and expressed 
puzzlement that the application could have made progress, in light of the neighbours' 
concerns. 

Christine Tu, 8899 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development. She 
stated that: (i) the street was too narrow to accommodate added traffic and should be 
widened; (ii) there should be sidewalks along both sides of Heather Street; (iii) the open 
ditch presents a problem; (iv) the area is not safe for children; (v) people coming to the 
child care facility will park in front of homes; (vi) neighbours who leave for work, and 
their children who leave for school, will experience delays as a result of child care parents 
arriving between 7 and 9 a.m.; and (vii) she wants the neighbourhood to remain quiet and 
accessible. 

Lisa Chan, 8871 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development, and 
stated that: (i) the planned upper floor balcony facing her home was evidence that there 
was illadequate outdoor play space on the site; (ii) noise would be a problem for 
neighbours; (iii) the rainy, cloudy and cool nature of Lower Mainland weather was a 
problem; and (iv) the ditch, as well as the potential for black ice on the road during winter, 
were problems. The building was too small for the children. 

7. 



CNCL-220
3442979 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, January 11,2012 

Linda Chen, 8591 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development. She 
noted that: (i) teaching staff would take up most of the parking spaces on site; and (ii) if 
there is a staff person for every six children, that would amount to 10 teachers. 

Mr. Massie advised that: (i) the City's bylaw requires that nine parking spaces be provided 
for the child care facility teachers; (ii) there would be 12 teachers on staff; and (iii) that 
number of teachers, and ,the number of parking space, meets the City's and the CCFL's 
requirements. 

A resident at 8931 Heather Street drew the Panel's ,attention to a petition dated July 7, 
2011 (on file in the City Clerk's Office) signed by Heather Street residents in opposition 
to the proposed development. He then queried why there was inadequate signage on the 
subject site. 

Mr. Jackson advised that the applicant erected a sign on the subject site that provided 
information regarding the development permit application. He added that the site did not 
have a rezoning application sign because the size was already zoned for "assembly use", 
and for this application, no rezoning was necessary. 

Mr. Mian, 8933 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development and 
stated that his concerns were related to: (i) noise; (ii) traffic issues; and (iii) parking 
issues. He requested that the Panel reject the development permit application. 

Dave Hay, 8691 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development and 
stated his concern with the lack of parking. He also noted that the on site parking spaces 
were inefficient, as drivers would be forced to drive in, and then back out. He stated that 
the ditch should be filled in and paved over. He then questioned how high the cedar hedge 
would grow in the side yards. 

Mr. Singh noted that the smaller size type of cedar species that was selected would grow 
well, with pruning maintenance, in a confined space. 

Mr. Chen, 8591 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development. He was 
concerned that the shoulders of Heather Street tum soft in the rain, and when cars try to 
pass 011 the street, and have to use the softened shoulder to do so, there is a risk cars and 
their drivers can fall into the ditch. 

A brief discussion ensued between the Panel and Ms. Chan regarding the nature of traffic 
on Heather Street. Ms. Chan noted that it is a low volume road. If there is a car parked on 
the side of the road, it is typical that one car proceeding down the road will continue, 
while a car coming in the opposite direction will pause. 

Jim Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court, spoke in opposition to the proposed development. He: 
(i) asked about noise mitigation at the rear of the subject site; (ii) what would happen ifhis 
fence, the one that separates the rear of the subject site from his Dolphin Court property, is 
damaged; and (iii) noted that just because the nature of Heather Street provides little 
opportunity to park, that does not mean that people will not do so, and may let their cars 
idle, then return to their running cars after having taken their children to the care facility. 

As a result of Mr. Bruzzese's remarks, and Mrs. Thomas-Bruzzese's photographs, 
discussion ensued between the Panel, Mr. Massie, and Mr. Singh. 
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Mr. Singh advised that the design for the rear yard of the proposed child care facility 
included: (i) a play surface featuring soft material that would absorb sound; (ii) a grassed 
play area; and (iii) new ground cover planting along the current hedge. 

In response to a query from the Chair, Mr. Singh stated that: (i) the portion of the hedge 
above the line of the Thomas-Bruzzese fence would remain; (ii) the lower portion of the 
hedge has been trimmed; and (iii) a variety of ground cover elements would be added 
along the base of the hedge. 

The Chair noted that the photographs indicated that recent pruning had exposed some gaps 
in the hedge, and he suggested that the applicant not prune any further, and instead select 
some landscaping elements to fill in the gaps. 

With regard to the issue of signage on the site, Mr. Massie advised that the sign that had 
initially been erected had gone missing, and that since its disappearance, _a second sign 
had been ere!;ted on the site. The Chair commented that the temporary disappearance of 

. the sign did not invalidate the process. 

Correspondence 

Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court (Schedule 2) 

Alice Chan, 8871 Heather Street (Schedule 3) 

Amar Johal, 8880 Heather Street (Schedule 4) 

Alice Chan, 8871 Heather Street (Schedule 5) 

Panel Discussion 

The Chair acknowledged that the project was a contentious one, but advised that the 
mandate of the Development Permit Panel is to examine building form agd character, not 
zoning issues. He noted that a child care facility is a permitted use on the site, and that if 
the requested variances were rejected, the applicant could still apply for and pursue a child 
care facility for the site. 

The Chair further stated that the applicant had taken steps to mitigate the impact of the 
proposed facility. 

The Panel expressed support for the idea to have "No Stopping" signage on Heather Street 
in order to discourage parents of children from dropping off their children anywhere other 
than on the subject site. In addition, the Panel advised that no further pruning of the 

. existing hedges take place. 

The Panel further noted that: (i) communication with neighbours was important; (ii) the 
applicant should address the sensitivity of the neighbourhood; (iii) City transportation 
staff would be engaged in the traffic issues; and (iv) the applicant should immediately 
clean up the subject site. 

As a result of the discussion, the following conditions were to be added to the motion: 
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• the applicant clean up the site before the Development Permit proceed to a meeting 
of City Council; 

• that the City transportation staff review and confirm that the suggested "No 
Stopping" signage can be installed on Heather Street before the Development 
Permit proceed to a meeting of City Council; and 

• that the City's traffic survey results in the Heather Street neighbourhood be 
available to Council. 

Panel De~ision 

It was moved and seconded 
That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

1. Permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility 
for approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly 
(ASy); and . ' 

2. Vary ihe provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) Reduce the minimum interior side yardfrom 7.5 m to 1.2 m; 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setbackfrom 3 m to 1.5 m; and 

c) Permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking 
spaces (8 smallcarparking spaces of total 15 spaces); 

after such time as the following conditions have been met: 

That: 

(1) the applicant clean up the site before the Development Permit proceed to a 
meeting of City Council; 

(2) the City transportation stafJreview and confirm that the suggested "No Stopping" 
sign age can be installed on Heather Street before tI,e Development Permit proceed 
to a meeting of City Council; and 

(3) the City's traffic survey results in the Heather Street neighbourllOod be made 
available to Council. 

CARRIED 

. 4. New Business 

5. Date Of Next Meeting: Wednesday, January 25, 2012 

10, 
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6. Adjournment 

It was moved and seconded 
That tlte meeting be adjourned at 5:10 p.m. 

Joe Erceg 
Chair 

3442979 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the 
Development Pennit Panel of the Council 
of the City of Richmond held on 
Wednesday, January 11, 2012. 

Sheila Johnston 
Committee Clerk 
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Terry Brunette 
Planner 2 
City of Richmond 

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meeting of Wednesday, January 
11,2012. 

Planning and Development Department 

Terry: 

T@ DeveklfPJlMfint Permit fil'aMi 
Dote: -:5"1'IA/ . / /. .:;JQ/Z 
Item II. ef' 
RII: /0-.5'1570'1 

RE: DP 10-545704 - Revised application in responsfi to DPP referral by Chen Design Studio for a 
development permit at 7900 Bennett Road 

We are pleased that 7900 Bennett Road is slated for redevelopment. Our concerns lie in the areas of 
parking and pedestrian traffic. 

We have owned properties on this block since 1999 (7800 and 7926). One of the attractions for us was 
the vision articulated in the 1995 Acheson BennettSub-Area Plan. Specifically, we were drawn to a 
future that included sidewalks and on-street parking. By our count, 33 of the 37 lots on the south side 
of Bennett are built (or being redeveloped) since the 1995 Plan. Unfortunately, since 1999, no sidewalks 
have been added. And, as density has increased, residents on Bennett and Acheson are increasingly 
likely to park on the City-owned front lawns of newly-developed duplexes-with little or no 
consequences from the City. 

The development proposed for 7900 Bennett Road may well attract residents with parking needs that 
exceed the space being made available (appears to be 12 bedrooms and only six parking spots). If the 
City is committed to its vision for this neighbourhood, then please follow the sub-area plan through by 
realizing the transportation objective. If that isn't possible at this time, we urge the City to enforce the 
parking bylaws already in place, as we often have complaints from our tenants. Both actions will help 
preserve the character of this neighbourhood. 

Thank you, 
Rob Bodnar & Norma Miller 
215 Creekside Drive 
Salt Spring Island 
V8K 2E4 
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Director, City Clerk's Office 
City of Richmond . 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC 
V6Y2C1 

Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meeting of Wednesday, January 
11,2012. 

Re: Notice of Application for a Development Permit DP 10-538908 

I strongly oppose the application to permit the construction of a two-storey building for a 
licensed child care facility for approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site 
?:oned Assembly (ASY) and to vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 as specified in 
the notice. 

I have lived at 8700 Dolphin Court with my family for over 10 years. Our property is one 
of the properties directly adjacent to the back yard of 8851 Heather Street. We moved 
here specifically because it was a quiet residential neighbourhood of single-family 
homes. We have very much enjoyed living here - gardening or having a morning coffee 
in the back yard to the sounds of song birds, the wind in the trees and small planes 
overhead. I have often remarked to my husband that it is so wonderful that it is so quiet 
in our neighbourhood. It is something that I really value. If this application for a 
development permit is approved, it will significantly change the character of our 
neighbourhood as well as the serenity in our yard in particular. 

Along with our neighbours, we made presentations to the Richmond Development 
Permit Panel at their meeting on July 13th 2011. Pictures were distributed by one of our 
neighbours so that the Development Permit Panel could actually see how narrow 
Heather Street is and how completely inappropriate it would be to increase the traffic in 
this area as a result of the construction of a business that would result in a significant 
increase in traffic at peak times of the day. 

Along with our neighbours, we submitted a petition outlining our opposition to this 
development permit for the following reasons: 

• Increased traffic through this portion of Heather Street 
• Traffic flow 
• Ditches 
• Lighting and sidewalks 
• Business vs residential 

Our cover letter concluded "We believe that this proposal seriously impacts the safety, 
well-being and «ohesiveness of our neighbourhood." 

We participated in discussions at an Open House on September 8th hosted by the 
, Vancouver Star Daycare and Doug Massie, Architect, Chercover Massie & Associates 

Ltd and we, as well as our neighbours, expressed our concerns about this proposal. 

Letter from Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese Page 1 
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It seems that nobody is listening. 

I understand that there is a proposal to install speed bumps on Heather Street as a 
solution to our concerns about traffic safety. I am convinced that this is not a solution at 
all. In fact, it will only make matters worse because if speed bumps are installed on 
Heather Street, it will only be a matter of time before a vehicle ends up in the ditch 
resulting in Significant injuries or death. 

My husband and I, along with our neighbours, are fully aware that this proposal does 
not fit well into our single-family neighbourhood. Although we very much appreciate the 
opportunity to address this Panel, it is very frustrating that we have not been heard to 
date. 

I ask you to reject this proposed development for the following reasons: 

1. Size of the site. It is very clear to me that this site is not an appropriate size for 
a child care facility for 60 children. In fact, it is clear to the developer and 
property owner also that this property is not an appropriate size for the building 
they propose because they are asking to vary the provisions of the Zoning Bylaw 
8500 so that they can reduce the minimum interior side yard from 7.5 to 1.2 
metres and reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 metres to 
1.5 metres. They are also asking for a variance regarding the parking because 
they know that the property is not large enough to accommodate the parking that 
they should be providing. It is also not large enough to provide the typical one­
way drive-through that schools and large childcare facilities have to ensure the 
safety of the children when they are being dropped-off and picked-up. In addition, 
they know that the property is not large enough to meet their playground 
requirement so they intend to count on the use of Dolphin Park, a small park with 
an exceptionally small playground, across the street. Adding so many additional 
children to the playground will affect the families in the neighbourhood who use 
this playground on a regular basis. Another strategy the child care provider 
suggested was that she just keeps the children inside. Neither of these 
suggestions meet an acceptable standard for quality childcare. 

2. Size of the building. In order to accommodate a childcare business for so many 
children, they propose a building that is approximately twice the size of the 
largest homes that currently exist on the street. What would be more appropriate 
for consistent development of the neighbourhood would be to subdivide the 
property and put up two large houses on that site. That would be a plan that 
would maintain the character of the neighbourhood. 

3. Location. This part of Heather Street is exceptionally narrow and has a ditch on 
the east side of it so when there is a need for two-way traffi(f, there is very little 
clearance. There is also very little room on the shoulder of the street for the 
parking that would inevitably be required during drop-off and pick-up for the 
childcare business. A strategy to widen Heather Street to accommodate the 
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additional traffic and the additional parking spaces that will be required is also not 
likely because of the ditch and the adjacent park. 

4. Character of the\ neighbourhood. According to the Offidal Community Plan for 
Richmond, "Broadmoor has many stable well-kept residential neighbourhoods 
and is well served by local parks, schools and services." We want to keep it that 
way. It seems to me that this childcare business is forcing itself into our quiet 
residential neighbou'rhood simply because the site is zoned Assembly (ASY) and 
they counted on this being an easy route to setting up their business. The 
previous church group that gathered occasionally at the small house (not a 
typical church building) on that property fit in nicely with the neighbourhood. The 
building looked like a typical house. Although there could be several people 
there at one time, it was not unlike any of the neighbours having a group of family 
or friends over for a BBO. The sounds of people talking and laughing were no 
more dominant than other conversations in the neighbourhood. Their yard was 
maintained similar to the properties in the neighbourhood, for example, the lawn 
,was mowed on a regular basis. The 15 foot cedar trees that grow just on the 
other side of our fence at the back of our yard, were trimmed on a regular basis. 
On the other hand, the new owners have neglected their yard for more than 6 
months. The lawn is no longer mowed on a regular basis and has grown to 3 
feet tall. Prior to the meeting on July 13th

, they removed the lower branches of 
the row of trees on the other side of our 6 foot fence to just above the fence so 
this has diminished our privacy since you can now see between the trees above 
our fence where the branches have been removed. In addition this has 
diminished the effectiveness of the natural sound barrier thatthe tall row of trees 
provided. To make matters even worse, the new owners have just left the large 
branches in the yard where they have since turned orange in colour and this has 
contributed to their property being an eye-sore in the neighbourhood for several 
months. Many of us go for walks throughout the neighbourhood and admire the 
well-manicured yards and colourful flowers that are typical in our neighbourhood. 
Residents take pride in the appearance of their yards. The property at 8851 
Heather Street is an extreme exception. The building itself was essentially 
stripped months ago and has since been abandoned. The yard is completely 
neglected. ' 

5. Number of people The number of people they propose to occupy the premises 
on a daily basis is excessive for our neighbourhood. To have 60 children, in 
addition to the staff, as well as parents coming and going, defines this as an 
institution. It is clearly not another house in a residential neighbourhood. If the 
owner was proposing a family daycare in a house of similar size to the houses in 
the neighbourhood, I am confident that this would be well received. There is 
clearly no objection to children in the neighbourhood nor to a childcare facility. 
However what they are proposing is to dominate the neighbourhood with an 
oversized institution in an undersized yard that is overpopulated according to the 
neighbourhood standards. This is completely inappropriate for the 
neighbourhood and unwelcomed. 

"''''''''''''''''..",.'''''''''''''''''''''''''-.,.,,''''., .... ''''''''= ........ ii ......... ·..,-''''-... . I!I~ 
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6. Community Benefits I would like to refer to the Staff Report that was attached 
to the Report to the Development Permit Panel from Brian J. Jackson, MCIP, 
Director of Development, dated June 16, 2011. In the section on Community 
Benefits, it is clear that the number of children proposed for the business at 8851 
Heather Street far exceeds the number of child care needs for toddler and 3-5 
year olds in the Broadmoor area. As identified in the 2009-2016 Richmond Child 
Care Needs Assessment and Strategy, the estimated additional child care 
spaces needed by December 1, 2016 in the Broadmoor area are 23 spaces for 
18 months to 2 years old and 9 spaces for 3-5 year olds. It is extremely 
objectionable that we should be subjected to a 60 child institution in our 
neighbourhood when the anticipated needs of the entire Broadmoor area are met 
by less than half the number of children proposed. 

7. Dolphin Park I would like to clarify again that to the east, across Heather Street 
from 8851 Heather Street, is Dolphin Park, not Heather Park as has been 
referred to on more than one occasion during this permit application. In the Staff 
Report that I referred to earlier, on the first page, in the section titled 
"Background", it again refers to the park as "the city-owned Heather 
neighbourhood park, which contains a children's playground, zoned School & 
Institution Use (SI)". My husband and I went to Heather Park and discovered 
that it had a much more substantial playground for children than Dolphin Park. I 
would respectfully ask that this be looked into so that there is no 
misrepresentation of the facts when you consider this permit application. In 
addition, I request that Vancouver Coastal Health also be informed that in fact it 
is Dolphin Park, not Heather Park that is across the street. . 

8. Noise According to the staff report, "the proposal includes ohly 67% of the 
outdoor play area requirement for 60 children" and the "outdoor children's play 
area is provided in the rear yard 212.9m2 Oust on the other side of our fence) 
and on the second floor deck (69.25 m2). According to the Staff Report dated 
October yth, 2011, up to 24 children at a time will be scheduled to be in the 
outside play a'rea on site at a given time and the applicant is proposing to 
schedule the use of the outdoor play area to meet the daily outdoor play needs of 
each of the four child care rooms. This will have a significant negative impact on 
our quiet neighbourhood on a daily basis. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my strong objections to having an institution 
forced on our quiet residential neighbourhood. I ask you to reject this application. 

Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese 
8700 Dolphin Court, Richmond Be 

Letter from Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese Page 4 
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Johnson. Gail 

Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meeting of Wednesday, January 
11,2012. 

From: alice chan [alicechan8899@gmail.com] 

Sent: January 3,201210:53 PM 

To: Johnson, Gail 

Cc: Chak Au; Raj and Nina Johal; Amar Johal; chen; hsuhosen@gmail.com 

Subject: 8851 Heather Street 

Hello Gail, 

11'@ lOwek»pm®!r! e' M1~ 
Data: ~A/IJ· II, .o? 0 I~ 
Item #. .3 
Rill: PP 10 -S,})g 90.! 

My name is Alice Chan and I reside at 8871 Heather Street. At this point in time you may be aware that 
8851 Heather Street's development has received much appeal from its neighbourhood, part of which I 
have participated in; However, I would like to address a few points that have caught my attention as well 
as others in the block. Firstly, the size of structure proposed on the lot of 885.1 would be much too small 
to house sixty children, and would potentially pose a fire hazard in certain circumstances as well as 
,natural hazards in the event of any disaster. In addition, the lot would be also much too small to allow 30 
parked cars, not to mention the already nan-ow road width, facing a deep ditch on the other side. 
Secondly, the design of the structure does not match the surrounding houses in the neighbourhood and 
suggests a large balcony on the upper floor, facing the bedroom windows of8871 (my home). With the 

, significant amount of increased noise coming from the childcare institution alone, the children playing 
on the balcony would render my home entirely emasculated of the privacy we had. No other house in the, 
neighbourhood contains such a large balcony on the upper floor, there should be no reason for this 
structure to possess such a large balcony that not only would not be entirely safe for children, but 
bothersome for the surrounding environment. 

I hope you will take our thoughts into consideration. 

Regards, 
Alice 
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City of Richmond 

6911 No.3 Road 

Richmond, BC 

V6Y 2C1 Canada 

Schedule 4 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meeting of Wednesday, January 
11,2012. 

To: Council Members and Richmond Development Permit Panel 

Re: 8851 Heather Street - Development Permit 10-538908 (REDMS NO. 3360997) 

Unfortunately I am unable to attend this hearing due to work related commitments. 

--. ... _-_ .. _._--

The above proposed development is for a 60 child daycare center on Heather Street. I have attended 

two public "hearings" (one at City Hall and the second sponsored by the Architect/Owner). Each time, I . 

presented a petition from citizens in the neighbourhood concerned with the safety, congestion, 

location, size and appropriateness of a 60 child daycare center on a narrow street. To date the 

fundamental issues around safety of residents, potential attendees and neighbourhood congestion have 

not been adequately addressed. 

The south end of Heather Street has deep ditches on the east side with no parking and limited lighting 

and sidewalks on the west side. The only "solutions" the City has come up with is to add DO NOT STOP 

signs in front of the ditch and ask for our input on speed bumps to slow traffic down. I ask the Planning 

department how do these "solutions" solve the safety or congestion issues for us. 

A 60 child daycare will generate 120 car trips per day in one short block. Although this may not seem a 

lot to you .... it is considerable when you view the current traffic on our street and the fact that it will take 

place in two 2 hour windows (am & pm). The previous users were a church that had functions mostly on 

Sundays. This new development would change the entire make-up of the street. 

Parking will also be a major issue given the limited allocated parking spots for the day care, staff parking 

needs, deliveries and parent drop off processing etc. This has the potential of causing traffic jams on a 

small narrow street that has limited parking. What are the City's plans to address this issue and what 3'd 

party independent studies have been conducted to ensure traffic flow is maintained. I suggest that the 

City view the congestion on Bakerview Street in the evenings where this owner has a much smaller yet 

similar operation. Magnify that 3 fold and coupled with no parking, no sidewalks, limited lighting, a 

narrow street and deep ditches and you have the making of a serious problem. 

It has been most disheartening that the City feels compelled to force this development without fully 

considering the ramifications to those who would be most impacted on this street. 

every turn the City has refused to listen to the affected citizens: 

• Inaction on safety and congestion concerns. 

• Issue around large ditch, lighting, sidewalks still unaddressed. 

• Notification of hearings/input to select homes only 
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• Size of daycare. A 60 child day care is more a school than a day care center. Especially if the 

owners plan on having after school care which will only add to the congestion etc. 

• Changing zoning to accommodate a developers business case. 

To be clear, the neighbourhood supports the need for daycare centers. But only when it is done 

right .... not a: 

• 60 child day care 

• Narrow street with poor lighting and deep ditches 

• Etc. 

We ask the City to please reconsider this development and address the several issues above before 

moving forward. We also ask that the Developer/Owner immediately erect a sign on the property 

advising of a potential 60 child day care. We ask given that there are 2 new homes right next door for 

sale and it would be the only right thing to do to ensure potential buyers are aware of this 

development. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Amar Johal 

8880 Heather Street 

Richmond, BC 
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Johnson, Gail 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Amar Johal [amarjohal@shaw.caj 

January 3, 2012 4:57 PM 

Johnson, Gail 

8851 Heather Street Development Permit 10-538908 (REDMS NO. 3360997) 

Attachments: 8851 Heather Street.docx 

Page 1 of 1 

Hi Gail, Sara Badyl had suggested we send you our concerns regarding the above as we will not be able 
to attend the hearing. 

Please see the attached. 
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Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 

Page I of I 

Meeting of Wednesday, January 
Johnson, Ga.iI 11,2012. 11'@ 1!)I!l\l.Ifll~;~~ fPlIIl1IIeH 
--~----------- --------------------------------Om:w-.ffi9#.-tq--..rt9[z...: 
From: alice chan [alicechan8a99@gmaiLcoml 1~l!lm #_.:il!- .. 
Sent: January 6, 201211:16 PM 1'i~:LO=.5.3?Z '1:/,2 8 .. 
To: Johnson, Gail 

Cc: Chak Au; Raj and Nina Johal; Amar Johal; chen 

Subject: 8851 Heather Street 

Hello Gail, 

Sorry I have to write you a letter again, the reason is I'm having nightmares every night just thinking 
about the childcare being possibly built beside my house. Having to think about the balcony on the side 
ofthe building especially bothers me because it invades my family and my own privacy as it allows a 
clear view of my family's daily activities and every actions. The possible establishment ofthe child care 
is already a major interferenge to my family's life and our neighborhood, but having the balcony on the 
side peering into my house makes me even more agitated, uneasy and upset. Therefore, I would like you 
to know that the child care issue is already greatly impacting my life right now, thus I do not want to 
imagine how inconvenient and horrible it ~ill be if it is established. -

Thank you for your attention! 
Alice Chan 

2012 
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Time: 

Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 

Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

3:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 

Joe Erceg, Chair 
Dave Semple, General Manager, Parks and Recreation 
Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning 

Minutes 

The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. 

1. Minutes 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on Wednesday, 
November 30,2011, be adopted. 

2. Development Permit 11-584010 
(File Ref. No.: DP 11·584010) (REDMS No. 3353542) 

APPLICANT: Fairborne Homes Ltd. 

PROPERTY LocATION: 6180, 6280 and 6300 No.3 Road 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

CARRIED 

1. Pennit the construction of a mixed-use commercial and residential development 
with a net floor area of 30,208 m' (325,156 ft') including 2,178 m' (23,444 ft') of 
commercial floor space and 28,030 m' (301,712 ft') of residential floor space at 
6180,6280 and 6300 No.3 Road on a site zoned Downtown Commercial (CDTl). 

2. Vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) pennit the residential vehicle parking requirement to be 1.0 parking stall per 
dwelling unit as per the City Centre Zone I Bylaw Parking intended to support 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) in close proximity to a rapid transit 
station. 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

Applicant's Comments 

Alan Whitchelo, Development Manager, Fairborne Homes Limited, Vancouver, 
introduced Martin Bruckner, Architect, IBI/HP Architects, Vancouver, and advised that 
Mr. Bruckner, along with Peter Kreuk, Landscape Architect, of Durante Kreuk Ltd., of 
Vancouver, would describe the project. 

Mr. Bruckner provided the following details: 

• the site on No.3 Road, near Saba Road in the City Centre, includes two east/west 
oriented lots, with separation of the north residential tower from the south 
residential tower achieved by a centre courtyard; 

• the southwest corner of the south tower overhangs the future sidewalk of the future 
bus mall, just south of the subject site; 

• when the proposed development was presented to the City's Advisory Design 
Panel, the north and south towers were strictly paralleho one another, but since that 
presentation the design team has worked to ameliorate the parallel nature by 
slightly splaying the sO\jth tower outward; 

• fayade articulation has been improved by taking the balconies facing west onto the 
courtyard, and angling them slightly west, rather than focusing them directly facing 
the units across the courtyard, thereby giving the balconies some architectural 
drama; 

• the elements that comprise the massing on the site respect the buildings that already 
surround the site, including the residential buildings to the east of the subject site; 
those occupants are able to enjoy views across the proposed development's 
courtyard element, in the gap between the proposed residential towers; 

• the design gives the proposed buildings a distinctive image, in an interesting 
arrangement; 

• blue glass is paired with clear glass to accentuate the various parts of the proposed 
development, with spandrel glass utilized at random; 

• elements of the north tower have been cantilevered over the Canada Line station to 
provide visual drama; 

• the angular pieces of the proposed development may appear to be different, but 
their relationship to one another provides a theme, and this relationship is used to 
break down the massing into seemingly smaller pieces; 

• high-quality building material has been chosen, and includes fritted glass on the 
bank building at the base of the south tower, and transparent spandrel glass; 

• spandrel glass colours are green and white silver; 

• there is less exposed concrete than is featured in other developments, and instead, 
metal cladding is predominant on the structures' exterior, with some painted 
concrete; 

2. 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

• the concrete in the location of the elevator at the core of the proposed development 
is a distinctive colour; 

• the Canada Line station rises four storeys; 

• public art will be featured on the west wall of the parkade, as well as at the end of 
the Canada Line elevated guideway. 

Mr. Kr.euk provided the following information regarding the landscaping scheme: 

• the landscaping scheme can be divided between what happens on the ground plane, 
and what happens on the roof deck of the courtyard; 

• the ground plane is oriented toward public transportation elements, including the 
Canada Line station plaza with decorative pedestrian paving, plus high quality 
landscaping as two components of the improvements planned for the No. 3 Road 
frontage; 

• in addition, more pedestrian friendly grades will be developed, and these grade 
improvements will stretch across to the future bus mall; 

• the lobby entrance to the north tower is located under the No.3 Road Canada Line 
guideway and its design includes a water feature; 

• the other lobby entrance is located off the mews, a wide walkway that is located at 
the north-south lane connecting with Saba Road; 

• the interface with the future bus mall features benches and a variety of planted 
materials; these features are continued around the footprint of the proposed 
development, creating a feel of urban fabric; 

• on the fourth and ninth floors are common roof decks for residents, and an urban 
agriculture space is proposed for the ninth level of the north tower, a space that 
captures morning and afternoon sun; . 

• these common areas create opportunities for social gatherings, for children to play, 
and for gardening activities; and 

• the planting materials are low-water demanding plants that provide seasonal 
interest. 

Mr. Bruckner added the following two details: 

• the applicant's preliminary Public Art Plan includes over $200,000 for a public art 
contribution; and 

• each residential unit has a balcony, except those units on the south side, 
overlooki~g the future bus mall. Residents in south facing units can open their patio 
door, to achieve a feeling of 'outside', though they do not have a balcony. 

Panel Discussion 

Discussion ensued between the architect and landscape architect and the Panel, with the 
following information provided in response to queries: . 

3. 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

• an acoustic report will provide advice regarding appropriate glazing and patio 
doors, to ensure that CMHC standards for sound proofing are achieved, for noise 
attenuation; . 

• residential units start at the fourth storey, and the distance from the street, as well as 
the type of glazing, provides protection from street sounds; 

• bearing in mind the City's no pesticide policy, clean plant material has been 
chosen, manufactured soil is used, and proper air circulation and flow has been 
designed; 

• raised planting beds are a feature of the ninth storey roof, with terraced areas, a 
trellis, benches and other elements; 

• a liveable interface with the adjacent residential properties is achieved with the 
required separation; 

• the chosen building form of two separate residential blocks with a lower connecting 
element provides the least disruption and the least impact for those who already live 
in surrounding towers; and 

• it is inevitable that as the City Centre is built out, there will be some impact on the 
views of City Centre residents. 

Staff Comments 

Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development, acknowledged the teamwork of City staff and 
the architectural design team that resulted in a project with a unique design. He noted that 
the applicant had to balance the City's objectives for the public transit terminus station, 
with the needs of the Fairbome Homes, the Scotiabank and TransLink. 

Mr. Jackson stated that the ground plane improvements would provide enhanced 
amenities to the general public, and especially in front of the Canada Line station, by 
changing from concrete to decorative pedestrian paving material, thereby improving the 
public realm. 

Connectivity between the Canada Line station and the bus mall will be enhanced, and 
pedestrian flow improved. There is at present strong physical separation between the 
station and the bus stops, but this will be addressed in a significant way. 

With regard to the requested variance, Mr. J a6kson advised that by reducing the parking 
requirement to one parking stall per dwelling unit, this proposed development is equal to 
the City Centre Zone I parking rate, which is applied to most sites in close proximity to 
Canada Line stations. 

The application was considered favourably by the City's Director of Transportation 
especially in light of such positive benefits as electrical outlets for cars, 10 bike lockers 
and 20 bike racks for Canada Line riders. 

Mr. Jackson stated that, given the transportation measures proposed by the applicant, staff 
was in support ofthe application, and the requested parking variance. 

4. 
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Panel Discussion 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

In response to a query from the Chair, Victor Wei, Director of Transportation confirmed 
that the requested parking variance faIls within the scope of the City Centre Area Plan. 

In response to a second query from the Chair, Mr. Wei advised that "Class I" bike parking 
spots are located indoors and are secure, and "Class 2" bike parking spaces are located 
outdoors and are unsecured. 

Gallery Comments 

Thomas Tam, 8100 Saba Road, expressed concern regarding the alley that is beside the 
entrance to HSBC Bank on Saba Road, and the bottleneck that is created when drivers 
wait in their cars at the entrance to the alley. He noted that his residential tower has 248 
units, with occupants owning at least 200 cars, rind that this number of cars, plus the cars 
of banking customers, lead to problems in the alley. 

Mr. Wei advised that planned improvements to the lane include widening it, and the 
addition of a walkway for pedestrians. He noted that the traffic consultant hired by the 
applicant had studied the situation, and that the Cityhad reviewed the consultant's results, 
and that it was determined that the proposed development would have a minimal impact 
on the alley, and that, with the planned improvements, it was capable of handling future 
traffic. 

Mr. Wei added that, as part of the proposed development, traffic signalization would 
create a gap between No.3 Road and Buswell Street that will enhance flow in and out of 
the lane. 

Correspondence 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Panel acknowledged (i) the appeal of the landscaped areas, (ii) as well as the overall 
attention to detail, and (iii) the positive way in which the applicant handled the density on 
the site. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

1. Permit the construction of a mixed-use commercial and residential development 
with a netfloor area of 30,208 m' (325,156ft,) including 2,178 m' (23,444 ft') of 
commercial floor space and 28,030 ",' (301,712 ft') of residential floor space at 
6180,6280 and 6300 No.3 Road on a site zoned Downtown Commercial (CDTJ). 

2. Vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

5. 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

a) permit the residential vehicle parking requirement to be 1.0 parking stall per 
dwelling unit as per the City Centre Zone 1 Bylaw Parking intended to 
support Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) in close proximity to a rapid 
transit station. 

CARRIED 

3. New Business 

4. Date Of Next Meeting: Wednesday, January 11, 2012 

5. Adjournment 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting be adjourned at 4:01 p.m. 

Joe Erceg 
Chair 

3430850 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the 
Development Permit Panel of the Council 
of the City of Richmond held on 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011. 

Sheila Johnston 
Committee Clerk 

6. 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond City Council 

Joe Erceg, MCIP 
Chair, Development Permit Panel 

Report to Council 

Date: 

File: 

January 18, 2012 

01 00-20-DPER 1 

Re: Development Permit Panel Meetings Held on January 11, 2012, 
November 30,2011, July 27, 2011, and July 13, 2011 

Panel Recommendation 

That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of: 

i) a Development Permit (DP 10-545704) for the property at 7900 Bennett Road; and 

ii) a Development Permit (DP 10-538908) for the property at 8851 Heather Street; 

be endorsed, and the Permits so issued. 

ci:',MCIP 
Chair, Developme t Permit Panel 

SB:blg 

3439817 



CNCL-244

January 18,2012 - 2 - 0100-20-DPER1 

Panel Report 

The Development Permit Panel considered the following item at its meetings held on 
January 11,2012, November 30, 2011, July 27, 2011, and July 13,2011. 

DP 10-545704 - CHEN DESIGN STUDIO -7900 BENNETT ROAD 
(January 11,2012 and July 27, 2011) 

The Panel considered an application to permit the construction of two (2) duplexes on a site zoned 
"Infill Residential (RI2)". Variances are included in the proposal for a projection beyond the 
vertical height envelope. 

Designer, Xi Chen, Chen Design Studio, provided a brief presentation, including: 

• The subject site would be subdivided with a two-unit duplex building on each lot; 

• Architectural form and character is similar to adjacent single-family, duplex, and two-storey 
townhouse residences; 

• Aging-in-place features are provided in all units, and the rear "B" units will be convertible, with 
widened doors, stairs and corridors, framing and electrical elements for a future stair lift, and a 
convertible washroom; and 

• Sustainability features include pelmeable pavers, low flow fixtures and faucets, water efficient 
appliances, and dual flush toilets, electrical lighting motion sensors and timers in the public area, 
low-E glazing, as are low emitting materials, and operable windows. 

Staff advised that the unique zone "Infill Residential" was created specifically for the 
Atchison RoadlBennett Road area; the zone has no requirement for a communal outdoor amenity 
space, and the design scheme includes attached garages with additional parking off the lane. 

McBurney Drive resident, Mr. Bob Harrison, addressed the Panel with the concern that a 3 :30 p.m. 
start time for a Panel meeting was inconvenient for some residents. 

No public correspondence was received regarding the application. 

In response to Panel discussion, Ms. Chen and Landscape Architect, Mr. Masa Ito, of Ito and 
Associates, Landscape Architects, advised that: 

• The zoning requirement of 0.5 parking spaces per bedroom, or three (3) spaces per lot, is 
achieved; 

• Rear lane access is provided from Acheson Road, with parking and garages in the rear; 

• The landscape scheme includes a patio space at the front of each unit and street trees; and 

• An open arbour denotes the main entrance to the site. 

Discussion ensued between the Panel and Mr. Ito regarding: 

• All parking is at the rear of the subject site, and a pathway in the centre of the site features some 
low landscaping to soften the edges; 

3439817 
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January 18,2012 - 3 - 0100-20-DPERI 

• The fence could be moved further north, to allow additional landscaping elements; and 

• No outdoor amenity space is provided on site, but the project is located close to the City's 
Brighouse Park, an area that offers outdoor space. 

Discussion continued with the Panel questioning the appropriateness of: (i) perimeter fencing as a 
solution to adjacency issues; (ii) a lack of outdoor space; (iii) reliance on Brighouse Park for 
outdoor activity for children; (iv) questionable safety for children accessing Brighouse Park; and 
(v) the general lack of quiet outdoor space on the subject site. 

In response to a query from the Chair, staff advised that if the applicant moved the garages 
northward without land dedication, vehicles might have a problem manoeuvring onto the half lane. 

The Panel referred the application back to staff for further examination of: 

i. The landscaping scheme; 

u. Presentation to the lane; 

Ul. Access to the site; 

IV. On-site parking; and 

v. Provision of useable outdoor space for each unit. 

At the Panel meeting on January 11,2012, Designer, Xi Chen, of Chen Design Studio, advised that 
the following revisions to the development had been made: 

• The garages have been detached from the principal building to create more amenity space, and 
shifted to improve access; 

• A lattice fence had been developed to make the amenity space more open and more useable by 
residents; and 

• Revisions have been made to the landscaping scheme by making more planting area available. 

In response to the Chair's question, the applicant confirmed that the garages are now detached, not 
attached to residential units, so that each residential unit now had a rear yard space. 

Staff advised that the rear residential units previously had no private amenity space, that the 
applicant has addressed this issue, and now each rear unit includes a private amenity space. In 
addition, there is a small communal amenity space with a sandbox, and permeable paving in the 
driveway enhances the appearance of the development. 

In response to the Chair's query regarding vehicles turning in the lane, staff confirmed that the 
turning template is large enough for drivers to make turns. 

Public cOiTespondence was received regarding the application from Salt Spring Island residents in 
favour of the proposed development and requesting upgrades to the sidewalks on Bennett Road. 

The Panel expressed appreciation to the applicant for the changes made to the design scheme. 

The Panel recommends that the Permit be issued. 
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DP 10-538908 - DOUG MASSIE. ARCHITECT OF CHERCOVER MASSIE & ASSOCIATES LTD. 
- 8851 HEATHER STREET 
(January 11,2012, November 30, 2011, and July 13,2011) 

The Panel considered an application to permit the construction of a two-storey daycare building for 
approximately 60 children on a site zoned Assembly (ASY). Variances are included in the proposal 
for reduced side yard setbacks, reduced parking setback from a public road, and to allow 54% small 
car parking spaces (8 small car parking spaces of total 15 spaces). 

At the July 13,2011 Panel meeting, Architect, Mr. Doug Massie, ofChercover Massie & 
Associates Architecture and Engineering, and Landscape Architect, Mr. Mark Van Del' Zalm, 
provided a brief presentation, including the following: 

• The youngest children are located on the ground floor, older children on the second floor; 

• Building materials include brick and stucco, and colours include sand, grey, white and brown; 

• The landscape design combines sustainability, privacy, and a play area in the rear yard; 

• The surface parking area has permeable pavers and screening with planting, trees and hedges; 

• The children's play area in the rear yard is fully enclosed with a solid wood fence and lockable 
. gates; it is meant to be an "adventure" area with: (i) a small hill; (ii) a lawn space for play; 
(iii) an open play area featuring lUbber paving; and (iv) a wooden deck; and 

• Two (2) poor condition trees will be removed and one (I) Japanese Maple tree will be retained. 

Staff supports the application, and requested variances, and advised: 

• With input from staff and the AdvisOlY Design Panel, the building is residential in character; 

• The requested reduced interior side yard is similar to the side yard for single-family homes; 

• The requests to reduce the minimum public road parking setback and to permit small car 
parking spaces are not related to the proposed building, but to parking; 

• The reduced landscape width along Heather Street was sufficient to provide screening; and 

• The allowance of small car parking spaces would: (i) ensure that on-site manoeuvrability is not 
compromised; and (ii) provide enough spaces on site to avoid queuing of cars 01' parking along 
Heather Street as parents/guardians dropped off, and picked up children. 

Heather Street resident, Mr. Raj Johal, addressed the Panel, submitted (i) a letter, (ii) a petition and 
(iii) photographs, and spoke in opposition to the proposal, including: 

• A daycare would increase Heather Street traffic, congestion, and create safety concerns; 

• Safety concerns of cars backing out onto the road and blocking traffic; 

• The deep ditch at Dolphin Park limits two-way traffic, and a car or child may fall in; 

• Dolphin Park is a small park that would have problems if another 60 children played there; 

• Sidewalk is only provided half of the west side of Heather Street with limited street lighting; 

• The quiet single-family neighbourhood would be negatively impacted by the childcare facility; 
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• Potential traffic calming measures would not address the fundamental safety problems; and 

• What kind of parking would occur along the street. 

Dolphin Court neighbour, Ms. Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese, submitted a letter, and spoke in 
opposition to the proposal, including: 

• It was not in the best interest of children to build a child care facility on a street with a ditch; 

• The vacant church was small, and the site is not appropriate for a daycare for up to 60 children; 

• The facility owners should not use a City park for a large day care group; and 

• With the ditch, Heather Street is adequate for one (1) vehicle, not for two-way traffic. 

Public correspondence was received regarding the application. 

The Chair advised that the project meets the Assembly zoning designation of the subject site. 

In response Panel queries, Mr. Massie advised: 

• The new neighbouring houses feature few side widows, ensuring minimal impact; 

• There is no overlook issue with limited balcony access, and minimal overlook from the deck; 

• There will be no change in grade to the north and south lots, which are both higher; 

• The new street light on Heather Street will be retained, but relocated slightly; 

• The building was specifically designed to equal the scale of other buildings in the area; 

• The daycare, on St. Alban's Road, has more children, similar parking, and no street parking; 

• Daycare hours are from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.; 

• The garbage and recycling enclosure is at the south side of the building, with weekly private 
collection, probably on Saturday to avoid cars parked on site; and 

• The Vancouver Coastal Health Community Care Facility Licensing office (CCFL) has reviewed 
the applicant's plans; has had only one or two comments for the applicant, and the interior space 
exceeds the CCFL requirement and incorporates a music room. 

In response, staff advised: 

• Parking on-site meets the bylaw requirement, the parking design is intended to prevent vehicles 
from backing out onto the street; parents are required to park and enter the building; 

• Transportation staff is aware of the traffic speeding concern, and a traffic calming survey will 
occur during 2011; and measures may be implemented depending on the outcome; 

• Transportation staffis comfortable with the size and characteristics of the parking area; 

• The adjacent roadway system has the capacity to accommodate the additional traffic; 

• The City ultimately plans for a continuous sidewalk to Francis Road with future development, 
and new sidewalk was constructed through recent rezoning of the propelty to the south; and 
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• Extending the sidewalk on the east side of the street adjacent to Dolphin Park would need to be 
included in the list of annual capital projects. 

Discussion ensued among the Panel members, including the following: 

• Many questions had been raised; and although staff had investigated the parking, traffic, and 
safety issues, further consultation with the community was warranted; 

• Issues such as: (i) adequacy of the parking plan; (ii) vehicles having to back inlback out; and 
(iii) accessing Dolphin Park across the road, would benefit from further examination; 

• City parks, including small ones, are available to everyone, including daycares; and 

• Good work had been done, and the project was worth additional work. 

The Panel decided that the Development Pelmit application be referred back to staff for further: 

(a) Consultation with residents of the neighbourhood; and 

(b) Examination of on-site parking/manoeuvring and pedestrian/vehicle traffic on Heather Street. 

At the November 30, 2011 Panel meeting, Mr. Massie provided a brief presentation, including: 

• The applicant hosted an Open House meeting attended by seven (7) neighbourhood residents; 

• The zoning is intended for larger sites and will not accommodate a building; the request to vary 
the interior side yard is to enable the site to accommodate a building; 

• The request to reduce the minimum public road parking setback is to provide the required 
parking spaces and to accommodate screening landscape elements to be neighbour-friendly; 

• From experience with three (3) daycares in Richmond and parking accumulation; the parking 
area configuration and vehicle traffic flow for the Heather Street facility will work well; and 

• Unlike preschools where there is congestion, typically, arrival and departure for a childcare 
facility are spread over a two-hour period, such as 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. for drop off, and 
3:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. for pick up; so the number of cars should not create a major problem. 

Staff supports the application and the requested variances, and advised that: 

• If this was single-family development, a larger floor area would be allowed on the subject site, 
and that the site provides the potential for two (2) residences, each of them large; 

• The applicant had addressed Panel's request for consultation with neighbourhood; 

• In response to Panel's request for an examination of on-site parking and manoeuvring, as well 
as pedestrian and vehicle traffic on Heather Street, the subsequent Staff Report advises that 
parking is adequate, and the surface parking area allows for manoeuvring by vehicles. 

Heather Street resident, Mr. Raj Johal, addressed the Panel, submitted a copy of a letter dated 
July 7, 2011, including a petition and photographs, and spoke in opposition to the proposal, 
including: 

• The building is too big and would impact the liveability of neighbourhood; 
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• Heather Street is too nalTOW and should be a one-way street or no street parking at any time; 

• The former church was used one (1) day a week, but a childcare centre is used five (5) days a 
week; 

• The ditch is a safety hazard, not appropriate at a park, and neighbours want it covered; and 

• The applicant's request for variances imposes on the 'neighbour to the south of the subject site. 

A resident of Dolphin A venue addressed the Panel and spoke in opposition to the application, due to 
traffic concern along Dolphin Avenue and Heather Street, a request for one-way streets in the 
neighbourhood, and that a child care facility for 60 children is too big. 

Public cOlTespondence was received regarding the application. Staff noted that the cOiTespondents 
expressed concern regarding: (i) the narrowness of Heather Street; (ii) the danger of the ditch along 
Heather Street; (iii) insufficient parking spaces for the proposed facility; and (iv) the effect of a 
noisy child care facility of a quiet neighbourhood. 

In response to Panel queries, Mr. Massie and Mr. Singh provided the following information: 

• The IS parking spaces meet the bylaw requirements; his experience is that staff use public 
transit, or carpool, and arrival times vary, so 15 spaces is likely more than enough; 

• At the Open House meeting, neighbourhood residents were concerned about: (i) Heather Street 
traffic issues; (ii) changes to the neighbourhood; (iii)the open ditch; and (iv) privacy issues; 

• To address privacy, glazed panels were added to the balcony rail to provide sound proofing; 

• The facility accommodates 36 toddlers (1 to 3 years old), and 24 children (3 to 5 years old); 

• The landscape design changes include: (i) increased amount of a retained hedge; and (ii) hedge 
infill with a lattice and climbing plants, adding privacy and some sound proofing; 

• The size of the proposed building would be roughly the same as a single-family home; 

• There are north-facing windows, but they are not aligned with the neighbours windows; 

• The surface parking area would be sUlTounded with six (6) shade trees, hedges, sInubs and a 
bioswale to help with on-site water detention; 

• On the nOith side of the proposed building a gravel base was proposed with no access, and on 
the south side of the proposed building, no landscaping elements are proposed; and 

• Lattice with vine planting could be added to the fence to provide buffering in the reduced side 
yards; there may be room for a narrow Evergreen; and the south side yard would need openings 
for gates and accessibility. 

In response to the concerns expressed, Transportation and Planning staff advised: 

• A licensed child care facility falls under Provincial legislation, does not qualify as a school, and 
the proposal fits within the existing zoning; 

• Transportation staff will conduct a survey in the neighbourhood in December, 2011, and if 
suppOited by the neighbourhood, traffic calming measures will be implemented in 2012; 

3439817 



CNCL-250

January 18,2012 - 8 - 0100-20-DPERI 

• A speed survey conducted in April, 2010, confinned that speeds on Heather Street exceeded the 
posted speed limit, and that traffic calming measures could remedy the situation; 

• The applicant will complete their fronting sidewalk, to connect to the existing sidewalk; 

• On-street parking in front of the subject site is limited due to driveways and fire hydrants; 

• There is sufficient space for two (2) cars to pass on Heather Street, but where there are parked 
cars on the shoulder, room is limited; and 

• "No Stopping" signs will be added along the east side of Heather Street. Transportation staff 
will monitor the need for additional signage along the Heather Street frontage. 

The Chair stated that he supports the application, but that prior to the application going forward to a 
future Council meeting, the applicant should address the side yards, with a combination of structure, 
plantings, veltical elements, and ensure that the changes meet staff s satisfaction. 

Subsequent to the Panel meeting, the applicant revised the landscape design to include a 
combination of nalTOW hedge planting, trellis structures and vine planting to provide screening in 
the north and south side yards. 

The Panel recommended that the Pennit be issued. 

At the Council meeting of December 19,2011, Council calTied the resolution that the Development 
Permit be refen'ed back to the Development Permit Panel. At the Council meeting, there was a brief 
discussion about concerns expressed by residents on Heather Street related to the fonn and character 
of the proposal, traffic in the area, and consultation. 

At the January 11,2012 Development Pennit Panel meeting, Mr. Massie and Mr. Singh provided a 
brief presentation, including: 

• Neighbour concerns regarding traffic, the lack of sidewalks and the ditch on Heather Street are 
items beyond the responsibility of the applicant, who has no way of responding to these matters; 

• As a typical Richmond street, Heather Street can handle many more cars than it does at present. 
None of the other daycare centres designed by the finn have created traffic issues, and the 
volume of cars for the childcare facility will have minimal impact on Heather Street traffic; 

• The number of parking spaces meets the City'S zoning bylaw requirement, a variance is 
requested to allow small car stalls, which is the reason behind the request for the variance; 

• The proposed building has been designed to meet Provincial standards for childcare facilities. 
The proposed design has been reviewed by Vancouver Coastal Health Community Care 
Facilities Licensing (CCFL), and meets their criteria to obtain a license to provide child care in 
the proposed building; 

• The proposed daycare is a business operation, with no subsidy or funding available from 
government, and, due to the demand for the service and the demand for quality care, suitable 
experienced staff must be engaged for the facility. Operators of childcare facilities do not get 
rich by providing this necessary service; 

• Exterior lighting will not project light past the property lines at 8851 Heather Street; 
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• Regarding the issue of fire hazard, raised by a neighbour, no fire hazard is posyd by this project; 
a fire sprinkler system and a fire alarm system will provide more fire protection to the proposed 
building than a typical residential home, and the proposed building is designed to meet the 
current B.C. Building Code, which requires adequate exit facilities. There are no activities that 
will create a fire hazard; 

• The south side deck provides open area for quiet circle-type play and instruction. Active play 
will occur in the back yard, or in Dolphin Park. The deck features a 5 ft. high metal guard rail 
with frosted safety glass, which will prevent overlook from the deck and will contain noise; 

• There are no windows on the upper floor which overlook the neighbour to the south because of: 
(i) the high rail on the deck; and (ii) the distance back from the property line. There are no 
windows at ground level and there is a 6 ft. high fence on the property line; 

• Additional Cedar hedging is proposed along portions of the north and south property lines; 

• Trellis with Evergreen vine planting will fill in gaps in the hedge on top of the fence; and 

• Over time, the Cedar hedges will grow higher than the fence, and will provide noise mitigation. 

Staff advised that: 

• Concerns raised by the neighbourhood, regarding traffic, parking, and safety issues, were taken 
very seriously; 

• With single-family redevelopment, it is possible that a larger building area would be allowed; 

• The requested 1.2 m minimum interior side yard setback variance is identical to the minimum 
setback acceptable for a single-family residence. The Assembly Zone applies to larger lots, and 
any assembly use on small lots requires a variance. 

Heather Street resident, Mr. Raj Johal, who had also submitted a letter, addressed the Panel in 
opposition to the proposed development. Mr. Johal requested "No Stopping" signs be installed in 
front of the subject site to avoid parents parking on the road. Mr. Johal expressed the concerns that 
the proposed use was a commercial school, the required side yard setback was 7.5 m, and a 
compromise would be 3 m. 

Dolphin Court neighbour, Ms. Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese, submitted a letter, submitted 
photographs, and addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed development with the following 
concems: (i) the site is not large enough for the proposal; (ii) the building is too large for the street; 
(iii) Heather Street is narrow, has a ditch, and limited parking; (iv) the yard has been neglected and 
the building has been stripped; (v) the number of people; (vi) the proposed childcare spaces exceeds 
the need in the Broadmoor Area; (vii) Dolphin Park has been incorrectly referred to as 
Heather Park; and (viii) noise. 

Mr. Donald Lee addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed development on behalf of 
Heather Street neighbour Ms. Alice Chan, who had also submitted two letters. Mr. Lee listed the 
following concerns: (i) road safety; (ii) ineffectiveness of road signage; (iii) drivers backing out of 
site and blocking traffic; (iv) noise from children and vehicles; (v) upper floor balcony facing the 
neighbour's bedrooms; and (vi) low demand for a childcare facility in the area. 
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Heather Street resident, Mr. Lome Soo, addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed 
development with concerns regarding increased traffic and the progress of the application in light of 
the neighbours' concerns. 

Heather Street resident, Ms. Christine Tu, addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed 
development with concerns regarding: (i) narrowness of the street; (ii) lack of sidewalks along both 
sides; (iii) the open ditch; (iv) the area is not safe for children; (v) parents parking in fi'Ont of homes; 
(vi) traffic delays to the resident morning commute; and (vii) noise. 

Heather Street neighbour, Ms. Lisa Chan, addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed 
development with concerns regarding: (i) the building and outdoor play space were too small for the 
children; (ii) noise; (iii) the weather was rainy, cloudy and cool; (iv) the open ditch and black ice. 

Heather Street resident, Ms. Linda Chen, addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed 
development with concerns regarding inadequate parking provision. 

A Heather Street resident addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed development with 
concerns regarding the petition submitted in July, 201 land inadequate signage on the subject site. 

Heather Street resident, Mr. Miao, addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed development 
with concerns regarding: (i) noise; (ii) traffic issues; and (iii) parking issues. 

Heather Street resident, Mr. Dave Hay, addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed 
development with concerns regarding: (i) lack of parking; (ii) parking lot design and drivers backing 
out onto the road; (iii) open ditch; and (iv) the viability of Cedar hedging in the side yards. 

Heather Street resident, Mr. Chen, addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed development 
with concern that the road shoulder turns soft in the rain, and cars could slide into the ditch. 

Dolphin Court neighbour, Mr. Jim Bruzzese, addressed the Panel in opposition to the proposed 
development with concerns regarding: (i) noise mitigation at the rear of the subject site; (ii) what 
would happen if his fence at the rear of the subject site were damaged; and (iii) parents parking and 
leaving their cars unattended and idling along Heather Street. 

Public correspondence was received regarding the application. 

Discussion ensued among Panel members, Mr. Massie and Mr Singh, and the following advice was 
provided: 

• The daycare balcony guardrail is required to be 5 ft. feet high; 

• To ensure that children are contained safely on the property: (i) the play area is located at the 
rear and is contained with fencing and gates; (ii) children are under parents' care at the front of 
the building; and (iii) there are gates at the top and bottom of the deck area; 

• Parents dropping off children would do so on weekdays only, not on weekends, by parking on­
site and escOlting the children into the building; 

• Nine (9) parking spaces were provided for the 12 teachers, which meets the City's and }he 
CCFL's requirements; 
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• The selected species of Cedar would grow well, with pruning maintenance, in a confined space; 

• The play area in the rear was designed to absorb sound with (i) a soft play area surface; (ii) a 
grassed play area; and (iii) new ground cover planting along the current hedge; 

• The existing hedge would be retained, the lower portion of the hedge has been trimmed, and a 
variety of ground cover elements would be added along the base of the hedge; and 

• The informational signage was installed on the site, had gone missing, and was replaced. 

In response to the Panel discussion, Transportation staff advised: 

• In December 2011, Transportation staff sent a traffic survey to 19 homes in the neighbourhood, 
asking whether residents were in favour of speed humps as a traffic calming measure. Survey 
respondents have until Friday, January 20, 2012 to submit responses, and staff will report on the 
outcome to Council at the Monday, January 23, 2012 Council meeting; 

• Parking is permitted on Heather Street, but that there is very little opportunity to park due to: 
(i) "No Parking" signs on the east side of the street, where the open ditch is located; (ii) 
driveways; (iii) fire hydrants; and (iv) required clearance from intersections; 

• If they aitemate, cars going in opposite directions can pass with cars parked on Heather Street; 
and 

• Staff would look into the idea of "No Stopping" signage on Heather Street to discourage parents 
from parking on the street. 

In response to Chair queries, staff advised that: 

• A sign was installed that provided information regarding the Development Permit application. 
The site was zoned "Assembly", and no rezoning was necessary for this application; and 

• The request for a parking variance is to increase the number of small parking spaces on the site. 

The Chair advised that: 

• Photographs indicated that recent pruning had exposed gaps in the hedge. He suggested that the 
hedge not be pruned any further, and landscaping elements be selected to fill in the gaps; 

• The project was contentious, but the mandate of the Development Pelmit Panel is to examine 
building form and character, not zoning issues. A childcare facility is a permitted use on the 
site, and that if the requested variances were rejected, the applicant could still apply for and 
pursue a childcare facility for the site; and 

• The applicant had taken steps to mitigate the impact of the proposed facility. 

The Panel advised that: 

• They supported the idea to have "No Stopping" signage on Heather Street in order to discourage 
parents of children from dropping off their children anywhere other than on the subject site; 

• No further pruning of the existing hedges take place; 

• Communication with neighbours was important; 
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• The applicant should address the sensitivity of the neighbourhood; 

• Transportation staff would be engaged in the traffic issues; and 

• The applicant should immediately clean up the subject site. 

The Panel decided that it recommended that the Permit be issued after such time as the following 
conditions be completed before the Development Permit proceed to a meeting of City Council: 

• The applicant clean up the site; 

• The City's TranspOliation Department staff review and confirm that the suggested 
"No Stopping" signage can be installed on Heather Street; and 

• The City's traffic survey results in the Heather Street neighbourhood be made available to 
Council. 

Subsequent to the Panel meeting: 

• An unknown individual illegally dumped what appeared to be trucldoads of construction debris 
onto the subject site; 

• The owner cleaned up the site, including the illegally dumped debris, secured the abandoned 
building; installed security fencing along the Heather Street frontage, and installed a new 
replacement sign with information regarding the Development Permit application; and 

• Transportation staff confirmed that the suggested "No Stopping" signage will be installed on 
Heather Street; and 

• Transportation staff will provide the survey results at the January 23,2012 Council meeting. 

The Panel recommends that the Permit be issued. 
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  Agenda
   

 
 

General Purposes Committee 
 

Anderson Room, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Monday, January 16, 2012 
4:00 p.m. 

 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
GP-3  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes 

Committee held on Monday, December 12, 2011. 

 

 
  

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
GP-13 1. VANCOUVER AIRPORT FUEL DELIVERY PROJECT – 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT UPDATE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3437242) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page GP-13 of the General Purposes agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Cecilia Achiam

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That having reviewed the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery (VAFD) 
proposed Highway 99 Addendum pipeline route option, the City 
reiterate its position by stating that City Council continues to be 
opposed to the transportation of jet fuel on any arm of the Fraser 
River; 

  (2) That the City continue to participate in the EAO and Oil and Gas 
Commission processes; and 
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  (3) That the City engage with the provincial Ministry of Transportation 
on the review of issues related to the Highway 99 route proposal. 

 
  

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & FACILITY MANAGEMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

 
GP-35 2. RICHMOND OLYMPIC OVAL – LEGACY CONVERSION UPDATE 

(File Ref. No. 06-2050-20-ROO/Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3420098 v.3) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page GP-35 of the General Purposes agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Greg Scott

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That the adjustment of the remaining legacy conversion projects and 
funding as outlined in the staff report entitled “Richmond Olympic Oval – 
Legacy Conversion Update” dated January 13, 2012, by the Director, 
Project Development, be approved. 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Monday, December 12, 20 I I 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Bames 
Counci llor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Ken Johnston 
Councillor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Derek Dang 

Minutes 

Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:07 p.m. 
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AGENDA ADDITIONS 

It was moved and seconded 
That Ihe following matters he added to the agenda: Item No. 5 - City 
Subsidized Events and Exclusive Commercial Arrangements; and Item No. 
6 - Tlte Onn; Site. 

CARRJED 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes o/the meeting o/the General Purposes Committee held on 
Monday, November 7, 2011, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRJED 

I. 
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General Purposes Committee 
Monday, December 12, 2011 

BUSINESS & FINANCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

I. ROKAPA MANAGEMENT LTD., DOING BUSINESS AS WELL PUB 
6511 BUSWELL STREET RE-LOCATION OF LIQUOR PRIMARY 
LICENCE 
(file Ref. No. 12-8275-OSnO ll -Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3405681) 

Glenn McLaughlin, Chief Licence Inspector & Risk Manager, advised that 
the City provides comments to the Provincial Liquor Control and Licensing 
Branch (LeLB) on noise, traffic and community impact, however there will 
not be such an impact from the relocation the existing Liquor Primary License 
Area to another area within the same premises. 

A discussion ensued about: 

• the history of the establishment's business license applications, and 
whether it would be appropriate for the City to provide comments; 

• the pub's interior physical set up and additional seating in the Food 
Primary area; 

• the LeLS regulation which stipulates that an establishment may have one 
liquor license for each retail store; and 

• whether it is acceptable to move the Well Pub in Legends to an area of 
dormant space within the establishment. 

Staff was requested to provide further infonnation on the rules and regulations 
related to the matter as well as concerns related to the relocation of the Well 
Pub within the premises and any related community impact. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the liquor license amendment application submitted by Rokapa 
Management Ltd., doing business as Well Pub, to re-Iocate their liquor 
primary licensed area within tire premises, be referred back to staff to 
provide further information Oil tire details regarding having one pub with 
two liquor licenses with a dormant seating area and whether the application 
would have any impact on the community. 

The question on the motion was not called, as discussion ensued about the 
application of LCLB rules in relation to the establishment's specific scenario. 

The question on the motion was then called, and it was CARRlED. 

2. 
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General Purposes Committee 
Monday, December 12, 2011 

CORPORATE SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

2. 2011 GENERAL LOCAL AND SCHOOL ELECTION - OFFICIAL 
RESULTS 
(File Ref. No.: 12.8125·01) (REDMS No. 3415375) 

David Weber, Director, City Clerk's Office, was available to answer 
questions. 

It was moved and seconded 
(I) Thai the Declaration of Official Results for the 2011 General Local 

and School Election (attached to the report dated November 30,201 J 
from the Chief Election Officer) be received for information by 
Richmond City Council ;n accordance with the requirement of 
Section 148 of the Local Government Act; and 

(2) That staff report hack on the election program generally and on the 
various new initiatives that were implemented/or tIre 2011 election. 

The question on the motion was not called, a discussion ensued about 

• the number of spoiled ballots in the 20 II Election. It was noted that the 
most common reason for spoiled ballots results from over-voting for a 
particular competition, and that the number of spoiled ballots in 2011 was 
not unusual; 

• how the automated vote counting machines alert voters about spoiled 
ballots. Voters are then given an opportunity to check their ballot and 
request a new one. In rare cases when an elector chooses not to fi ll out a 
new ballot, the machine is capable of accepting the spoiled ballot, 
however the machine will only tabulate valid votes for any particular 
contest, and votes for contests that were over-voted would be rejected; 

• concerns from voters about voting places that were not used in the 2011 
Election, but have been open in previous years; 

• accessibility issues at the General CWTie voting location, it was noted 
that voters had to walk a long way to arrive at the school's gym doors, 
and in past elections the front doors have been open; 

• how the City Centre had been under serviced in previous years, making it 
necessary to redistribute voting places in 2011 to the area from other 
areas in the City; and 

• the feasibility of expanding the number of voting places in the future. 

The question on the motion was then called, and it was CARRIED. 

3. 
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Monday, December 12, 2011 

3. 2012 COUNCIL AND COMMITIEE MEETING SCHEDULE 
(File Ref. No.: Ol-O IOS'(){}) (REDMS No. 3350243) 

It was moved and seconded 
That the 2012 Council and Committee meeting schedule, attached to the 
staff report dated December 6, 2011,/rom the Director, City Clerk's Office, 
he approved, subject to the/ol/owing revisions as part of the regular August 
meeting break: 

(1) Tlrat the Regular Council Meetings (open and closed) of August /3 
and August 27,2012 be cancelled; 

(2) Tlrar tire August 20, 2012 Public Hearing be re-sclreduled to 
Wednesday, September 5, 2012 at 7:00 pm in the Council Chambers 
at Richmond City Hall. 

CARRIED 

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

4. PROCESS FOR EVALUATING AND APPROVING REQUESTS FOR 
FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR MAJOR SPORTING EVENTS 
(File Ref. No. : ) (REDMS No, 3423236) 

Cathryn Volkering Carlile, General Manger, Community Services, joined by 
John Mills, General Manager, Ilichmond Olympic Oval, and Mike Romas, 
Manager, Sport Hosting, circulated a revised version of Attachment 1 - City of 
Richmond Sport Hosting Task Force - Amended Terms of Reference, which is 
attached, and forms part of these minutes as Schedule I . 

A discussion then took place about: 

• further amending Attachment I - City of Richmond Sport Hosting Task 
Force - Amended Terms of Reference, to include a fourth bullet under the 
title ''Purpose'', to state that review and recorrunendation on the 
allocation of fWIding for sporting events over $25,000 be undertaken by 
the General Purposes Committee, through staff for final approval; 

• providing all members of Council with a copy of the Sport Hosting 
Strategy Implementation Plan; 

• Major Sport Event Eligibility Guidelines, in particular the rationale for 
limiting the Major Sport Events that will be considered during a single 
calendar year to three in order to stay within the $500,000 annual 
contribution budget towards sport hosting; 

4. 
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• the difference between bidding and hosting. A bid requires a business 
case and a budget which provides infonnation on how much of an 
investme.nt would be needed; 

• the definition of a Major Sport Event; and 

• the role of Council to handle any events that may be considered 
unconventional. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) rhat recommendations 1 through 4 as outlined ;n the report entitled 

"Process/or Evaluating and Approving Requests/or Financial Support 
for Major Sporling Events" from the General Manager, Richmond 
Olympic Oval, be approved; and 

(2) That Attachment 1 lICity of Richmond Sport Hosting Task Force 
Amended Terms 0/ Reference" be amended by adding Ihe following 
sentence: 

ffto review and make recommendation on the al/ocation of 
funding for sporting events over $25,000 to the General 
Purposes Committee, through stafJ,for final approval, 

to tIre Purposes section of the Terms of Reference. 

CARRIED 

5. CITY SUBSIDIZED EVENTS AND EXCLUSIVE COMMERCIAL 
ARRANGEMENTS 

A brief discussion ensued about concerns related to City subsidized events for 
which organizers make exclusive arrangements with businesses such as 
hotels . Comments were made about the necessity for guidelines and 
Committee members expressed their views on the fairness of exclusive 
arrangements. 

It was moved and seconded 
That staff report back on a policy for City subsidized events and the 
possibility of non·e.xclusive commercial arrangements. 

CARRIED 

6. ONNI SITE 

A brief discussion ensued about concerns related to damage to the boardwalk 
in Steveston resulting from construction at the Onni site. Joe Erceg. General 
Manager, Planning and Development, and Robert Gonzalez, General 
Manager, Engineering and Public Works, advised that a stop work order had 
been put in place at the site, and staff were now monitoring the dyke. The 
developer has had a teclmical engineer visit the site, and must now make a 
determination on how to proceed forward with the restoration of the dyke 
without disturbing it further. 

5. 
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It was suggested that an alert be put along the boardwalk to advise the public 
that the City is aware of and is addressing the issue. 

It was moved and seconded 
Thai the oral report on the Onn; Site in Slevestoll be received for 
information. 

CARRIED 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (5:00 p.m.). 

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie 
Chair 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the General 
Purposes Committee of the Counci l of the 
City of Richmond held on Monday, 
December 12, 20 I I. 

Shanan Dhaliwal 
Executive Assistant 
City Clerk ' s Office 

6. 
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IJ r -b -::B-~ if JJ- Schedule I to the minutes of the 
f\UlY.,) - \ 11 General Purposes Committee 
Cucer,.Q ~V-lil"ses IA-~~meeting held on Monday, December 

12,2011 
Jh-p-tbu t'v, -Wl\ 

CITY OF RICHMOND 
SPORT HOSTING TASK FORCE 

ATTACHMENT I 

Amended TERMS OF REFERENCE (new amendments in bold) 

Vision 

The vision for the City of Richmond 's Sport Hosting Strategy is to be the premier sport hosting 
communi ty in Canada for provincial, national and intemational events while growing and 
integrating our local sport community. 

Purpose 

The Task Force is intended to be a small working group contributing to the success of the 
Richmond Sport Hosting Program . Th~ purpose of the Sport Hosting Task Force is: 

• to provide advice and guidance to the Richmond Sport Hosting Office. 
• to review and decide on sport hosting incentive grant funding. 
• to review and decide on the allocation of funding up to $25,000 for up 10 (3) 

Ihree spon events in a calendar year where financial suppon is either more than 
the current hosting incentive grant limits or the event is outside the hosting 
incentive grant program cri teria 

Membership 

The Richmond Spon Council , Richmond Olympic Oval Corporat ion, Tourism Rjchmond and the 
City of Richmond will be represented on thi s Task Force. 

The Manager, Sport Hosting and Manager, Spons & Community Events will represent the City 
of Richmond. The City will invi te each of the partners 10 submit names of a representative and 
an alternate (in case of illness to representative) io serve on the Task force . 

Members arc expected to attend all meetings. If a member is unable to attend a meeting, an 
alternate is required. 

rhe Sport Hosting Task Force has the authority to create sub committees to work on a variety of 
in itiatives. Sub comminees ml:l y include members from outs ide the Task Force. 

The City of Richmond's Ml:lnagcr Spon Hosting, will chair the Task Force. 

Term 

The tenn of the Richmond Spon Hosting Task Force is directl y aligned wllh the term ohhe 
Agreement between the City of Richmond and Touri sm Richmond or earlier. i f Council chooses. 
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The Sport Hosting Task Force members \vill have a thrce~year term, effective from theiT 
appointment. 

Objectives and Expectations 

The Sport Hosting Task Force will : 

Seek staff, stakeholder and public input and feedback throughout the process. 

Advise the City on building a unified vision and plan for spon hosting initiatives beyond 201 0. 

Offer the Ci ty ongoing advice to ensure the community of Richmond capitalizes on and receives 
the maximum henefits and legacies from future sport events hosted in Riclunond. 

Advise and identi fy opportunities that add va lue, dimension and benefit to the community_ 

Advise on opportunities to ensure the vision of the Sport Hosting Strategy is promoted and 
adhered to - To be the premier sport hosting community in Canada for regional, provincial, 
national and international events while growing and integra ring our local sport community. 

Advise on how to position Richmond as the preferred location and premier sport host for existing 
events and targeted regional, provincial , national and international events . 

Offe r ongoing advice to increase Richmond 's capaciTy to host sporting events and conferences. 

Revlew and decide oll lhe allocation of sport hOSl lllg grants 10 eligible spor! o rganizations. 

Re view and decide on the alloca tion of funding up to $25,000 for major sport events where 
financial support is either more than the current hoslin'S incentive grant limits or the event is 
outside the hosting incentive grant program criteria. 

Review and make recommendation on the allocation of funding for sporting events over 
$25,000 to the General Purposes Commiltee, through staff. for final approval. 

Adv ise about ongoing initi ati ves 10 promote community involvement in spa r! hosting initiatives 
through locaJ art s & culture and volunteerism . 

Procedures 

The Sport Hosting Task Force decis ion process is to be consensus based 011 mos t maners. 

On funding decisions on the Richmond Sport Hosting Incentive funds, a VO le will be taken and 
the majority vo tes will determine the outcome. rf there is a lie vote, thl'. funding request is 
defea ted. 
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II some members disagree with the Task Force ' s recommendations or activities, decisions will be 
recorded in the meeting records. 

The Sport Hosting Task Force will receive administrati ve staff support services from the City for 
the preparation of agendas and recording of meetings. 

Communications from the Sport Hosting Task Force to Council will be coordinated and 
managed through the Manager, Spon Hosting. 

Counci l may amend these terms of reference at its di scretion. 

Copies of the agenda and minutes of the meetings will be circulated to the members of the SpOrl 
Hosting Task Force in advance. 

The meetings will follow the City guidelines for open and closed meetings. 

Meetings 

The Sport Hosting Task Force will establish the meeting schedule annually and will be no less 
than four (4) meeting per year. 

Experts, Guests and Delegations 

The Sport Hosting Task Force may from time to time require experts or other representatives to 
attend meetings as presenters, advisors or observers because of their knowledge of the subject or 
as pan of another project or consultation mechanism. The Chair will agree to such invitations in 
advance. 

Codc of Conduct 

The Spon Ilosting Task Force members are expcL:wd to be respectful towards each other and 
work cooperativel y to achieve the common goals of the Sport Hosting strategy 

The Sport Hosting Task Force are drawn from a spectrum of community interests. rhe 
expectation is thai each member will conduct themselws in the best interest of the community 
~nd sport in the City. 

If there is a con Oict of inlere~t , i1 will be up 10 the member 10 remove himself or herself from the 
decision making process. When a grant app lication is conSIdered by the Task force, the member 
will have to remove themselves from the review and dec ision, if an application is from their 
organization. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

To: 

From: 

General Purposes Committee 

Robert Gonzalez, P.Eng. 
General Manager, Engineering and Public Works 

Date: January 5th, 2012 

File: 

Re: Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project - Environmental Assessment Update 

Staff Recolmmendation 

1. That having reviewed the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery (V AFD) proposed Highway 
99 Addendum pipeline route option, the City reiterate its position by stating that City 
Council continues to be opposed to the transportation of jet fuel on any ann of the Fraser 
River; 

2. That the City continue to participate in the EAO and Oil and Gas Commission processes; 
and 

3. The: City engage with the provincial Ministry of Transportation on the review of issues 
clat to the Highway 99 route proposal. 

chiam, , BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 
Senior Program Manager, CPMG, CAO's Office 
(604-276-4122) 

Au. 5 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF~NERAL MANAGER 

Real Estatle Services .... .................. ....... ... y ar'N 0 e' -
Engineering ..... .. ...... .. .... .. ....... ................. Y ilt'N D 

. ::> 
Fire Rescue ........... .... ....... ... ..... ............ ... y otN 0 
Parks and Recreation .............................. y !:if N 0 
Policy Planning .. .. .. .... ........ .... ...... ............ Y !!i!'N D 

REVIEWED BY TAG fj NO REVIEWED BY CAO 

~ 
NO 

-cv D D 
, 

l4J7142 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On December 6th
, 201 1 a memorandum was sent to Mayor and Councillors to provide an update 

on the status of the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery 01 AFD) Project under the hannonized 
provincialJfederal environmental assessment review process. On April2Sth

, 2011 the 
Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) temporarily suspended the Environmental Assessment 
(EA) after receiving a request fo r suspension from the proponent, Vancouver Airport Fuel 
Facilities Corporation (V AFFC), in order to evaluate a possible alternate route along Highway 99 
for a sectio:n of the fuel delivery pipeline. 

Members of the EAO Working Group, including the City of Richmond, provided comments on 
the Highway 99 Addendum in December 2011. Upon review afthe Highway 99 Addendum 
(Highway 99 Pipeline Route Option-Attachment!) and Working Group comments the EAO 
li fted the suspension of the V AFD Project, resuming the EA timeline to day 70 of a 180 day 
review period as of January 4tll

, 2012 (Attachment 2). 

This report provides an expanded version of the December 6th memorandwn update 
(Attachment 3) and includes a recommendation for future City involvement in the V AFD EA. 

Analysis 

As indicated in the December 6th
, 2011 memorandwn, the most recent Council position on the 

V AFD project is as follows: 

At the Regular Council Meeting of Monday September 12th, 2011 , the following items were carried: 

(1) That the "Jet Fuel Pipeline Update" report dated September 7, 2011 from the General 
Manager of Engineering & Public Works, be received fo r information; 

(2) That the intent of the April 4, 2011 Council Resolution on the Vancouver Airport Fuel 
Delivery Project Proposal (Resolution No. SP1115-1) be clarified by stating that Richmond 
Cit)' Council is opposed to the transportation of Jet fuel on any arm of the Fraser River; 

(3) That staff review and report by the end of October 2011 on: 

a) the options for various pipelines, including Cherry POint, as well as the feasibility 
of increasing the flow of the Kinder Morgan Pipeline; 

b) the recent study from the Federal Environmental Assessment Office, as well as any 
other Information regarding potential risks; 

c) the timing and viability of truck traffic to Cherry Point; and 

d) potential fuel conservation measures at YVR; 

(4) That staff identify the airlines that are part of the VAFFC consorlium and that letters be 
sent to those airlines under the Mayor's signature expressing Richmond City Council's 
opposition to the proposal,· and 

(5) Tha't letters be sent to the local MPs, MLAs, the Federal and Provincial Ministers of the 
Environment, the Prime Minister, the Premier, the Provincial and Federal Opposition 
Leaders, the VAFFC, Delta Council, and Metro Vancouver to clarify Richmond City 
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Council's opposition to the proposal generally, and in opposition to the transportation of 
jet fuel on any arm of the Fraser River. 

Prior to the question on Resolution No. R11/15-6 being called, staff were directed to provide an 
update regarding the implications for the City's emergency response in case of a fire or other disaster 
involvintl the jet fuel line or the proposed fuel storage facility. Staff were also directed to provide 
information relatedJo Planning issues in connection to the proposed project. 

A memorandum to Mayor and Councillors dated October 13 th
, 2011 responded to items 3, 4, 5 of 

the Council referral from September 12, 2011 (Attachment 4). 

Current Status of Environmental Assessment Process 

• The V AFD submitted the Highway 99 Addendum Pipeline Route Option document to the 
EAO for review in November, 2011. The EAO sent the Highway 99 Addendum Pipeline 
Route Option document to Working Group members on November 10th, 2011. 

• MirAistry of Transportation (MoT) has requested discussions with the City of Richmond 
prior to proceeding forward with the submission of the Highway 99 Addendum Pipeline 
Route Option, however, the proponent, as identified above, has submitted the Highway 99 
Addendum Pipeline Route Oplion to the EAO. To date there have been no fonnal 
discussions between the City and MoT regarding the Highway 99 Option. 

• The Highway 99 Addendum Pipeline Route Option docwnent was accepted by the EAO and 
the :suspension was officially lifted on January 4th, 2012. 

• As i.dentified in the Project Schedule (Attachment 5), an Open House for the Highway 99 
Option is scheduled for Jan 28th, 2012 as part of a 21 day public comment period for the 
Highway 99 Addendum infonnation (i.e. January 11,2012 to February 1", 2012). 

• Upon lifting the suspension, a first draft of the EAG Assessment Report and Table of 
Cor.nmjtments will be circulated to Working Group members in mid-February, 2012. 

• Ovc::rall comments to the original Project Application Review, separate from the Highway 
99 Addendum Pipeline Route Option document, were due on December 12th, 2011. The 
EAO has granted a January 31 S\ 2012 extension to accommodate City of Richmond COlUlCil 
instruction as well as provide adequate time to ensure that all of the City'S comments to date 
have been included and adequately addressed. 

A s(!parate Municipal Access Agreement (MAA) will be required for the pipeline crossing 
within municipally owned road right of ways. 1t should be noted that the Municipal Access 
Agreement, which is to be negotiated, is a tool to describe how the operations and 
maintenance implication of ajet fuel pipeline in a municipal roadway will be addressed. 
The MAA cannot preclude the installation of the jet fuel pipeline should it be approved by 
senior goverIJJ11ents, 
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• The. V AFD project is also subject to the Oil and Gas Act which is an independent process 
with specific technical requirements relating to pipeline design and construction. The EAO 
has indicated that the processes vvill be hannonized as best possible, however, there is 
uncertainty in regards to when the proponent will be submitting a full application to the Oil 
and Gas Commission (OGC). City participation in the pipeline design phase of the process 
is recommended. 

The updated schedule (Attachment 5) outlines ambitious timelines to meet the 180 day review 
period that completes with a decision by the Ministers on June 6th

, 2012. The timelines include: 
pipeline route selection; Public Consultation including submission of a Public Consultation Report 
by the proponent; draft Assessment Report; draft Table of Commitments; discussions regarding 
details and potential drafting of the Municipal Access Agreement(s); and an EA Referral submission 
to the Ministers for late April 2012. As mentioned above there will also be requirements for pipeline 
design and construction under the Oil and Gas Act which are not included in Attachment 5. 

Separate from the EAO process, V AFF A has proposed to hold a public infomlation and comment 
session for 'the proposed Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project on Saturday, January 28, 2012 
between 10:00 am and 2:00 pm at the East Richmond Community Hall at 12360 Cambie Road. A 
copy of the advertisement is included in Attachment 6. 

Recommellrded Approach 

Option 1: C ity continue to participate in the EAO and Oil and Gas Commission (OGC) processes 
while maintaining opposition to the VAFD project as clarified at the September 12th, 2011 
Council m{:eting. 

Staff propose that the City continue to participate in the EA process that has been undertaken 
since the initiation of the V AFD project. This option best protects the C ity's interests in the 
event of a positive Ministers decision for the EAfV AFD Project. The City's strong opposition to 
the propos~:d project will continue to be expressed throughout the EA process and other avenues. 
Continued staff participation in the EA process will best assure that adequate technical oversight 
and considl~ration is put toward City interests, in the event of a positive Ministerial decision. 
Participation in the EA process is particularly critical to assure comprehensive review and 
commentary, particularly related to the strong City, public, Working Group and First Nations 
concerns for aquatic impacts to the Fraser River (i.e. adequate spill response) and land based 
impacts related to fire response and event control. As well, staff participation can also assist to 
identify project infonnation gaps and shortfalls that have the potential to influence a Ministerial 
decision . 

With Council's support of this option, staff will also liase with the Oil and Gas Commission 
(OGC) and fonnally request City participation in the design phase of the jet fuel pipeline. As 
previously mentioned, this aspect of the V AFD project is subject to the Oil and Gas Act which is 
an independent process to the EAO, yet undertaken simultaneously. To date the City has 
requested participation in the OGC process through the EAO Working Group. A fonnal request 
directly to l:he OGC will provide the City with greater certainty for this participation. 
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In addition to the above, staffreconunend that communications be initiated with the MoT to 
review issues related to the Highway 99 proposal. 

This approach will best enable the City to continue to oppose the V AFD project while assuring 
that the Ci~y interests continue to be addressed and documented for Ministerial review and 
determination in JW1C 2012. 

Option 2: City of Richmond continues to oppose the V AFD Project and d iscontinues 
participation in the EAO process. 

Option 2 is not recommended as the EAO process best enables opportunities for members of the 
EAO Working Group. including the City of Richmond, to collectively participate and comment 
on the various phases of the VAFD project. Opting out of the EA process would significantly 
reduce the City's ability to assert its concerns, influence the June 2012 Ministerial decision and 
have its interests addressed (e.g. Municipal Access Agreement) . 

Financial Impact 

None at this time. 

Conclusion 

Option 1 will best serve the C ity's consistently strong opposition to the proposed jet fuel pipeline 
proposal while continui ng to participate in the EAO process, Oil and Gas Commission process 
and facilitate discussions with MoT. As a member of the EAO Working Group, the City is bctter 
able to assure that its interests and concerns continue to be addressed and documented in order to 
influence a Ministerial decision this Junc. 

~~' MCI~' BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Enerbry 
(604-276-4 122) 

CA: ld 
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Attachment I VAFD proposed Highway 99 Doc 34458 17 
Addendum Route MaD 

Attachment 2 Letter!O Adrian Pollard from Doc 3440705 
Province of Be - Suspension of 
Aonlicaeion Review 

Attachment 3 Memo to Mayor and Council- Doc 3426280 
V AFD EA Undatc Dec 6, 2011 

Attachment 4 Memo to Mayor and Council Doc 3362233 
VAFDEAOctl32011 

Attachment 5 VAFD Draft EA Schedule - Update Doc 3440707 
Jan 5, 2012 

Attachment 6 VAFD Public Informalion & Doc 3445905 
Comment Session Advertisement 
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Ref: 10'1054 

January 4,2012 

Adrian Pollard 
Project Director 

Q 
BRITISH 

COLUMBIA 

Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporalion 
cia FSM Management Group Inc. 
103-12300 Horseshoe Way 
Richmond BC V7 A 4Z1 

Dear Mr. Pollard: 

ATIACHMENT2 

Telsphone: 2S0-952·6507 
F8(;Simf/(): 250-356·7440 

FU&: 300SO-2OIVAF[)'OS-06 

Re: Suspension of the Application Review for the proposed Vancouver Airport 
Fuel Delivery Project 

As you are aware, the Prescribed Time Limits Regulation, BC Reg. 37212002 
establishes a time limit of 180 days tor review of an Application tor an environmental 
assessment (EA) certificate under the Environmenlal Assessment Acl (Act). 
Section 24(2) of the Act allows the Executive Director of the Environmental Assessment 
Office (EAO) to suspend the 180 day time limit at the request at the proponent. As the 
Project Assessment Director for the proposed Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project 
(proposed Project), the Executive Director of EAO has delegated certain powers and 
duties to me, Including the power under section 24 (2) of the Act. 

On April :!8, 2011, the EA of the proposed Project was suspended on day 69 of the 
180 day review period at the request of the Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities 
Corporation (Proponent). The purpose of the suspension was to provide the Proponent 
with sufficient time to provide additional information relating to an alternative pipeline 
route following highway 99 from Steveston Highway to Bridgeport Road. 

Environmental 
Assessment 
Office 

Mailing Address: 
PO Box 9426 Sin Prov Oovt 
Victoria "Be vaw 9V1 

...12 

locaHon: 
1t1 & 2'" FI - 838 Yates Street 
VIdorIa 8C vaw 118 
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This additional information was received by EAO on November 3, 2011. The Working 
Group for the EA, Including First Nations, were asked to review the Addendum and 
advise EAO on the completeness of the information provided. Following the Working 
Group ",view, I have determined that the Information provided in the Addendum is 
sufficient to resume the timeline and 11ft the suspension under Section 24(2) of the Act, 
effective today. 

As npted previously, EAO will hold a.21 -day public comment period on the new 
Addend~m information from January 11 , 2012 to February 1, 2012. Additional Working 
Group meetings will also be held during the remainder of the review process. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 250-952-6507 or 
Rachel.Shaw@gov.bc.ca. 

Yours truly, 

Rachet Shaw 
Project Assessment Director 

pc: Carrie Brown. Manager 
Port Metro Vancouver 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Mayor and Councillors 

ATTACHMENT 3 

Memorandum 
Community Services Department 

Sustainability 

Date: December 6, 2011 

From: Cecilia Achiam File: 1~125-0112011-Vol 01 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 

Re: Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project - Environmental Assessment Update 

The purpo$j~ of this memo is to provide an update on the status of the Vancouver Airport Delivery 
(V AFD) project under the harmonized provincial/federal environmental assessment review process led 
and coordinated by the British Columbia Envirorunental Assessment Office (EAO). The overall 
V AFD project application was accepted for review by the EAO on February 2011. The City bas been 
participating as a member of the project working group since project initiation in the fall of2009. 

The proponent, Vancouver Allport Fuel Facilities Corporation (V AFFC), made a request to the EAO 
on April 28'tII, 201 1 to temporarily suspend the Application Review in order to evaluate a possible 
alternate route for a section of the fuel delivery pipeline. The route option being investigated is a result 
of the City of Richmond Council suggestion that V AFFC explore a portion of the provincial Highway 
99 right-of-way as an alternative to the No.5 and Shell Road corridors in the ctuTent Application 
Review. 

Most Recent Council Position 

At the Regtdar Council Meeting of Mbnday September 12"',2011, Richmond City Council the 
following items were moved and seconded: 

(1) That the "Jet Fuel Pipeline Update" report dated September 7, 2011 from the General 
Manager of Engineering & Public Works, be received for information,' 

(2) That the intent of the April 4, 2011 Council Resolution on the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery 
Project Proposal (Resolution No. SP1115-1) be clarified by stating that Richmond City Council 
;s opposed to the transportation of jet fuel on any arm of the Fraser River; 

(3) That staff review and report by the end of October 2011 on: 

a) the options for various pipelines, including Cherry Point, as well as the feasibility of 
Increasing the flow of the Kinder Morgan Pipeline; 

b) the recent study from the Federal Environmental Assessment Office, as well as any 
other information regarding potential risks; 

c) the timing and viability of truck traffic to Cherry POint; and 

d) potential fuel conservation measures at YVR; 

(4) That staff identify the airlines that are part of the VAFFC consortium and that letters be sent 
to those airlInes under the Mayor's signature expressing Richmond City Council's 
opposition to the proposal; and 

(5) That letters be sent to the local MPs, MLAs, the Federal and Provincial Ministers of the 
Environment, the Prime Minister, the Premier, the Provincial and Federal Opposition Leaders, 

3426280 



GP - 23

December 6, 20 II - 2-

the VAFFC, Delta Council, and Metro Vancouver to clarify Richmond City Council's 
opposition to the proposal generally. and In opposition to the transportation of jet fuel on any 
arm of the Fraser River. 

Prior to the question on Resolution No. R11/15-6 being called, staff were directed to provide an update 
regardirlQ the implications for the City's emergency response in case of a fire or other disaster involving 
the jet r'uel line or the proposed fuel storage facility. Staff were also directed to provide information 
related to Planning issues in connection to the proposed project. 

The question on Resolution No. R11 /15-6 was then called , and it was CARRIED. 

Current Status of Environmental Assessment Process 

• The V AFD submitted the Highway 99 Addendum Pipeline Route Option docwnent to the EAO 
for :review in November. The EAO sent the Highway 99 Addendum Pipeline Route Option 
document out to Working Group members on November 10111, 2011. 

• Ministry ofTransportation (MoD has requested technical input from City sta/fprior to 
proceeding with its official acceptance of the Highway 99 Addendum Pipeline Route Option 
document for inclusion as an option to be considered by as part of the current EAO review. 

• Overall comments to the originaJ Application Review, completely separate from the Highway 
99 Addendum Pipeline Route Option document, are due December 12th, 2011. The EAO has 
granted a January 31 5

1.. 2012 extension to accommodate Council instruction as well as provide 
adequate time to ensure that all of the City's comments to date have been included and 
adequately addressed. 

• Once the Higlnvay 99 Addendum Pipeline Route Option document is accepted by MoT and the 
EAO, the suspension will be lifted and a first draft of the Assessment Report and Table of 
Cornmiunents will be circulated to working group members. 

Once the suspension is lifted the next phases of the EA process will occur under an extremely tight 
timeline. These phases include: the pipeline route; pipeline design; MW1.icipal Access Agreement(s); 
further public consultation; etc. according to the EAO schedule (Attachment 1) in order to meet the 
EA Referral submission to the Ministers in early February. A Repon to Council will be brought 
forward to the General Purposes Committee and COlUlcil in January, 2012. 

Cecilia Achiam 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 
604-276-4122 

An. I 
pc: TAG 

John Irving, P.Eng. MPA, Director, Engineering 

.::-~mond 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Mayor and Councillors 

Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 

AITACHMENT 4 

Memorandum 

Date: October 13, 2011 

File: 

Re: Response to Jet Fuel Pipeline Update Referral From 
September 12, 2011 Council Meeting 

This memorandum addresses items 3, 4, 5 of the COlUlCii referral from the September 12, 2011 
Council Meeting. The Council resolutions are as follows: 

I. ThaI the "Jet Fuel Pipeline Update " report dated September 7, 201 I from the General 
Manager of Engineering & Public Works, be received/or information; 

2. That the intent of the April 4, 2011 Council Resolution on the Vancouver Airport Fuel 
Delivery Project Proposal (Resolution No. SPillS-i) be clarified by stating that Richmond 
City Council is opposed to the transportation afjetfuel on any arm afthe Fraser River; 

3. That staff review and report by the end of October 2011 on: 

(a) the options for various pipelines, including Cherry Point, as well as the feasibility 
a/increaSing the flow of the Kinder Morgan Pipeline; 

(b) the recent study from the Federal Environmental Assessment Office, as well as any 
other information regarding potential risks; 

(c) the timing and viability of truck traffic to Cherry Point; and 

(a~ potential fuel conservation measures at YVR; 

4. That stqIJ identify the airlines that are pari of the V AFFC consortium and thatlellers be sent 
to those airlines under the Mayor's signature expressing Richmond City Council's 
opposition to the proposal; and 

5. That leuers be sent to the local MPs, MLAs, the Federal and Provincial Ministers of the 
Environment, the Prime Minister, the Premier, the Provincial and Federal Opposition 
Leaders, the VAFFe. Delta Council, and Metro Vancouver to clarifY Richmond City 
Council 's opposition 10 the proposal generally, and in opposition to the transportation o/jet 
fuel on any arm of the Fraser River. 
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New Infol'mation 

The Environment Assessment Office (EAO) notified the City on September 27, 2011 that it has 
received a revised schedule and a letter from the Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporation 
(V AFFC) with an update on their work and scheduling (Attachment 1). 

The EAO noted that it anticipates receiving the following pieces of information: 
• Additional Environment Assessment (EA) information for the alternative pipeline routing 

(along Highway 99) through Richmond; 
• Responses from the V AFFC to some of the more detailed comments related to the 

Agency and First Nations Issues Tracking Table; and 
• Detailed spill response plan being developed by Western Canada Marine Response 

Corporation (WCMRC) on behalf of V AFFC. 

The EAO further noted that once the Highway 99 Addendwn is made available, the EAO would 
conduct a cursory review of the information (1 week) and then provide to the working group for 
review asking for comments back within two weeks. The EAO will seek direct feedback from 
the working group on this information. Within a week of receiving conunents back from the 
working grouP. the EAO will make a decision on re-starting the l80-day EA timeline. 
Furthermore, based on the revised schedule, the Minister's decision has now been moved back 
three montllS to April 21, 2012. 

V AFFC Update 
Se_parately. the VAFFe has notified the City that the consortium is nearing completion of its 
analysis of the alternate route, relating to a new pipeline alignment parallel to Highway 99 
between ro'Ughly Williams Road and Bridgeport Road, which it intends to submit to the Ministry 
of Transportation and InfrasbUcture (MolT) prior to filing the addendum with the EAO. 

The V AFFC has submitted a letter titled"V AFFC Respnnses to City of Richmond Council 
resolutions (dated September 12, 2011) regarding the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project", 
dated Sept,'mber 27, 2011 that has been included as reference (Attacbment 2). 

Analysis 

This section contains staff response to Council Resolutions number 3, 4, and 5 from the 
September 12,2011 Council meeting. 

Council R~~solution #3 

3a. The options for various pipelines, including Cherry Point, as well as the feasibility of 
increasing the flow of the Kinder Morgan Pipeline 

The extent of infonnation provided by the V AFFC on the assessment and viability of options for 
jet fuel delivery to YVR is largely contained within two documents, which have been presented 
to Counc-il previously: 

3362233 
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1. V AFFC Project Description Report dated January, 2009 1
, and 

2. V AFFC Project Memo dated October 20, 2009', particularly the table ranking the fourteen 
(14) opt ions proposed (Attacbment 3). 

Information in these docwnents has been reiterated in part by the V AFFC through other 
documents and correspondence, at Working Group presentations, and at the two EAO Public 
Open Houses. 

The Project Description Report outlines 14 identified options (Attachment 3) that were analyzed 
by V AFFC between 200 I and 2004. The V AFFC has not provided any detail on the options 
analysis beyond the noted documents and reiterations thereof. While all the options have pros 
and cons and in cases significant challenges, there are none that are qualified as impossible or 
infeasible. 

Upgrade of the existing Kinder Morgan pipeline is identified as Option 3 (in Attachment 3) and 
was ranked by the V AFFC as the fourth most favourable of the 14 options. Some options are 
discounted due to action required by a party not controlled by the V AFFC (in the case of Option 
3, action would be required of Kinder Morgan). 

There have been numerous developments over the last several years, such as YVR's 2006 Master 
Plan and the 2008 economic downturn. While partially addressed anecdotally, these and other 
developments are not considered in the original options assessment. 

Many options for long term improvements to jet fuel delivery appear to remain viable and all 
options that avoid transportation of jet fuel on the Fraser River require a more extensive and 
open analysis that fully considers and measures impacts to all stakeholders. 

With respect to the Cherry Point pipeline alternative, the V AFFC has provided further detail in 
Attacbment 2 for the rationale for discounting their a1temative. 

On September 12,2011, Council resolved, 

"That the intent o/the April 4, 2011 Council Resolution on the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery 
Project Proposal (Resolution No. SP11/5-1) be clarified by stah"ng that Richmond City Council 
is opposed to the transportation o/jet fuel on any arm of the Fraser River". 

Based on Council's position, most of the 14 proposed pipeline delivery routes proposed by the 
V AFFC, as shown in the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project EAO Open House March 7, 
2011 display material3

, do not adequately address Ricrunond' s concerns. 

I VAFFC Project Description Report dated January, 2009 
httP:"alDO.gov.bc..caJaPosdatatecfcldocumentslp3461123543335Q362 e69400e9b 79761 Q18399acc2co 18c91168294ccc146e0Q458 
~51a41fQ12~ 

V AFFC Project Memo ~~~~~~i~~~t'~~~~~~!!QIill2!~~@!~""'''';~[! 
Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project EAO Open House March 7, 2011 display material : 

http://www.vanGoullerai!P9rtfuel.caladminpanellfileslpdfsNAFFC%20Display%2OBoard%20%282Q11 %2SV6.odf 
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3b. The recent study from the Federal Environmental Assessment Office, as well as any other 
information regarding potential risks 

The "recent study" referenced is a piece of correspondence between Environment Canada (EC) 
and the Provincial Environmental Assessment Office (EAO), dated August 17, 2011 as part ofEe's 
input to the: Working Group commenting on the V AFFC proposal. A memorandum from City Staff 
titled "Environment Canada correspondence to the Environmental Assessment Office, August 17. 
2011" is included (Attachment 4) to provide context for that correspondence, and summarises the 
content. 

The letter from Ee includes detailed comments on various issues included in the Issues Tracking 
Table~ and the Proponent's initial responses (including supplemental materials provided to Ee and 
the EAO to address the specific issues of biofilms and the toxicity of spilled product when adsorbed 
to particles in the water column). 

It is important to note that EC is not in the role of a Responsible Authority for this EA process and 
will not be granting approvaL In their role as an Expert Federal Authority, EC provide specialized 
knowledge to the Responsible Authority, and work as a member of Technical Working Groups 
providing guidance relating to Federal environmental protection legislation (e.g. Migratory Birds 
Convention Act, Species at Risk Act, etc.). As clearly stated by EC in this correspondence, EC will 
have a regulatory role to enforce legislation if the project is approved. However, at this point in 
time, EC 01ll1y provide technical advice and comment to the EAO. 

Although there are several dozen specific comments, they can be summarised as two major types of 
concern: 

1. EC is o/the opinion that the proponent may be too optimistic regarding the likelihood a/a 
Significant spill, and the ability 10 manage a spill before it impacts areas of high ecological 
value or specific sensitivity; and 

2. EC indicates that many of the assumptions regarding the fate of spilled materials and the 
impacts on the ecosystem are based on incomplete science or science with unacceptably high 
uncertainty. EC acknowledges that the Proponent intends 10 prOVide a more comprehensive 
Spill Response Plan prior to the completion of the EA., and Wll\" prepared 10 provide fUrther 
comment on specific aspects o/that updated plan when it was made available. 

Furthennore, EC emphasises the remaining "gaps in the science" regarding the impacts on biofilms 
and the toxicity in the water colunm resulting from a Jet Fuel spill. Ee offered to provide some 
technical and scientific rigor for aspects of the Proposal Project that EC finds lacking, "contingent 
on receipt of financial support from the prolxment". The letter from EC states: 

"In th~"! absence of an improved understanding of the potential water quality and 
toxicological consequences in the event of a spill, Environment Canada advises that the 
ecological risks o/the proposal remain 100 great. " 

3c. Timing & Viability o/Truck Traffic tolfrom Cherry Point, WA 
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The provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MoTI) classifies jet fuel as a 
dangerous good when being transported by trucks; accordingly, such vehicles travelling between 
Cherry Point, W A and YVR are not permitted to use the Massey TunneL As such, the trucks 
carrying jet: fuel must use MoTl's designated Dangerous Goods routes which. in this case, would 
be Highway 99-Highway 91 (and via. Alex Fraser Bridge)-Highway 99-Bridgeport Road-Grant 
McConachle Way-Templeton Street-Ferguson Road. 

The table below summarizes current and projected jet fuel truck volumes along Highway 91 
relative to overall truck and traffic volumes. As shown, jet fuel truck traffic would comprise a 
relatively small percentage (0.04 to 3.3%) of both the overall traffic and truck volumes at present 
and in the future respectively. 

Traffic Volumes on Highway 91 through Richmond 
Vehict. Type Exlstingf~ O~~ehicl"" Foree .. ::, O~~ehlcles 

2010 2030 
331 day 100 f day 

Jet Fuel Trucks (1.34% of total trucks) (3.34% of total trucks) 
10.04% of total traffici (0.10% oftota! traffic) 

All Trucks 2,454 1 day 2.994 1 day 
(3.01% oftotal traffic) (3.01% of total traffic) 

All Traffic 81,4451 day 99,378 f day (2) 

(1) SOIL/ree. Vancouver Airport Fuel FaCllibes Corporation, Page 3 In the March 7, 2011 EAO Open 
House Information Package for the Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project 
(2) ASliumes average annual traffic growth rate of 1.0 per cent. 

With respect to safety, staff with the Commercial Vehicle Safety and Enforcement (CVSE) 
section of MoTI advised that there have been a limited number of incidents. i.e .• there may have 
been ODe crash six to seven years ago on Highway 99 north afthe Serpentine River where a 
northbound. truck went off-road. into the centre median. No further details are available at this 
time. 

3d Potential Fuel Conservalion Measures at YVR 

As part of the EAO submission, the V AFFC has provided outlines of current and projected 
passenger loads and fuel consumption as part of the Environmental Assessment application 
document in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.3 of the EA Application Document4

. YVR foresees 
continued long-range growth in passenger numbers at a rate of between 2% and 4% per year, at 
least to 2928 (a total increase of 146% to 210% over 2009). This growth is tempered by other 
trends in the industry towards fewer, larger aircraft and an overall increase in fuel efficiency in 
the airline neet as older aircraft are retired. Although the specific rationale for the numbers is not 
provided, the application document includes a table (Attachment 5) that projects daily fuel 
consumption in 2028 being between 150% and 220% of 2009 volumes . 

.. Chapter 2 of the EA Appl ication Document: 
hURtla 1 00.9011. bc·ca/appsdatalepjclOocumentslp3461d331Z011298Q48636244 009aa863107 471 .79fc557ec873981599ff56b902f-4a 
efSa 7daeeb502.4c53d37 ,pdf 
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Sixteen of the 25 V AFFC member airlines belong to the International Air Transport Association 
CIA TA), which has set a voluntary efficiency goal to reduce fuel consumption (per revenue tonne 
kilometre) by 25% of20051evels by 2020. The lATA sees these goals being met through new 
aircraft technology. changes in operational measures, and through improved Air Traffic 
Management systems. To promote these goals, the lATA has developed Best Practices for Fuel 
and Environmental Management and other proactive programs. 

Council Resolution #4 - Letter to the Airline Company Members of the V AFFC 
Consortium 

Attached is a draft letter (Attachment 6) to the airline company members of the V AFFC 
consortium, to be sent on behalf of Council Wlder the Mayor' s signature, for your review. Please 
provide your input to the Mayor's office by 4 pm, Monday, October 17, 2011. 

Council ResolutioD # 5 - Letter to Federal, Provincial, and Nei2hbouring Municipal 
Governments 

Attached is a draft letter (Attachment 7) to the local MPs, MLAs, the Federal and Provincial 
Ministers of the Environment, the Prime Minister, the Premier, the Provincial and Federal 
Oppositiorn Leaders, the VAFFC. Delta Council, and Metro Vancouver, to be sent under the 
Mayor's signature on behalf of Council, for your review. Please provide your input to the 
Mayor's office by 4 pm, Monday. October 17, 2011. 

In addition to these resolutions, Council requested information related to planning issues: 

The numb~:r and type of Planning Approvals related to the construction of the jet fuel line 
depends on the specific alignment of the jet fuel corridor, whether the alignment goes through 
the ALR. or who owns the land on which the facilities are located. The specific alignment also 
relates to the potential for an ESA-related Development Pennit. 

The following represents the type of Planning Applications that could be required as part of the 
off loading; facility, the tank farm, and the jet fuel pipeline itself: 

a. An ESA Development Pennit would be required for the ofT loading facility as the facility is 
located on privately owned land on and adjacent to the existing City dike. This would 
involvc:~ consulting Fraser River Estuary Management Program (FREMP), Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada (DFO), and Ministry of Environment (MOE) before approvals could be 
gIven. 

b. A Servicing Agreement would be required for the off loading facility as it would require the 
reconstnlction of the City'S dike to City standards. 

c. While the proposed tank farm would generally require the proposed tank farm on the South 
Ann of the Fraser River to be subject to an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) 
Development Permit process, the site is located on Port Metro lands. Based on past 
experie:nce, the Port would likely decline to participate in the City's Development Pennit 
process, suggesting that their own internal approval process address the same environmental 
issues. 
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d. Several! of the proposed routes for the jet fuel line go through the Agriculrural Land Reserve 
(ALR). This would require the proponent to submit a Non Fann Use application directly to 
the ALe, which would be circulated to the City of Richmond for comment. 

e. An ESA Development Permit would be required if the proposed jet fuel alignment went 
through any areas that were designated ESA in the Official Community Plan, or which bad 
components of Rjparian Area Regulation (RAR). 

f. lfthe proponent proposed to construct a publicly accessible trail on top of the pipeline as a 
public amenity and this would become a City asset, this would require a Servicing 
Agreement between the proponent and the City. 

Conclusion 

Council has consistently expressed strong opposition to the proposed jet fuel pipeline proposal 
and any associated off shore loading facilities along the arms of the Fraser River and Sturgeons 
Bank. Staff will continue to participate in the EAO working group under direction from COWlcil 
to represent Richmond's community interests. 

Cecilia Aci1iam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 
(604-276-4122) 

AnacMIl"Jlt I Updated schedule and a letter dated September 7, 2011 , submitted by V AFFC to the 
EAD 

Anachment2 V AFFC Responses to City of Richmond council resolutions (Dated September 12, 2011) 
relUlCd~2 the "Vancou,'~ ~rt Fuel Deliverv Pro'ect", dated Set:ttember 27, 2011 

Auachment 3 Table ranking the 14 propo~-d options in the VAFFC Project Memo dated October 20. 
2009 

Attachment 4 Environment Canada correspondence to the Environmental Assessment Office, August 17, 
2011 

Attachment 5 Historic and Forecasl Daily Peak Fuel Consumption III YVR (as submitted by V AFFC in 
EAO Aonlieation) 

Attachment 6 Draft u:tter to the airline company members of the V AFFC consortium 
Attachment 7 Draft Letter to Federal. Provincial, and Nei hourin Munici aJ Governments 
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ATTACHMENT 5 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OFFICE 

Projected Schedule of Major Steps for Application Review Stage 

Proposed Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project 

Please note that these are anticipated dotes for work planning and scheduling; these dates may 
be subject to change. 

Activity Target Date Responsibility 
Submitted Application for EAD evaluation against Jan 5, 2011 Proponent 
AIR. Inc,ludes Public Consultation Plan. 
Comments from WG Screening Group Due Jan 21, 2011 WG Screening Group 
(tentative: telecom Jan 25 gam to 11am) 

Evaluatl~d and EAO decision rendered on accepting Feb 4, 2011 EAO 
Applicalrion for EA Certificate 

ProduCE!d and distributed copies of the Application Feb 18, 2011 Proponent 

Commencement of 180 day review period - project Feb 18, 2011 EAO 
documents posted on EAG website 
6O-day public review and comment period Feb 2S to EAO 

April 26, 2011 Proponent 

Full working group meeting to initiate review of the March 2, 2011 First Nations, 
Applical!ion Federal, ProvinCial, 

local governments 

Public Open House (Richmond) and Presentations March 7, 2011 EAO, OGe, PMV 
Proponent 

Full/partial/technical working group meeting (s) March 10 to First Nations, 
May 24, 2011 Federal, Provincial, 

local governments 

Comments due on the Application from First March 18, 2011 Public 
Nations, Federal government, provincial First Nations, 
government and local government Federal, Provincial, 

(1 month after start of review) local governments 

Project EA (180 day clock) Suspended for 120 days April 28, 2011 EAO 
or until addenda are provided and reviewed by EAG 

Responses from the Proponent to First Nations, and July 13, 2011 Proponent / fAD 
agency comments (Issues Tracking Table) to WG for 

review 
Working Group comments due on Issues Tracking August 19, 2011 First Nations, Federal, 

Table Provincial, local 
governments 

Responses from the Proponent to public Oct 26,2011 Proponent 

Proponlmt submits First Nations Consultation report Oct 28,2011 Proponent 

to fAD 
$ubmis!,ion of additional EA information on Highway Nov 2 - 9, 2011 Proponent 

99 routl~ alternative and EAD review (1 week) 
Working Group review of Hwy 99 information (2 Nov 14 to 25, WG 

weeks) with teleconference on Nov 18, 2011; 2011 

comment back to EAO by Nov 23 

Proponent revisions to issues tracking table, to fAD Week of Nov 14 Proponent 
and agencies in preparation for WG meeting 

VAFD Draft EA Schedule - Updated January 10, 2012 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OFFICE 

Activity Target Date Responsibility 
WG met~ting to discuss outstanding issues including Nov 30, 2011 First Nations, Federal, 
Spill Re~;ponse Plans and Proponent response to Provincial, Local 
issues tracking (Vancouver) governments 

Suspension lifted by EAO - Oay 70 of 180 day review Jan 4, 2012 EAO 
(tentative) 

Public Comment Period on Hwy 99 Addendum Jan 11 to Feb 1, Proponent, EAO 
(Open House Jan 28) 2012 

Workinf~ Group meeting to discuss potential Week of Jan 23, First Nations, Federa l, 

commitm ents regarding draft Spill Response Plan 2012 Provincial and local 

gove rnments, EAD, 
Proponent 

First Nations Working Group meeting to discuss Week of Jan 23, First Nations, EAO, 
potential commitments regarding First Nations 2012 Proponent 
Fisheries (and possibly other topics) 

Proponent to select route alignment Feb 6, 2012 Proponent 

Proponent to provide responses to public comments Feb 10, 2012 Proponent 

EAO draft First Nations Consultation Report Feb 13, 2012 First Nations, EAO 

circulatE~d to First Nations for Review (four week 
review) Comments due Mar 12 

EAO draft Assessment Report & draft Table of Feb 17, 2012 First Nations, Federal, 

Commitments- Circulated to Working Group Provincia l and loca l 
(without First Nations section) for three-week governments, EAO, 

review. Comments due Mar 5 Proponent 

Propommt submits Public Consultation Report to Feb 20, 2012 Proponent 
EAO 

Working Group meeting to discuss the draft Week of Feb 27, First Nations, Federal, 

Assessment Report and Table of Commitments 2012 Provincial and local 
governments, EAO 

Comments due from the Working Group on first Mar 5,2012 First Nations, Federal, 
draft of Assessment Report & Table of Provincial and local 
Commitments governments, EAO, 

Proponent 

Comments due from First Nat ions on EAD 's draft Mar 12, 2012 First Nations 

First Nat ions Consultation Report 

EAD! PMV Prepares Final Assessment Report, Mar 12 to EAO, PMV 

Consultation Report and Referral Package for April 23, 2012 
Ministers for internal review 

First Nat ions provide to EAD with any separate April 9, 2012 First Nations, EAD 
submissions that they would included in the referral 
package for Ministers 

Referral April 23, 2012 EAO 
(latest) 

Ministers Decision on whether to grant an EA June 6, 2012 Ministers 

Certificate 

VAFD Draft EA Schedule - Updated January 10, 2012 
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WE WANT YOUR FEEDBACK 
Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporation (VAFFe] invites the 

public to provide comment on: 

• Proposed pipeline routing options 

• Public amenities near the proposed marine terminal 

ABOUT THE PROPOSED PROJECT: VAFFe is proposing a new aviat ion 

fuel deLivery system for Vancouve r International Airport IYVRI. The 
project consists of a marine terminal and fuel receiving faci li ty at an 

existing industrial site on the south arm of the Fraser River, and an 

underground fuel pipeLine connecting the marine terminal and YVR. 

ABOUT THE REGULATORY REVIEW: The proposed project is currently 

undergoing regulatory review in a harmonized federaUprovincial 
environmental assessment process, with the Be Environmental 

Assessment Office IEAO] coordinating the review requirements of 

both the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act and BC Environmental 

Assessment Act. 

PUBLIC IN FORMATION & COMMENT SESSION, 

ATTACHMENT 6 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

To: 

From: 

General Purposes Committee 

Greg Scott , P. Eng., LEED A.P. 
Director, Project Development 

Date: January 13, 2012 

File: OS-20S0-20-ROONol 
01 

Re: Richmond Olympic Oval· Legacy Conversion Update 

Staff Recc.mmendation 

That the adjustment of the remaining legacy conversion projects and funding as outlined in the 
report " Ri'~,...~ond Olympic Oval- Legacy Conversion Update" dated January 13, 2012, prepared 
by the D' ff7 or of Project Development, be approved. 

4:;~A.p 
Director, Project Development 
(604-276-4·372) 

3451494 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

~~=-< 
REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO 

~ 0 0 
REVIEWED BY CAO a-¥ NO 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

In a report to Council, dated November 25, 2010, City Council resolved "that the adjustment of 
project priorities andfunding as outlined in the staff report title "Richmond Olympic Oval 
Conversion to Community Legacy Mode - Adjustment of priorities " dated November 25, 2010 by 
the Director, Project Development, be approved. R/O/20-/4. " 

This report is to provide a status update and to recommend adjustments to the Riel-unond Olympic 
Oval program based on learning's during the first full fiscal year of Oval Legacy operation and 
through the: completion of other Legacy Conversion projects. Counci l's direction has been 
implementf!d in conjunction with one of Councils term goals: 
"The successful conversion of the Oval to post-games use". 

BackgroUlnd 

Many of the identified projects previously approved by Council are complete or nearing completion 
and are beimg delivered within the Legacy Conversion budget. 

The table below provides a status update and an estimated delivery date based on the City Counci l 
approved list of items. 

As presentl!d to City Council in the November 25, 2010 report 

Item Status 
Item 

Legacy Suite upgrades - new decor, wall coverings ompleted 

port Surface (overings ompleted 

arklng infrastructure ompleted 

limbing wall.. Expanded scope: Increased sca le and capacity after 
~onstruction Start: January 7,2012 

n-depth review of market needs and consumer demand. 
arget Completion: Feb 28, 2012 

Display ''The Hichmond Olympic Story". Increase in scope based reliminary best practices research underway. A 
n Olympic program review and best practices. Indud es ROO- eport is being compiled for approval by the ROOC 

Look- Olympians/Art and graphics throughout the facility- oard and (ouncil, as indicated in an earlier report. 

orridors and meeting rooms 

Retractable 'bucket·style" seats for events 
e.search continuing 

1000 seats) 

wo Additional Team Rooms arget completion Jan.16. 2012. 

Projects Placed on Hold: 
At the request of staff, City Council placed three projects on hold until further assessment could 
be completed by staff to assess the scope of work and need of the Program or service. To date, 
staff have reviewed the scope of the first project, the batting cages for softball, baseball and 
cricket and have determined that go lf should be added to the scope of work and cricket be 

345 1494 
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removed. In addition, the estimated budget for this project can be reduced from the $175k of 
approved funding to $1 OOk. 

The remaining two projects which include, the Specialized play space and executive locker 
rooms will be reviewed in 2012 and a detennination will be made as to whether to proceed or 
not. 

Projects Placed on Hold 

As present,!d to City Council in the November 25, 2010 report 
'Status 

Item 

pecialized play space for children aimed at increasing physical 
Not started 

ctlvlty 

he scope ofthis work has been changed to include 
Batting cage$ for Softball, Baseball and Cricket olf and does not include cricket. It will be completed 

y April 2012 

!completing Executive locker Rooms at started 

Analysis 

The ROOe has detennincd the presence of a pennanent cafe at the Oval is a necessary component. 
Oval regular members and various sport league participants desire a gathering place to discuss the 
highlights of their games and our members want to enjoy a healthy meal or snack before or after 
their activity at the Oval. Parents and children participating at the Oval also require food and 
beverage to acconunodate their busy schedules , The addition of a pennancnt cafe will complete the 
Oval experience. 

As is the case with most facilities of this nature and use, the City always expected to provide 
food and b'~verage service in the Oval. During the Oval's early efforts to seek tenants for other 
general USf:S, the opportunity arose to sjgn a long term lease with a food and beverage operator. 
A signed l(:ase and deposit were submitted by a major operator whose multi-location program in 
the Oval included a sports bar, cafe and kiosk. Costs, estimated at over $1.1. million, were the 
operator's .responsibility. Had such an opportunity not arisen, the Oval would have brought its 
own plan forward as part of the Legacy Conversion. Quality food service is essential to the 
Oval ' s success. 

The operator was unable to achieve the plan and abandoned the lease and forfeited the deposit of 
approxima-tely $40,000. Oval staff and its leasing agent approached other operators but none 
wished to take on the capital investment. In the interests of serving the users, the Oval has 
retumed to the original vision and reduced the grand program of the failed operator, to include 
only a basic cafe operation at approximately 50% of the capital cost for the initial operator's 
plan. 

Similar to other civic facilities such as City Hall, Richmond Ice Centre, and the Library Cultural 
Centre, the Oval will engage an operator and the City will complete the improvements to an 
appropriate standard. A competitive lease has becn negotiated which will take effect when the 
premises arc completed. In order to provide food service, to a standard aligned with the Oval, it 
is necessary for the City to construct and equip a cafe on the Ground Level and a kiosk on the 

345 1494 
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Activity Level that will service the clientele. It should be noted that this has been the model in 
other city properties, such as these identified above where food service is required. 

To fund this amenity from the Legacy Conversion budget, the RODe would reconunend a 
change in the scope of work fo r the scorekceping and display component. 111c change in scope of 
work results in a reduction to the funding requirement of the scorekeeping and display budget 
line item, originally $S 18k, to $118k, which is sufficient for the revised scope of work required. 
In addition, Legacy Conversion Contingency is in place for the projects that either has been 
placed on hold or are in various stages of project development. 

Contingen.cies are generally used to fund unforeseen elements that are identified as the project is 
advanced through detailed design and into construction. As we complete Legacy Conversion 
projects, contingency becomes available for addit ional scope or projects that were not anticipated 
when the budget was initially approved. 

As many projects are close to completion the Legacy Conversion Contingency fund is available 
as an additional source, if necessary. 

Amenities 
Project Description 

Estimated Projected Total Status 
Item 

Cost 
rchitect, Oval, City and Food Vendor worked 

ood Service (l evell and refrigerat io n in $405,000 reno 
ogether to create a concept design to determinl!' 

0 budget for the Levell cafe, and cold storage 
p arking strucltJre) $165,000 equipment with the use of the repurposed VANOe 

e_~ipment, submitted Nov 1, 2011 
ROOe recommends services of food and 
everage be prOVided on the second level of the 
val for large events. The concept is to Install the 

ood Service ( l evel 2) 0 tbd nfrastructure so a catering company can connect 
a basic services, I.e. water, sewer and electrical, 

wash sink etc with the caterers mobile 
quipment and counters 

Total expens $565,000+ 
Revenue from scoring and displa $400,000 

Revenue from Contingenc $165,000 
Net impact to Budge $0 

It is recom.mended that staff proceed with the Food Service in the Oval using the funding from 
the scoring and display budget line item, combined with any additional funding that becomes 
available at the end of the Legacy Conversion project. 

Financial Impact 

No tinancial impact 
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Conclusion 

- 5 -

It is recommended to reduce the amount of funding fo r Scorekceping by $400k and apply thaI 
amount along with any remainder of funding that is left over at the end of the conversion project 
to fund he pennanen! food service program at the Richmond Olympic Oval. 

e Scon, P. Eng. , LEED A.P. 
irector. Project Development 

(604-276-4372) 

Cc: John Mills, General Manager, ROOe 

34S1 4~4 
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 City of Richmond Agenda
   

 
 

Planning Committee 
 

Anderson Room, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Tuesday, January 17, 2012 
4:00 p.m. 

 
 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  MINUTES 
 
PLN-13  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held 

on Wednesday, December 7, 2011. 

 

 
  

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 
 
  Tuesday, February 7, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 

Room 

 
  

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
PLN-23 1. APPLICATION BY HARPREET JOHAL FOR A REZONING AT 

10131 BRIDGEPORT ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/D) TO 
COACH HOUSES (RCH) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8836, RZ 11-578325) (REDMS No. 3406432) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-23 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker: Brian J. Jackson
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  (1) That the following recommendation be forwarded to Public Hearing: 

   (a) Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5448 for the area bounded by 
Bridgeport Road on the south, River Drive on the north, Shell 
Road on the east and No. 4 Road on the west (Section 23-5-6), 
adopted by Council on September 16, 1991, be amended to 
permit: 

   (b) Properties along Bridgeport Road between No. 4 Road and 
McKessock Avenue to rezone and subdivide in accordance with 
the provisions of Compact Single Detached (RC2) or Coach 
Houses (RCH) provided there is lane access (as shown on 
Attachment 3 to the report dated November 15, 2011 from the 
Director of Development); and 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8836, for the rezoning of 10131 Bridgeport Road 
from "Single Detached (RS1/D)" to "Coach Houses (RCH)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

 
PLN-47 2. APPLICATION BY RUMI MISTRY FOR REZONING AT 10380 

WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO 
COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8850, RZ 11-591646) (REDMS No. 3418237) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-47 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Brian J. Jackson 

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That Bylaw No.8850, for the rezoning of 10380 Williams Road from “Single 

Detached (RS1/E)” to “Compact Single Detached (RC2)”, be introduced 
and given first reading. 

 
PLN-63 3. APPLICATION BY RANJIT POONI FOR REZONING AT 9271 

FRANCIS ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/C) TO 
COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8851, RZ 11-581922) (REDMS No. 3420594) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-63 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Brian J. Jackson 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That Bylaw No.8851, for the rezoning of 9271 Francis Road from “Single 

Detached (RS1/C)” to “Compact Single Detached (RC2)”, be introduced 
and given first reading. 

 
PLN-77 4. APPLICATION BY 0754999 BC LTD. FOR REZONING AT 8800, 8820, 

8840, 8880, 8900, 8920, 8940 AND 8960 PATTERSON ROAD AND 3240, 
3260, 3280, 3320 AND 3340 SEXSMITH ROAD FROM SINGLE 
DETACHED (RS1/F) TO HIGH RISE APARTMENT AND ARTIST 
RESIDENTIAL TENANCY STUDIO UNITS (ZHR10) – CAPSTAN 
VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE)  
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8837/8838/8839/8840, RZ 06-349722) (REDMS No. 3433683) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-77 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker: Brian J. Jackson

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  (1) That Bylaw No. 8837, to amend the Richmond Official Community 

Plan, Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), to facilitate the implementation of 
a funding strategy for the construction of the future Capstan Canada 
Line station, by: 

   (a) Inserting in Section 4.0, density bonus policy applicable to 
developments that voluntarily contribute funds towards the 
construction of the Capstan Canada Line station and provide 
additional park, together with a definition for Capstan Station 
Bonus in Appendix 1; 

   (b) Inserting the Overlay Boundary – Capstan Station Bonus Map 
(2031) and inserting the Capstan Station Bonus Map 
boundary in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific 
Land Use Map: Capstan Village (2031), and reference maps 
throughout the Plan; and 

   (c) Making related Plan amendments providing for rezoning to 
proceed in Capstan Village on the basis of the Capstan Station 
Bonus density bonus policy; 

   be introduced and given first reading. 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8838, to amend the Richmond Official Community 
Plan, as amended by Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 
No. 8837, to facilitate the construction of multiple-family residential 
and related uses on the subject site, by: 
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   (a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in 
Attachment 1 (Generalized Land Use Map) to relocate “Public 
and Open Space Use” in respect to the subject site; and 

   (b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land 
use designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), 
Specific Land Use Map: Capstan Village (2031), and 
reference maps throughout the Plan to relocate park within 
the block bounded by Sexsmith Road, Sea Island Way, Garden 
City Road, and Capstan Way and designate the subject site as 
“Institution”, together with related minor map and text 
amendments; 

   be introduced and given first reading. 

  (3) That Bylaw No. 8837 and Bylaw No. 8838, having been considered in 
conjunction with:  

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

   (b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

   are hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8837 and Bylaw No. 8838, having been considered in 
accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, 
be referred to the: 

   (a) Vancouver International Airport Authority; and 

   (b) Board of Education, School District No. 38 (Richmond); 

  (5) That Bylaw No. 8839, to amend the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 
8500, to facilitate the implementation of a funding strategy for the 
construction of the future Capstan Canada Line station, by: 

   (a) Inserting Section 5.19, Capstan Station Specific Use 
Regulations, in respect to developer contributions to the 
Capstan station reserve, and related text amendments; and 

   (b) Inserting “RCL4” and “RCL5” in the “Residential/Limited 
Commercial (RCL)” zone to provide for a density bonus that 
would be used for rezoning applications in the Capstan 
Station Bonus Map area designated by the City Centre Area 
Plan to achieve City objectives in respect to the Capstan 
Canada Line station; 

   be introduced and given first reading. 
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  (6) That Bylaw No. 8840, to amend the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 
8500 as amended by Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 8839, to create 
“High Rise Apartment and Artist Residential Tenancy Studio Units 
(ZHR10) – Capstan Village (City Centre)” and for the rezoning of 
8800, 8820, 8840, 8880, 8900, 8920, 8940, and 8960 Patterson Road 
and 3240, 3260, 3280, 3320, and 3340 Sexsmith Road from “Single 
Detached (RS1/F)” to “High Rise Apartment and Artist Residential 
Tenancy Studio Units (ZHR10) – Capstan Village (City Centre)”, be 
introduced and given first reading. 

 
PLN-185 5. APPLICATION BY PINNACLE INTERNATIONAL (RICHMOND) 

PLAZA INC. FOR REZONING AT 3391 AND 3411 SEXSMITH ROAD 
FROM “SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F)”, TOGETHER WITH A 
PORTION OF UNOPENED CITY LANE ON THE NORTH SIDE OF 
CAPSTAN WAY BETWEEN SEXSMITH ROAD AND NO. 3 ROAD, 
TO “RESIDENTIAL/LIMITED COMMERCIAL (RCL4)” 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8841/8842 RZ No. 10-544729 No.3414179) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-185 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker: Brian J. Jackson  

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  (1) That Bylaw No. 8841, to amend the Richmond Official Community 

Plan, as amended by Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 
No. 8837, to facilitate the construction of multiple-family residential 
and related uses on the subject site, by: 

   (a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in 
Attachment 1 (Generalized Land Use Map) to relocate “Public 
and Open Space Use” in the area bounded by Capstan Way, 
No. 3 Road, Sea Island Way, and Sexsmith Road; and 

   (b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land 
use designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), 
Specific Land Use Map: Capstan Village (2031), and 
reference maps throughout the Plan to relocate areas 
designated for park and road purposes within the block 
bounded by Capstan Way, No. 3 Road, Sea Island Way, and 
Sexsmith Road, together with related minor map and text 
amendments; 

   be introduced and given first reading. 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8841, having been considered in conjunction with: 

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 
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   (b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

   is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

  (3) That Bylaw No. 8841, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, be referred to the: 

   (a) Vancouver International Airport Authority; and 

   (b) Board of Education, School District No. 38 (Richmond); 

   for comment on or before Public Hearing on February 20, 2012 on 
OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 8841. 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8842, to rezone 3391 and 3411 Sexsmith Road from 
“Single Detached (RS1/F)”, together with a portion of unopened City 
lane on the north side of Capstan Way between Sexsmith Road and 
No. 3 Road, to “Residential/Limited Commercial (RCL4)”, as 
amended by Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 8839, be introduced and 
given first reading. 

 
PLN-247 6. APPLICATION BY ORIS DEVELOPMENT (KAWAKI) CORP. FOR 

AN OCP AMENDMENT TO LONDON/PRINCESS SUB AREA PLAN 
AND FOR REZONING AT 6160 LONDON ROAD AND 13100, 13120, 
13140, 13160 AND 13200 NO. 2 ROAD FROM "LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
(IL)” TO “COMMERCIAL/MIXED USE (ZMU20) – LONDON 
LANDING (STEVESTON)” AND “SCHOOL & INSTITUTIONAL (SI)”
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8817/8818, RZ 09-466062) (REDMS No. 3448508) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-247 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker: Brian J. Jackson

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  (1) That Bylaw No. 8817, to redesignate 13100, 13120 and 3140 No. 2 

Road from “Use to be Determined” and “Public Open Space” to 
“Mixed-Use”, and to redesignate the southern portion of 6160 
London Road from “Mixed-Use” to “Public Open Space” in the 
London/Princess Land Use Map in Schedule 2.4 of the Official 
Community Plan Bylaw 7100 (Steveston Area Plan), be introduced 
and given first reading;   

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8817, having been considered in conjunction with: 

   (a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

   (b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans 
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   is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act; 

  (3) That Bylaw No. 8817, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
not to require further consultation; 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8818, to create “Commercial/Mixed-Use (ZMU20) – 
London Landing (Steveston)” and for the rezoning of 13100, 13120 
and 13140 No. 2 Road and the northern portion of 6160 London 
Road, from "Light Industrial (IL)” to“Commercial/Mixed Use 
(ZMU20) – London Landing (Steveston)”, and for the rezoning of 
13160, 13200 No. 2 Road and southern portion of 6160 London Road 
from "Light Industrial (IL)” to “School & Institutional (SI)” be 
introduced and given first reading; and 

  (5) That staff be directed to take the required steps to redesignate that 
portion of FREMP Management Unit II-29 approximately between 
the western property boundary of 6240 Dyke Road and the western 
boundary of No. 2 Road within the FREMP-Richmond Area 
Designation Agreement from "Icw" (Industrial-Conservation-Water 
Oriented Residential/Commercial) to "Rcw"(Recreation/Park-
Conservation-Water Oriented Residential/Commercial); and. 

  (6) That the net funds from the land transactions be transferred to an 
account which would be specifically intended for Arts, Culture and 
Heritage capital purposes.   

 
PLN-311 7. FARM BASED WINERIES – POSSIBLE OPTIONS FOR ZONING 

REGULATION 
(File Ref. No. 08-4040-01; 12-8060-20-8860) (REDMS No. 3434333) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-311 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Brian J. Jackson 

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That Bylaw No. 8860, to amend the definition of “farm-based winery” and 

to include specific use regulations limiting their size, be introduced and 
given first reading. 
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PLN-321 8. APPLICATION BY SANFORD DESIGN GROUP FOR 
AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE NON FARM USE AT 16880 
WESTMINSTER HIGHWAY (LULU ISLAND WINERY) 
(File Ref. No.; AG 11-579881) (REDMS No. 3434363) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-321 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Brian J. Jackson

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That: 

  (1) authorization for Sanford Design Group, on behalf of Lulu Island 
Winery, to apply to the Agricultural Land Commission for a non-
farm use for the purposes of developing a food and beverage service 
lounge as an accessory use to the existing farm-based winery facility 
at 16880 Westminster Highway be granted; 

  (2) Richmond City Council recommend to the Agricultural Land 
Commission for the registration of a legal agreement on title that 
prohibits use of the proposed accessory food and beverage service 
lounge and existing farm-based winery facility as a banquet hall or 
stand-alone event hosting venue as part of the Agricultural Land 
Commission’s review of the non-farm use application; and 

  (3) Lulu Island Winery undertake consultation with neighbouring 
properties regarding the food and beverage service lounge proposal 
and the findings be reported out to Richmond City Council prior to 
advancing the non-farm use application to the Agricultural Land 
Commission. 

 
PLN-337 9. TRUCK PARKING ON PROPERTIES ON RIVER ROAD EAST OF 

NO. 6 ROAD 
(File Ref. No. 08-4040-01) (REDMS No. 3434401) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-337 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Brian J. Jackson 

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That: 
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  (1) the “Interim Truck Parking Action Plan” (Interim Action Plan), as 
amended by Council in February 2008, be continued until the end of 
2012 to allow for consideration of further rezoning applications for 
commercial vehicle parking and storage within the plan area in the 
16000 Block of River Road; 

  (2) a daily traffic count be undertaken over two (2) one-week periods on 
No. 7 Road (between Bridgeport Road and River Road) and on River 
Road (East of Nelson Road) in 2012 either by the City or by future 
applicants’ consultants, to the satisfaction of City staff, as part of 
rezoning applications that facilitate commercial vehicle parking and 
storage within the Plan Area; 

  (3) staff report back to Planning Committee with an update on such daily 
traffic count trends by the end of 2012 to consider the option of 
amending the Interim Action Plan to allow only commercial outdoor 
storage and not commercial vehicle parking in the short term, 
depending upon the City’s review of traffic counts in 2012; and 

  (4) the existing 1999 OCP “Business and Industry” designation and 
policies allowing for a range of long-term intensive industrial uses 
for the 16000 block of River Road as well as the agri-industrial uses 
set out in the Long-Term Action Plan be considered for inclusion in 
the proposed, updated OCP. 

 
PLN-353 10. HAMILTON AREA PLAN – COMMITTEE UPDATE #1 – CLARIFIED 

TERMS OF REFERENCE, WORK PLAN AND TIMELINE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3438210) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-353 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speakers:  Terry Crowe and Mark McMullen

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That the staff report dated January 4, 2012 from the General Manager, 

Planning and Development, entitled: “Hamilton Area Plan – Committee 
Update #1 – Clarified Terms of Reference, Work Plan and Timeline” be 
approved to guide the Hamilton Area Plan Update process. 
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PLN-375 11. REVIEW OF THE NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY 
(File Ref. No. 08-4050-10) (REDMS No. 3419274) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-375 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speakers: Terry Crowe and Holger Burke

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That the proposed Terms of Reference and Work Program for the Review of 

the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy (Attachment 1) be approved. 

 
  

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
PLN-389 12. RICHMOND COMMUNITY SERVICES ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE2011 ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3433597) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-389 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Lesley Sherlock

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That, as per the General Manager of Community Services’ report dated 

December 16, 2011, entitled “Richmond Community Services Advisory 
Committee 2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program”, the Richmond 
Community Services Advisory Committee’s 2011 Work Program be 
approved. 

 
PLN-437 13. CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 

ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No. ) (REDMS No. 3428025) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-437 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Lesley Sherlock
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That, as per the General Manager of Community Services’ report dated 

December 13, 2011,  “Child Care Development Advisory Committee: 2011 
Annual Report and 2012 Work Program”, the Child Care Development 
Advisory Committee 2012 Work Program be approved. 

 
PLN-449 14. RICHMOND SENIORS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 ANNUAL 

REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3430457) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-449 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Lesley Sherlock

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That, as per the General Manager of Community Services report dated 

December 13, 2011,  “Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 2011 Annual 
Report and 2012 Work Program”, the Richmond Seniors Advisory 
Committee’s 2012 Work Program be approved. 

 
PLN-467 15. 2011 ANNUAL REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM:  

RICHMOND INTERCULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3418924) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PLN-467 of the Planning agenda for full hardcopy report  
  Designated Speaker:  Alan Hill

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
  That, as per the General Manager, Community Services report dated 

January 3, 2012 entitled “2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program: 
Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee”, the Richmond Intercultural 
Advisory Committee 2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work Program 
(Attachment 1) be approved. 

 
 16. MANAGER’S REPORT 
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ADJOURNMENT 
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  Agenda
   

 
 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 
 

Anderson Room, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Wednesday, January 18, 2012 
4:00 p.m. 

 
 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
PWT-5  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works & 

Transportation Committee held on Wednesday, December 14, 2011. 

 

 
  

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 
 
  Wednesday, February 22, 2012 (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 

Room 

 
  

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
 
PWT-11 1. 2012 PAVING PROGRAM 

(File Ref. No. 10-6340-20-P.12201) (REDMS No. 3435271) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PWT-11 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Jim Young

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That the staff report regarding the 2012 Paving Program be received for 
information. 



Public Works & Transportation Committee Agenda – Wednesday, January 18, 2012 
Pg. # ITEM  
 

PWT – 2 

 
PWT-19 2. FUEL PURCHASES AGREEMENT – BC PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 

BUYING GROUP 
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01/2011) (REDMS No. 3424005) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PWT-19 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Suzanne Bycraft

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That the City participate in the BC Petroleum Products Buying Group fuel 
purchases contract with Chevron Canada Ltd., commencing December 14, 
2011 for a three-year period, with the option to renew for two additional one 
year periods, to a maximum of five years. 

 
PWT-23 3. ADVANCE CAPITAL BUDGET APPROVAL – 2012 LULU WEST 

WATERWORKS AREA (WILLIAMS ROAD) 
(File Ref. No. 10-6050-01) (REDMS No. 3438433) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PWT-23 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Milton Chan

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That 2012 Capital Project Submission 4719 (Lulu West Waterworks Area) 
as detailed in Attachment 1 of the staff report dated January 5, 2012 from 
the Director, Engineering be approved for expenditure and commencement 
of work. 

 
  

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
PWT-31 4. RICHMOND COMMUNITY CYCLING COMMITTEE – PROPOSED 

2012 INITIATIVES 
(File Ref. No. 01-0100-20-RCYC1/2012) (REDMS No. 3414787) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PWT-31 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Joan Caravan



Public Works & Transportation Committee Agenda – Wednesday, January 18, 2012 
Pg. # ITEM  
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the proposed 2012 initiatives of the Richmond Community 
Cycling Committee regarding cycling-related engineering and 
education activities, as described in the report from the Director, 
Transportation, be endorsed; and 

  (2) That a copy of the report from the Director, Transportation entitled 
“Richmond Community Cycling Committee - Proposed 2012 
Initiatives” be provided to the Council School Board Liaison 
Committee for information. 

 
PWT-39 5. TRAFFIC SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE – PROPOSED 2012 

INITIATIVES 
(File Ref. No. 01-0100-20-TSAD1-01) (REDMS No. 3410268) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page PWT-39 of the Public Works & Transportation agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Joan Caravan

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the proposed 2012 initiatives for the Traffic Safety Advisory 
Committee, as outlined in the report from the Director, 
Transportation, be endorsed; and 

  (2) That a copy of the above report be forwarded to the Richmond 
Council-School Board Liaison Committee for information. 

 
 6. MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 

Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au, Vice-Chair 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 
Mayor Malcolm Brodie 

Councillor Derek Dang 

Minutes 

Call to Order: The Chair ca1 led the meeting to order at 4: t 2 p.m. 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works & Transportation 
Committee held on Wednesday, November 23, 2011, be adopted as 
circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Wednesday, January 18,2012 (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

1. WILLIAMS ROAD DRAINAGE PUMP STATION 
(File Ref. No. 10.-6340-20-P.11301 ) (REDt-iS No. 3417598) 

1. 
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Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

With the aid of artist renderings. Jim Young. Manager, Engineering Design 
and Construction, reviewed the proposed layout of the Williams Road 
drainage pump station upgrade. Also. Mr. Young distributed a revised 
Attachment 1 to the staff report dated November 25, 2011 (attached to and 
forming part oftbese Minutes as Schedule 1). 

Mr. Young provided background infonnation and highlighted the following 
information: 

• 

• 

• 

the proposed pump station layout has been designed to keep as Iowa 
profile as possible in order to preserve view corridors~ 

the proposed pwnp station wall that faces Williams Road would be 
relatively prominent and present an opportunity for beatification; and 

the proposed pump station is also incorporated into the highly uti lized 
west dike trail system, as such the maintenance access roads are 
visualized to be appealing and complimentary to the existing trails. 

Also, Mr. Young advised that the current elevation of the dike is 
approximately 3.3 metres geodetic, while the proposed upgrade would raise 
the elevation to 4.7 metres geodetic, which is consistent with the City's Long 
Term Flood Management Strategy. It was noted that the upgrades would not 
negatively impact accessibility. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Young advised the fo llowing: 

• it is anticipated that the entire proposed upgrade be completed by 
September 2012; 

• it is important to upgrade drainage pump stations as these systems 
prevent the City from flooding and many of them are old and pose risk 
to the City; 

• the City has 39 drainage pump stations in total, all of which are 
included in a comprehensive report that includes assessments for each 
of their conditions and prioritizes them accordingly for future upgrades; 
and 

• feedback from residents who reside adjacent to the pump station has 
been positive. 

Discussion ensued regarding the extent of the proposed drainage pump station 
upgrade. Mr. Young advised that much of the costs associated with the 
proposed upgrade are related to core engineering services, and that all other 
costs are marginal. 

Staff was requested to provide a memorandum detailing the order of 
magnitude of a lesser pump station upgrade prior to the next Council meeting. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Young stated that (il staff have 
applied for grants for the proposed Williams Road drainage pump station 
upgrade; and (ii) designs for drainage pump station upgrades arc site specific. 

2. 
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Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

It was moved and seconded 
That the concept for the Williams Road Drainage Pump Slation be 
endorsed. 

CARRIED 

2. MANAGER'S REPORT 

(i) Snow Removal 

Tom Stewart, Director, Public Works Operations, advised that in the event of 
significant snow fall, the City is well prepared for snow removal. 

(U) Dill,; Development in Sleveston 

John Irving, Director, Engineering, provided background infonnation and 
advised that the cracks along the Steveston boardwalk are being monitored 
daily. He stated that the situation is stable and staff are working with Onni 
personnel to find an ultimate solution and to repair the dike. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Irving stated that a geotechnical 
report is required to identify the extent of the damage to the dike and to 
provide a technical solution to repair or upgrade the dike. Mr. Irving 
commented that the City has the final say on whatever technical solution is 
brought forth from the geotechnical report. Also, Mr. Irving commented on 
Doni ' s position regarding the damage. 

(iii) Delta Hotel Request 

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, spoke of a request from the Delta Hotel 
regarding the current bus exchange situation adjacent to the hoteL Mr. Wei 
noted that the hotel wishes to (i) increase its visibility. (ii) provide easier 
access in and out of the hotel. and (iii) improve transit service for its clients. 
He noted that staff would initiate discussion with the Vancouver Airport 
Authority as this area is within their jurisdiction. 

Discussion ensued regarding the bus exchange at south end of the Arthur 
Laing Bridge, and it was noted that future discussions related to the bus 
exchange should also acknowledge the lack of proper public transportation for 
Burkeville residents. 

(iv) No.1 Road and Moncton Street Intersection 

Mr. Wei spoke of the opening of the upgraded No. 1 Road and Moncton 
Street intersection. 

Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering and Public Works. advised 
that staff are aware of the narrow sidewalk abutting the intersection and 
intend to address this concern by widening the sidewalk. 

3. 
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Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, December 14, 2011 

Discussion ensued regarding the No. I Road and Moncton Street intersection 
upgrades and it was noted that this intersection received many upgrades, such 
as the installation of a traffic light. Also, it was noted that signage explaining 
all the various upgrades may be helpful, in particular fo r those utilizing the 
pedestrian scramble crossing. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
Tlrat lite meeting adjourn (4:45 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Public 
Works & Transportation Committee of the 
Council of the City of Richmond held on 
Wednesday, December 14, 20 I I. 

Councillor Linda Barnes 
Chair 

Hanieh Floujeh 
Committee Clerk 

4. 
3428618 
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City of Richmond Report to Committee 

To: Date: January 4, 2012 

From: 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

John Irving, P.Eng. MPA File: 10-<i340-20-P.12201Nol 
Director, Engineering 01 

Re: 2012 Paving Program 

Staff Recll)mmendation 

That the staff report regarding the 2012 Paving Program be received for information. 

~~~ 
John Irving, P.Eng., MP A 
Director, Engineering 
604-276-4140 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTEOTo: CONCURRENCE CO~C_~EJ!-CE..O~ERAL MANAGER 

YBNO c: r_ ~ Purchasing 
Roads and Dykes Y~O <t- _ -> 
Budgets Y NO 

REVIEWED BY TAG 

<$'~ 
NO REVIEWED BY CAO ""'- YES/ NO 

D YJ3 D 

.3H52?1 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

In past years, staff have presented the annual pavlllg program to the Public Works & 
Transportation committee for infonnation. 

Background 

The paving program is required to maintain our road network to current operating levels as well 
as reduce the need for costly repairs. Staff have developed a prioritized list of locations which 
are included in 2012 Paving Program. 

Analysis 

Scope of work includes milling and the paving of roads in priority order as identified by the 
City's Pavement Management System (PMS) and staff. The PMS software takes into account 
items such as the age, structure, and current condition of the road. Pavement deflection data was 
gathered in 2009 for select roads (major roads, mm roads, recently resurfaced segments, and 
sections with substantial surface cracking) and is being used in the current PMS model. 

Paving is tentatively scheduled to commence in April 2012 and will continue until approximately 
the end of October 2012 subject to weather or uncontrollable delays. Residents and businesses 
impacted by construction will receive hand delivered letters in advance of construction, road 
advisories will be advertised in local newspapers and the schedule will be posted on the City's 
website. 

Included in Attachment t is a list of the proposed paving sites and the respective justification 
which are included in the 2012 Paving Program tender. This year's paving program will also 
shift focus from curb repair to sidewalk repair. 

Early tendering of the annual paving contract and the competitive liquid asphalt prices has 
resulted in the City receiving highly competitive rates. This tender result will allow the City to 
expand the program through additional paving locations (Attachment 2). As with past years, it 
is possible that identified paving locations cannot be completed due to conflict with development 
projects that are not known at this time. Should the seasonal paving restrictions permit, any new 
developme:nt related paving locations would be replaced with the next priority paving locations. 

Discussion 

Staff tendered this contract early in December 20 II and received five competitive bids, with the 
low tender by Imperial Paving Limited coming in under the City's budget. This can be attriboted 
to the competitive liquid asphalt rates and the ability of the low bidder to secure materials and 
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equipment before other municipalities given the C ity was first in the lower Fraser Valley to issue 
a Tender. There was also strong contractor interest in working with the City as evidenced by the 
number of bids received. 

Using the City's Pavement Management System, and given the low bid by Imperial, staff have 
included additional locations to the program as a result of the budget savings. See Attachment 2 
for a list of the additional paving sites. See the attached map for all proposed paving sites 
(Attachment 3). 

The 2012 Paving Program included an amendment to the City's standard tendering practices that 
reflects upon the City's environmental initiatives, All bidders are encouraged to employ 
sustainabh: methodologies, practices and materials that would assist in reducing the harmful 
emissions, in direct alignment with the City 's sustainability goals. 

Financial Impact 

The 20 12 Paving Program is funded from the City's maintenance operating budget and the 
Greater Vancouver Transportation Authority for the City's Major Road Network (MRN). 
Capital Funding will also be provided to complete those locations impacted by the respective 
capital proj ects. The breakdown is as follows. 

Available Fundine; Amount ($) • 

City Operating Budget 2,458,600 
2012 MRN Budget 915,500 
Miscellaneous Other City Funding 90,000 
Total Available Funding 3,464,100 

Estimated. Expenditures 
2012 Paving Tender - Appendix A 2,569,251 
Additional Paving Locations - Appendix B 890,000 
Total Estimated Expenditures 3,459,251 

Estimated Funding Remaining 4,849 

• All amounts arc proposed for the 2012 Capital and Operating Budgets and have not been 
approved by Council at the time of writing thi s report. 

The paving contract is largely funded through the 2012 Operating Budget and is structured to 
allow the work to be adjusted without penalty to reflect any changes in the 2012 Operating 
Budget thut are ultimately approved by Council. As with other 2012 City operating expenses, 
expenses related to this paving contract are expected to be incurred starting in early 2012. 
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Conclusi()n 

The 2012 Paving Program is scheduled to commence in April and the contract is in the process 
of being awarded. 

f<" Jim V. Young, P. Eng. 
Manager, Engineering D&C 
(604-247-4610) 

Wasim Memon, C.E.T. 
Supervisor - Inspections 
(604-247-4189) 
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ATIACHMENT I 

LOCATION 

10000 Block Blundell Road 

Block 
I 
I 

- 5 -

2012 PAVING PROGRAM - PROPOSED LOCATIONS 

FAULTS 
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A IT ACI-D>1ENT 2 2012 PAVING PROGRAM ADDITIONAL LOCATIONS 

LOCATION FAULTS 

2000 Block Sweeden Way - Utility cuts, pavement cracking 
4000 Block Garden cTtV Road south bound lanes - Utility cuts, pavement cracking 
7000 Block No.5 Road - Utilitv cuts, pavement cracking 
South Dvke (No.2 Road to No.3 Road) - Utility cuts, pavement cracking 
8000 Block Cambie Road - Utility cuts, pavement cracking 
9000 Block Granville Avenue - Utility cuts, pavement cracking 
9000 Block Blundell Road - Utility cuts, pavement cracking 
3000 B10clk Shell Road - Utility cuts, oavement cracking 
7000 Block Granville Avenue - east bound lanes - Utility cuts, pavement cracking 



PWT - 17

I 

i 
I 

=1 ""- ... - .-, ---~~----

I 
_ .. -.. -

••• , 
I 

..... _ II 

I 
••• J' 

. .• 



 

PWT - 18



PWT - 19

To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 

Tom Stewart, AScT. 
Director, Public Works Operations 

Report to Committee 

Date: December 19, 201 1 

Fite: 1MOOO-0112011-Vol 
01 

Re: Fuel Purchases Agreement - Be Petroleum Products Buying Group 

Staff Recl)mmendation 

That the City participate in the BC Petroleum Products Buying Group fuel purchases contract 
with Chevron Canada Ltd., commencing December 14,2011 for a three-year period, with the 
option to renew for additional one year periods, to a maximum of five years. 

Tom Stewart, AScT. 
Director, Public Works Operations 
(604-233-3301) 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CJ::?CE~~E~: MANAGER 

Purchasin!l Y lifN 0 

REVIEWED BY TAG 

~~ 
NO REVIEWED BY CAO ~ NO 

0 0 

3424005 
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December 19,2011 - 2-

Staff Report 

Origin 

The City bas participated as a consortiwn member of the Be Petroleum Products Buying Group 
(BCPPBG) for a number of years. The BCPPBG is made up of approximately 65 agencies, 
including local, regional, municipal government and school board member organizations, which 
in total purchase approximately 37,000,000 litres of product annually. Members are located in 
six geographic regions including the Lower Mainland, Kamloops, Vancouver Island, Prince 
George, T,err3ce and Port Hardy. The City of Vancouver is the lead agency for the most recent 
BCPPBG tendering process. 

This report presents information regarding the fuel purchases consortium process and 
recommends that the City participate in the BCPPBG contract. 

Analysis 

BackgroUlrid 

The City of Richmond maintains a fuel station at the City Works Yard for fuelling all City 
vehicles and equipment with gasoline or diesel fuels. There are also fuel tanks located at several 
fire hall stations for fuelling fire vehicles and fIre apparatus. Fuelling services at the Works Yard 
are also made available to the Richmond RCMP and Richmond School Board on a cost-recovery 
basis. Richmond Fire Rescue has recently begun using the Works yard fuelling sire for fuelling 
some of their units due to the decommissioning of their fuel tanks at No. I Hall as a result of 
renovations at that site. 

The City uses approximately one million litres of fuel annually, including gasoline and bio-diesel 
for City vehicles and equipment (not including Richmond Fire Rescue). Additiona1ly, 
approximately 300,000 litres of fuel is purchased to support fuelling services at the Works Yard 
for the Richmond RCMP and Scbool Board. 

BCPPBG Fuel Purchases Contract 

The current agreement for fuel purchases is with Chevron Canada Ltd., and expired on 
December 13, 2011. In preparation, the lead agency for the BCPPBG issued a request for 
proposals on September 1, 2011 with a closing date of September 27, 2011. There were two 
respondents to the proposal call- Parkland Fuel Corporation and Chevron Canada Ltd. 

Agency members participated in reviewing the proposal docwnent prior to issuance, and 
providing JI'ankings on submission factors such as total cost of product; technical capabilities; 
levels of service; quality, safety, environmental and social responsibility. Chevron met the key 
requirements and provided overall best value based on the following costing model: 

• Weekly rack price 

• Less discoWlt (e.g. off rack, plus early payment, volume discount) 

• Plus bridging fee 

342.0<15 
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The weekly rack price is the price refineries sell gasoline to their various clients, which varies 
based on fuel commodity market pricing factors. The bridging fee includes items such as freight 
from the teJr.ID.inal, the terminal cost, delivery, etc. 

Under the tenns of this contract, the bridging fee will be fixed for one year and is subject to 
inflationary increases, such as CPl, with a maximum cap established for any increases or 
decreases in inflation. 

The City of Vancouver (lead agency) fo llowed their standard procurement methods in this tender 
process, and City of Richmond Purchasing staff agree with the methodology applied. 

Chevron C,mada Ltd. has been the City's supplier under the BCPPBO for the last number of 
years and has provided a good level of service, with timely deliveries, including after hours and 
weekends. Stafr are confident that we can expect this level of service to continue under the new 
contract enttered into between Chevron and the BCPPBG. 

Financial Impact 

Annual costs for fuel vary based on commodity pricing factors. Fuel costs in 2010 were 
approximately $1,023,400 for City Operations and $153,800 for Richmond Fire Rescue, or a 
total of$I,I77,200. The 20 II expenditures are approximately $1,316,600 million for City 
operations (approximately $250,000 over budget allocations) and $145,100 for Richmond Fire 
Rescue. The over-expenditure is due in part to increased fuel consumption, but is principally a 
result offud price increases in 2011 (approximately 17% higher). 

The 2011 City operations fuel budge' is $1 ,069,800 and $150,000 for Richmond Fire Rescue. 

Under the conditions of the new contract, an estimated 1 % savings in the bridging fee is 
expected, subject to inflationary factors. Overall fuel costs will vary, based on commodity 
pricing. The 2012 budget request for City operations fuel usage is $1,239,300. 

Conclusioln 

Participation in the BCPPBG consortium for fuel purchases is recommended due to the 
economies of scale and level of representation offered through a large-scale buying group. The 
consortium has entered into a contract with Chevron Canada Ltd., who has provided a good level 
of service for the last number of years. The City has the opportunity to meet its fuel 
requirements by participating in this collective buying consortium. In light of the contract 
preceding the date of this repon,. the City has been able to meet its fuel purchase requirements 
under the new BCPPBG contract pending Council approval. 

-!~r 
Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs 
(604-233-3338) 

341400~ 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

To: Date: January 5, 2012 

From: 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

John Irving , P.Eng. MPA File: 10-6050-01/2011-Vol 
Director, Engineering 01 

Re: Advance Capital Budget Approval 
2012 Lulu West Waterworks Area (Williams Road) 

Staff Recclmmendation 

That 2012 Capital Project Submission 4719 (Lulu West Waterworks Area) as detailed in 
Attaclunent 1 be approved for expenditure and commencement of work. 

John Irving, P.Eng. MPA 
Director, Engineering 
(604-276-4140) 

An.1 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Budgets Y~O (£7" .~ Water Services Y NO - -

REVIEWED BY TAG 

~~ 
NO REVIEWED BY CAO ~ NO 

D ~ D 
---" 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Subsection 165(1) of The Community Charter requires the City to adopt a Five Year Financial 
Plan ("5YFP") Bylaw (which includes operating, utility and capital expenditures) before May 
15th of each year. The bylaw is required to identify all expenditures for the current year (i.e. 
2012) and provide estimates for the remainder of the five-year program. The 2012 5YFP Bylaw 
provides tbe City with the authority to proceed with spending to the limits outlined in the bylaw. 

The 2012 Capital Budget (the "budget") is one of the key inputs in preparing the SYFP (2012 -
2016) and is also one of the City's most important tools in achieving the goals of the Long Term 
Financial Management Strategy (LTFMS), while providing for the current and future 
infrastructure needs of the community. Under the City's LTFMS, the City is committed to 
financial plarming that maintains and enhances existing levels of service to the community, while 
limiting thl:! impact on property taxes. 

As part of the budget process, the Assessor Team evaluated the capital submissions from all City 
departments and utilized a ranking system within the Capital Planning Model to determine which 
submissions would be recommended for inclusion in the budget. 

The capital submission for the 2012 Lulu West Waterworks Area has been recommended by the 
Assessor Team. 

The purpose of this report is to obtain Council approval to commence construction of this project 
in a timely marmer. 

Analysis 

Watermain Replacement Capital Submissions 

The wateIINorks capital program is developed based on a number of criteria including: 

• th(~ City's long range infrastructure replacement strategy, 

• watermain break history, 

• 2041 Official Conununity Plan (OCP) Water Modelling Study, and 

• th(: proposed road paving program. 

The main goals of the program are to replace ageing infrastructure prior to failure and to improve 
fire protection by locally increasing the system supply capacity. 

For the 2012 budget, capital submissions totalling $7,406,757 were entered into the Capital 
Planning Model for watermain replacement in various locations (see Table 1). 
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Table 1 - :2012 Watennain Replacement Capital Submissions 

Capital Submission 

4715 - Lulu East Waterworks Area 

4716 - Sea Island Waterworks Area 

4718 - Lulu North Waterworks Area 

4719 - Lulu West Waterworks Area 

Totat 

Capital Funding from Water Utility Reserve '(Approved as the basis 
for establishing the 2012 utility rates) 

Remaining funding 

Amount 

$ 1,635,867 

$ 670,832 

$ 3,476,810 

$ 1,623,247 

$ 7,406,757 

$ 7,550,000 

$143,243 

The 2012 Lulu West Waterworks Area project and the three other water capital projects listed 
above are all fully funded from the Water Utility Reserve. This funding level was approved at 
the Special Council Meeting of Dec. 12,2011 as the basis for establishing the 2012 utility rates. 

Project Delivery 

In order to deliver the 2012 Capital Program in a timely manner, design work on selected 2012 
projects was completed in 2011 under the 2011 Infrastructure Advanced Design program. One 
of the projects that has been designed is the 2012 Lulu West Waterworks Area (Capital 
Submission 47 I 9). This project consists of the replacement of approximately 1640 metres of 
watennain along Williams Road between No.3 Road and No.4 Road, as described in 
Attachment 1 (Capital Project Submission 4719). 

This portion of watennain was included in the program due to its age and considerable recent 
break history compared to other watennains in the Capital Program. If the watennains are not 
replaced, potential future watermain breaks could lead to road failure, reduced water quality, 
extended disruption of service and inconvenience to customers, possible contamination and 
increased e:mergency repair costs. In addition there is a potential for increased GVWD costs as 
the City's portion is based on water consumption (including leaks and breakages). 

Due 10 the urgency of this project and to take advantage of the competitive bidding environment 
and subsequent low tender pricing, it was publicly tendered in 2011 with award subject to budget 
approval. T he lowest bid received was $1, I 04,550 plus taxes. Additional costs will be incurred 
for service tie-ins by the City. inspection and contract administration. 
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The award period has been extended to February 15, 2012 to allow for Council approval of this 
project. If this deadline is not met, the tcnder may need to be cancelled, and the project will be 
re-tendered once the 2012 Capital Program is approved. This will lead to significant delays and 
considerable consequences as described in the previous paragraph, as well as potential increased 
tender pricing due to inflation. 

Financial Hmpact 

Capital Submission 4719 - Lulu West Watenvorks has been recommended by the Assessor 
Team for ilLlclusion in the 2012 budget. The value cfthis submission is $1,623,247.50 with an 
OBIof$570.36. The funding source for this project is the water utility reserve and this amount 
is within the annual funding availability limits and was approved at the Special Council Meeting 
of Dec. 12,,2011 as the basis for establishing the 2012 utility rates. This project does not 
displace or compete with any other non-water capital projects. 

This project will also be included in the 5 Year Financial Plan (2012-2016) Bylaw. 

Conclusioln 

The Williams Road watennain has been identified as being in need of replacement. Breakage of 
this watcmlain would result in costly repairs and inconvenience to the public. Advance approval 
of Capital Submission 4719 (Lulu West Waterworks Area) will mitigate these risks for this area. 

-f?~~ 
Milton Chan, P.Eng. 
Senior Project Engineer 
(604-276-4377) 
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Attachment 1 

City of Richmond 

Cap~al Project Submission 

Submission 10: 4719 

Date Wednesday. 22 June 2011 

Submitted by Elena Paller 

Project Number 

Project Name 

Project location 

Estimated cost 

Lulu West Waterworks Alea 

See Scope 

$1.623 .247 .50 

Purpose (As II relates to strategic vision) 

This project will : 
'replace ageing infrastructure at the end of its service life: 
-improve fire protection . 

Project Year 201 2 

Recommended Yes 

This project is required to minimize operating cost due to watermain breaks. 

This project meets strategic City goals: 

Serving the Customer - by minimizing custome(s disruptions due to watermain breaks and 
providing long term maintenance of service. 

Financial Management - Waterworks infrastructure replacement reduces the potential for 
unplanned maintenance that is unpredictable and costly and maximizes loog-term local 
govemment financial health by replacing watermains in accordance with the Clty·s long 
range infrastructure replacement strategy. 

Scope of Work 

This project includes 720 meters of 200mm diameter watermain constructioo and 840 
meters of 300mm diameter watermain to replace the existing infrastructure. 

The waterwor1l:s capital program is developed based 00 the City·s long range infrastructure 
replacement strategy. watermain break history. 2041 OCP Weter Modelling Study and the 
proposed road paving program. 

The program replaces ageing infrastructure prior to failure and improves fire protection . 

Please refer to document #3154073 for specific locations. cost estimates and detailed 
scope of worK 

Sustainablllty 

Sustainable Resource Use - The watermain replacement program promotes reduced per 
caprta water consumption through the installation of mandatory water meters. The reduced 
water consumption will defer the need for future capacity upgrades and. therefore. defer the 
need for future capital expenditure. 

Thursday, 5 January 201212:02:09 PM 
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Inclusive, Safe & Accessible Community - The watermaln repla cement program is required 
to maintain reliable delivery of water to the community which is essential for individual and 
conYTlUnity health and 'Nell-being . 'Waterworks infrastructure provides fire protection for 
safety ofthe public and their properties. 

Vibrant Corrmunity - Waterworks infrastructure supports recreational opportunities for the 
residents by providing water to the sVolimming pools. ice rinks, drinking founta ins and 'Nater 
parks. Waterworks infrastructure supports beautification of the conYTIJnity by providing 
water for irrigation of both public and private landscapes. 

leadership in Municipal Practices - waterworks infrastructure replacement program 
maximizes long-term local government financia l health by replacing watermains in 
accordance with the City's long range infrastructure replacement strategy. 

Thursday, 5 January 201212:02;09 PM 
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Cost breakdown 

Roads 
Storm Sewer 
Waterworks 
Sanitary Sewer 
Building Construction 
Land Acquisit ion 
Park Development 
Vehicle Purchases 
local lmprovements/Nics 
Computer cost 

TOTAL 

- 7 -

$0.00 
$0.00 
$1 ,623,247.50 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$1.623,247.50 

Impact of Capital Project on Operating Budget $570.36 

OBI Document Number 

Comments 

Consequences of not proceed ing with the project 

If watermains are not replaced, the potential watermain breaks could lead to road fa ilure, 
reduced water quality, extended disruption of service and inconvenience to customers , 
possible source of contamination and increasing emergency repair cost. In addition there is 
a potential for increased GVVVD costs as the City's portion is based on waler cons umption 
(including leaks and breakages). 

GM Approval Signature 

'Thursday, 6 January 201212:02:10 PM 
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City of 
Richmond Report to Committee 

To: Public Works and Transportation Committee Date: December 23,2011 

From: Victor Wei, P. Eng. File: 01-0100-20-
Director, Transportation RCYC112011-Vo101 

Re: RICHMOND COMMUNITY CYCUNG COMMITTEE - PROPOSED 2012 
INITIATIVES 

Staff Recc)mmendation 

1. That the proposed 2012 initiatives of the Richmond Community Cycling Committee 
regarding cycling-related engineering and education activities, as described in the report from 
the Director, Transportation. be endorsed. 

2. That a copy of the report from the Director, Transportation entitled "Richmond Community 
Cycling Committee · Proposed 2012 [nitiatives" be provided to the Council School Board 
Liaison Committee for infonnation. 

t ; ""2 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-413 1 ) 

> 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Parks Planning, Design & Construction ... Y ~N 0 
Community Recreation ... .... ............. ... ..... Y M'N 0 

REVIEWED BY TAG NO REVIEWED BY CAO NO 

D D 

3414787 



PWT - 32

December 23, 2011 -2- File: OJ00-20-RCYCI 

Staff Report 

Origin 

The Riclunond Community Cycling Committee CReeC) was formed in 1993 to allow staff to 
work in partnership with the community to promote commuter and recreational cycling in 
Richmond. The Committee provides input and feedback on cycling infrastructure projects and 
undertakes various cycling education and awareness activities to promote cycling as a healthy 
and sustainable mode of travel. This report reviews the Committee's 2011 activities and 
achievements and proposes a number of initiatives for 2012 that support the Committee' s 
mandate of encouraging more people to cycle more often in Richmond. 

Analysis 

1. 201 t Activities and Achievements 

The RCCC undertook and participated in a number of activities in 201 1 that contributed to 
enhanced cycling safety and increased education and awareness o f cycling in Richmond. 

1.1 Expansion and Improvement of Cycling Network 

The City co ntinued to add to the local cycling network in 2011 , 
which now comprises nearly 60 km of bike routes, with the 
support of funding grants from external agencies including 
TransLink and the BC Ministry of Transportation & 
Infrastructure. The Committee provided feedback on the design 
and construction of the following facilities. 

• Minoru Blvd Bike Route: installation of bike lanes and signage 
on Minoru Boulevard between Granville A venue and 
Alderbridge Way. 

• Lynas Lane Bike Route: installation of sharrows and signage 
to this existing route between River Road and Granville Ave. 

• Crabapple Ridge Bikeway: substantial completion of 
construction (i.e. , upgrade of off-street pathways) of this first 
neighbourhood bike route that connects Terra Nova to 
Stcvest.on via local roads and pathways west of No. I Road. 

• Continuity of Bike Lanes: implemented pavement markings 
and signage to allow through cyclists to travel in the right­
rum lane rather than merging with vehicle traffic in the 
adjacent through lane at intersections where the bike lane is 
dropped prior to the intersection in order to provide a right­
turn only lane. The City has received a number of positive 
comments from cyclists as a result of this improvement. 

• Neighbourhood BikewaYS: the COIJunittee focused on the 
design and development of the second such route ~ the 
Parkside Bikeway that will follow Ash Street and ultimately 
connect South Ann to Westminster Hwy through the McLennan neighbourhood and uses a 

3414187 
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combination of local roads with lower traffic volumes and off-street connecting pathways to 
connect local destinations such as schools and neighbourhood centres as well as link up to 
the city 's existing on-street cycling network (at Williams Road in the south and Westminster 
Hwy in the north). 

• Cycling Network Improvement Program: continued installation of the overlay of bike stencils 
on loop detectors along designated bike routes so that cyclists know where to position 
themselves in order to trigger a change in the traffic signal. 

• Development Applications and Road Improvement Projects: the Committee provided input 
on proposed cycling facility improvements assoc iated with new developments and road 
improvement projects including the No.1 Road and Moncton Street improvements and 
associated improvements in the Steveston Village area. 

1.2 Education and Promotion 

The Committee participated in the following activities to promote cycling in Richmond and 
increase members' knowledge of regional cycling topics that could benefit Richmond. 

• Bike 10 Work Week (May and 
November 2011 ): the 
Committee worked with 
organi7.crs of this region-wide 
annual initiative to successfully 
stage these events in Richmond. 
During the May event, bike 
commuter stations at City Hall, 
Thompson Community Centre, 
Canada. Line Bridge, and 
Richmond-Brighouse Station 
recorded a total of 345 cyclists 
during a 2-hour period. During 
the November event, 169 
cyclists were recorded at bike 
commuter stations at Thompson 

T Obl N umb.r of Obs.rv.d CyeUsts ;I t C ommut • • 
St;ltlo ns 

•• , r-------------------------------------, ... . .. 
'" 
'" , .. 
• 
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I Co ........... 
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Figure 1: Cyclists Recorded at Commuter Stations 

Community Centre and the Canada Line Bridge during a 2-hour period. As shown in Figure 
1, the number of cyclists observed on city streets during the 2-hour period of the events (i.e., 
stopping at the commuter station or passing by) continues to grow. Similarly, as shown in 
Table 1 below, the trend in statistics for registered participants at Richmond workplaces 
shows a continued increase in not only the tolal number of participants but also the number 
of kilometres ridden. 

Table 1: Annual Bike to Work Week Statistics for Richmond Workplaces 

J.i !47!1 
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I th Annual" Island City, by Bike " Tour (June 12. 201/1: each year in June, as part of 
regional Bike Month activities and the City's Environment Week events, the Committee and 
the City jointly stage a guided tour for the community of some of the city 's cycling routes. 
The 11th annual " Is land City, by Bike" tour was based at South Ann Community Centre and 
featured short (6.5-km) and long (22-lan) rides. Activities included a bike and helmet safety 
check prior to the ride plus a barbecue lunch and raffle prize draw at the tinish. Local 
businesses donated goods and services to the raffle draw and the event attracted 90 cyclists of 
all ages and cycling ability. 

VA CC Cyclisis Handbook: the Committee provided input on 
the content of cycling handbook produced by the Vancouver 
Area Cycling Coalition that is targeted to novice cyclists and 
newcomers to Canada. Electronic copies arc available through 
the City'S website and the City also obtained hard copics of 
the handbook in five different languages that reflect the 
community' s diverse cultures (i.e. , English, simplified 
Chinese, Punjabi , TagaJog, and Korean) for distribution to 
local co mmunity groups. 

UBC "Cycling in Cities" Research: the Committee welcomed 
Professor Meghan Winters ofSFU who is part of the "Cycling 
in Cities" research team based at USC that is investigating 
what factors encourage or discourage the use of bicycles for 
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VACC Cyclists Handbook 

transportation and which types of transportation infrastructure are associated with increased 
or decreased risks of injuries to cyclists. Professor Winters presented the results ofthe 
newest research: the creation of bike ability maps for the Greater Vancouver area. These 
maps depict the bikeability of a city (or neighbourhoods within a city) based on five tactors: 
topography, destination density, connectivity of the road network, bike route separation 
between bikes and vehicles, and bike route density. Compared to other cities in the region, 
Richmond averages a "medium" bikeability. The city scores high on topography but low on 
bike route separation (as do all municipalities). Destination density is higher only in the City 
Centre and Steveston areas and connectivity is generally good outside the ALR areas but bike 
route density could be improved. StatT notes that increasing destination density across the 
city is in line with a goal of the OCP (2041) Update to densify and introduce more mixed 
uses and improved pedestrian and cycling links around neighbourhood centres. 

Tram'Link Regional Cycling Strategy: the Committee welcomed Kamala Rao of TransLink 
who presented the agency's recently approved Regional Cycling Strategy that has two simple 
goals or(l) more people make more trips by cycling (measured by mode share), and (2) 
cycling is safer (measured by cyclist collisions per 100,000 trips and the percentage of 
women cycling). Eight focus areas (e.g., cycling network, bike-transit integration, education, 
etc) comtain 19 strategies to support achievement of the goals. TransLink is currently 
developing a funding and implementation plan to support the strategy. 

Other Cycling-Related Initiatives 

The Committee provided input on the following City initiatives with cycling-related elements: 

• OOidal Community Plan (2041) Update : review of and feedback on the draft cycling policies 
to be included in the Mobility & Access section of the OCP update include the conceptual 
long-tenn cycling network; and 

34 14187 
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• Memorial Bike Rack: in recognition of the passing ofa founding member of the Committee 
in July 2011, the Committee worked with staff to develop a bike rack that will feature a 
memorial plaque. The bike rack would replace oneofthe existing bike racks located around 
the perimeter arthe north plaza of City Hall. 

2. Initiatives fOT 2012 

In addition to providing input on the planning, design and implementation of major capital 
cycling infrastructure projects, the Committee proposes to undertake various cycling education 
and awareness activities and participate in cycling-related initiatives with other City departments 
and external agencies. 

2.1 Cycling Network Expansion & Improvement Projects 

The Committee will provide input at the earliest conceptual s tage on the prioritisation, planning, 
design, and implementation of the following projects that expand andlor improve the cycling 
network: 

• Planned Cycling Network Expansion: detailed design of intersection improvements at Garden 
City Road and Granville A venue and determination of appropriate engineering measures to 
support Phase I of the Parkside Bikeway; 

• Railway Avenue Corridor Trail System: design of this major north-south pedestrian and 
cycling greenway that will connect Steveston with the Middle Arm Greenway; 

• Planned Park. Road and Development Projects: review of additional projects that impact 
existing cycling facilities or would incorporate new cycling infrastructure as part of the 
overall project; 

• Cycling Nelworklmprovement Projects: work with staff to identify other localised 
improvements to existing cycling facilities such as additional lighting, pavement markings 
and signage; and 

• Promotion of Completed Routes: develop new and/or enhanced promotional campaigns to 
raise the awareness of new cycling facilities both locally and regionally, such as news 
releases, regular City notices in local newspapers and wide distribution of cycling maps. 

2.2 Education and Encouragement Initiatives 

The Committee will encourage and promote safe cycling as a sustainable travel mode that also 
has significant health benefits via the following activities: 

• J th Annual "Island City. by Bike " Tour: assist in the planning. promotion and staging of the 
twelfth annual bike tour of Richmond during Bike Month in June 2012, which is set for 
Sunday. June 10th at the Terra Nova Rural Park. Both the short and long routes will utilize 
the Crabapple Ridge Bikeway to raise community awareness of this new neighbourhood bike 
route . 

• Bike to Work Week: assist in the planning. promotion and staging of this region-wide event 
during May and November 2012, which includes the provision of bike commuter stations 
throughout the city; 

)414n7 
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• Richmond 2012 Bike & Trails Map: provide input into the 
updal<: of the 2010 edition of the Richmond cycling map that 
will in.corporate recent improvements to the local cycling 
network including the Crabapple Ridge Bikeway, and be 
integrated with the City' s trails map to create a single 
comprehensive cycling and trails map that features safety tips as 
well as suggested scernc routes. The new map will be 
distributed to community centres, libraries and other civic 
facilities as well as handed out at various City events. 

• Streelwise Cycling Worhhops: work with the Vancouver Area 
Cyclin.g Coalition and a variety of Community Associations to 
host and promote a number of safe cycling education courses at 
various community centres throughout Richmond. 

Fi le: 0100-20-RCYCI 

• City Page and City Website: provide education and awareness notices for both cyclists and 
motorists in the City Page of the Richmond Review (e.g., to complement the planned 
instal lation of bike stencils placed on loop detectors at various intersections throughout the 
city to indicate where cyclists should align their bicycles in order to trigger a change in the 
traffic signal) and continue to update, revise and enhance cycling-related infonnation on the 
City ' s website and Faccbook site. 

2.3 C ity Initiatives with Cycling-Related Components 

The Committee will provide input on the following City initiatives that bave cycling-related 
elements: 

• OOidal Community Plan (2041) Update: the Committee will provide direct input to City 
staff on the finalization of the cycling-related policies within the Mobility & Access section 
of the OCP including any revisions/additions to the On-Street Cycling Network Plan in areas 
outside the City Centre, particularly with respect to the development of a finer grid of 
neighbourhood cycling links that safely and conveniently connect residents to their local 
service::: centre to encourage cycling rather than driving for short trips (i.e., those less than 
three kilometres). 

Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact to the City. 

Cycling infrastructure projects are presented separately for Council approval as part of the annual 
Major Capital Works Program process. The various education and awareness initiatives can be 
undertaken within existing divisional work programs and will not require additional resources. 
Staff will report to Council for specific approval should the implementation of any initiatives have 
funding implications to the City. Staff attendance at Committee meetings, which occur outside 
regular office hours, result in some overtime cost to the City. This overtime cost can be 
absorbed in the divisional operating budget provided the current service level is maintained. 

3414787 
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Conclusilon 

The Richmond Community Cycling Committee continues to be an effective community forum 
for enhandng the city's cycling environment and promoting safe cycling in Richmond. The 
Committee's proposed 2012 initiatives would continue efforts to further encourage greater and 
safer cycling in Richmond, which in turn will support progress towards meeting the City' s target 
for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions as well as the sustainability goals of the City's 
Official Community Plan (2041) Update. Upon Council endorsement of these initiatives, staff 
will forward a copy of this report to the Council -School Board Liaison Committee for its 
infonnation. 

Joan Caravan 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 
(on behalf of the Richmond Community Cycling Committee) 

1414717 
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City of 
Richmond Report to Committee 

To: 

From: 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 

Date: 

File: 

December 23 , 2011 

01-0100-20-TSAD1-
01/2011 -Vo101 Director, Transportation 

Re: TRAFFIC SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE - PROPOSED 2012 INITIATIVES 

Staff Recommendation 

I. That the proposed 2012 initiatives for the Trame Safety Advisory Comminee, as outlined in 
the report from the Director, Transportation. be endorsed. 

2. That a copy orthe above repon be forwarded to the Richmond Counc il -School Board Liaison 
Commi ttee for informat ion. 

Victor Wei. P. Eng. 
Director. TrampOl1ation 
(604-276-4131) 

-

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURR2 0F GENERAL MANAGER 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Counc il endorsed the establlslunent of the Traffic Salcty Advisory Committee (TSAC) in 1997 
to create a co-operative partnership between City staff: commlmity groups and other agencies 
that' seek to enhance traftic and pedestrian safety in Richmond. The Commi ttee provides Input 
and feedback on a wide range of traffic safety issues such as school zone cQncerns. 
neighbourhood traffic calming requests and traffic-related education initiatives. TSAC currently 
has representation from the following groups: Insurance Corporation of Be (leBe), Richmond 
School District. Richmond RCMP. Richmond Fire-Rescue. and the City'S Transportation and 
Community Bylaws Divisions. I This report slUnmarizcs the Committee's activities in 2011 and 
identifies proposed initiatives for 2012. 

Analysis 

1. Activities and Accomplishmcnls in 201 J 

Thc Committee's major activities and accomplishments in 2011 are summarized below. 

1.1 Road Safety Measures 

The Comm.ittee provided input on and/or palticipated in the following measures aimed at 
improving the safety of Richmond roads for all users: 

• Traffic Calming: potential installation of speed humps and other traffic calming measures on 
varioLls roadways to address vehicle speeding concerns; 

• Driver Feedback Signs: installation of new electronic unit on Gilbert Road south of Finn 
Road: 

• No U-Turn Signage: review of existing "No U-Turn" signagc to dctennine its effectiveness; 
• No. 3 Road Median Railings: proposed installation of centre median railings on No.3 Road 

to deter jaywalking by pedestrians in the vicinity of Aberdeen and Riclunond-Brighouse 
Stations; 

• Illegal Passing vfSchool Buses: enforcement and education initiatives to deter motorists 
from ill.egally passing school buses when the vehicles' red lights are tlashing; 

• Update u(Scooler Brochure: update of the City's "Road Safety Tips for Scooter Users" 
brochure to incorporate new technology and information; and 

• Arterial Road Crosswalks: continuation of a city-wide phased program to upgrade the 
minimum standard of arterial road crosswalks to "special crosswalks" with internally lit 
overhead signs with downward lighting and pedestrian-actuated amber flashers and beacons. 

1.2 On-·going School Zone Traffic Safety Activities 

The Committl!e contributed to enhancing school zone tranir and pedestrian safety through the 
following activities: 

I The Committee has bcen without a representative oflbe Richmond District Parents Association (R.DPA) since July 
2009. Staff have made sevcral requests for a new member to Richmond School District starr as well as the Council­
School Board Liaison Committee. As staff recognize that a volunteer parent may find it cha!!enging to attend TSAC 
meetings. staffwil! advise the RDPA that individual Parent Advisory Committee (PAC) members arc welcome to 
attL'nd TSAC meetings to discuss any school-related trame safety isS1..lcs. 
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• lin[orcement: on·going enforcement of school zone traffic regulations, particularly during 
back 10 school periods such as the beginning of school terms in September; and 

• Parking & Access: providing input on the improvement of parking tUld circulation layouts 
and identifying the requirement for and providing input on the installation of new walkways 
and crosswalks as well as upgrading existing crosswalks to improve pedestrian access. 

1.3 Road Safety Campaigns 

The Committee participated in various IeGC· and RCMP-Ied road safety campaigns induding: 

• DiSlracLed Driving (february 2011): police and traffic agencies across the Lower Mainland 
parLicipated in a multi-jurisdictional wide campaign targeting "distracted driving" including 
drivers using cell phones. 

• Commercial Vehicles (March 2011) : enforcement and vehicle inspections co-ordinatcd with 
the citil::5 of Vancouver and Delta: 

• Railway CrOSSings CApriI2011): road safety at railway crossings co-ordinated with eN Rail: 
and 

• Impaired Drivers (July-August 2011): province·wide CounterAttack road checks. 

2. Proposed Initiatives for 2012 

In addition to developing and providing input on corrective measures to address identified traffic 
safety conc:erns. the Commil1ee will undertake a number of proactive initiatives to enhance 
traffic safety and promote traffic safety education. 

2.1 Road Safety and Traffic Calming Measures 

The Committee will participate in the following measures to improve the safety of all road users: 

• Trame C(llming: the assessment, implementation and monitoring o[road safety and traffic 
calming measures where warranted in local neighbourhoods, together with consultation with 
Richmond RCMP and Ridmlond Fire-Rescue prior to the implementation of any traffic 
calming measures; 

• PedeslriCln &: Tramc Satetv: continue to support and participate in on·going multi·agency 
eftorts to increase the level of pedestrian and traffic safeiy, sllc·ll as annllal campaigns held by 
ICBC and Richmond RCMP; 

• Accessible PedestriCin Signals: provide input on the implementation of accessibk pedestrian 
signal features at signalized intersections and special crosswalks; 

• Orerht.:'C/d IIIl1min(lled SIred .!\lame Sil!Jls: provide input all priority locations for th~ 
installation of overhead LED illuminated street name signs. which will improve wayfmding 
lor all road users, particularly at night; and 

• Discollraging Vehicle Speeding: the member agencies of the Committee will continue to 
jointly work on initiatives to curb vehicle speeding in the community. such as the targeted 
enforcement program of the Riclunond RCMP. 

2.2 School Zone Tranic Safety - On·Going Programs 

The Committee will continue its involvement in the on·going review and improvement oftraftic 
and pedestrian safety in school zones through : 

.HI016S 
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• improving vehicle parking and circulation layout at schools; 
• supp0l1ing the enforcement of school zone traffic violations; and 
• introducing new walkways and crosswalks as well as upgraded crosswalks to improve 

pedestrian safety. 

2.3 Other "Programs and Initiatives 

The Committee will continue to work on and/or provide input to the following programs and 
initiatives: 

• SfeveslOn Parking Strategy: provide input on possible traffic safety implications of any 
proposed parking strategies (e.g., parking in laneways); 

• Special Events: provide comment and input from a traffic safety perspective on the 
development and implementation of traffic management plans to support special events; and 

• Richmond Parking Advisory Commiltee: provide input to this Committee as required, as 
some items may have traffic safety implications (e.g., installation of crosswalks and changes 
to on-strcet parking regulations). 

Financiallmpact 

As in previous years, staff resources required to support this Committee have becn included in 
the proposed 2012 Operating Budget. Cost's associated with the installation of traffic control 
devices, walkway construction and other road and traffic salety improvements arc normally 
accommodated in the City's annual capital budget and considered as part of the annual budget 
review process. Some of these projects are eligible for financial contribution from external 
agencies (e.g., ICSe and TransLink). 

Conclusion 

The Traffic Safety Advisory Committee is one of the few multi -agency forums in the region 
dedicated to enhancing pedestrian and traffic safety within its home municipality. Since its 
inception in 1997, the Committee has provided input on and support of various traffic safety 
improvements and programs and initiated a range of successful measures encompassing 
engineering, education and enforcement activities. Upon Council endorsement of these 
initiatives, staff will forward a copy of this report to the Richmond CounciVSchool Board 
Liaison Committee for its infonnation. 

Cf~vW~ 
Joan Caravan 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 
(on behalf of the Traffic Safety Advisory Committee) 
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City of Richmond Memorandum 
Planning and Development Department 

To: David Weber Date: January 16, 2012 
Director, City Clerk's Office 

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: DP 10-545704 

Re: Application by - Chen Design Studio for Development Permit at 

Director of Development I 
________ 7~9~O~O~B~e~n~n~e~tt~R~oa~d~ __________________________________________ ~ 

The attached Development Permit was given favourable consideration by the Development 
Permit Panel at their meetings held on July 27, 2011 and January 11,2012. 

It would now be appropriate to include this item on the agenda of the next Council meeting for 
their consideration. 

!~~., 
wBria' . JacksQ ,MCIP 

Dir ctor of eve opment 

TB:bl 
Att. 

3453121 
;--~hmond 



Time: 

Place: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 

Wednesday, July 27, 2011 

3:30p.m. 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 

Minutes 

Present: Joe Erceg, Chair 

1. 

Robert Gonzalez, General Man , ngineering and Public Works 
Dave Semple, General M , Parks and Recreation 

moved and seconded 
'hat the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on Wednesday, 

July 13, 2011, be adopted. 

CARRIED 

2. Development Permit 10-545704 
(File Ref. No.:' DP 10-545704) (REDMS No. 3218153) 

APPLICANT: Chen Design Studio 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 7900 Bennett Road 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

1. Permit the construction of two (2) back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road on a 
site zoned "Infill Residential (RI2)"; and 

2. Vary the provisions of the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No.' 8500 to . permit a 0.5m 
building projection beyond the vertical height envelope. 

Applicant's Comments 

Xi Chen, Designer, Chen Design Studio, provided the following· details regarding the 
proposed two back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road:' . 

• the subject site was subdivided into two new lots, and a two-unit duplex building is 
proposed for each lot; 
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• the proposed design of the buildings are two-storey wood frame homes, 
approximately the same height as existing adjacent residences; 

• the proposed front yard setback matches the front yard setback of existing adjacent 
homes; 

• the proposed density is 0.55 floor area ratio; 

• architectural form and character is similar to single-family, duplex, and two-storey 
townhouse residences on adjacent lots; 

• Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) is applied to the 
proposed development, and safety and security is enhanced by: (i) it front fence that 
is less than 1 metre in height to allow casual observation of th~ street; (ii) we1l lit 
entranceS to residences; and (iii) a shared tenant pathway for "B" units; 

• accessibility features are in place throughout the design scheme, and aging-in-place 
features are provided in all units; 

• the rear "B" units will be convertible, and have the base level of accessible features, 
such as widened doors, stairs and corridors throughout; 

• framing and electrical elements are included for a future stair lift, and the living 
room is convertible into a bedroom, with an accessible washroom included; , 

• sustainability features on site include permeable pavers, low flow fixtures and 
faucets, water efficient appliances, and duel flush toilets; 

• there are motion sensors and timers in the public area to reduce electricity 
consumption; 

• low glazing is used, as are low emitting materials, where applicable; and 

• operable windows will create a better indoor environment. 

In response to the Chair's query regarding parking, Ms. Chen stated that the zoning bylaw 
requirement of greater than 1.0 resident parking spaces per dwelling unit, or 0.5 parking 
spaces per bedroom (3 spaces per lot), is achieved. 

/> In response to the Chair's request for information regarding access to the site, garages, 
and landscaping, Masa Ito, Ito and Associates, Landscape Architects, advised that: 

3252873 

• rear lane access is provided to this site from Acheson Road, with parking garages at 
the rear of the site; 

• the landscape scheme includes a patio space at the front of each unit, and boulevard 
street trees; and 

• ari open arbour denotes the main entrance to the site. 

2. 
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Panel Discussion 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, July 27, 2011 

Discussion ensued between the Panel and Mr. Ito regarding: 

• all parking is at the rear of the subject site, and a pathway in the centre of the site 
features some low landscaping to soften the edges; 

• the proposed fence could be relocated further toward the north, to allow the 
addition of more landscaping elements; 

• the access from the lane is a hard surface; 

" no outdoor amenity space is provided on site, but the project is located close to the 
City's Brighouse Park, an area tl}at offers outdoor space; and 

• fencing the perimeter is a questionable solution to adjacency issues. 

Discussion continued with the Panel questioning the appropriateness of: (i) a lack of 
outdoor space; (ii) reliance on Brigliouse Park for outdoor activity for children; (iii) 
questionable safety for children leaving the subject site and going to Brighouse Park for 
play; and (iv) the general lack of quietoutdoor space on the subject site. 

Staff Comments 

Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development, advised that the unique zone "Infill 
'Residential" was created specifically for the Atchison Road/Bennett Road area, and that 
the zone has no requirement for a common outdoor amenity space, though the infill 
residential project to the east of the subject site features detached garages. 

The design scheme includes a trade off between attached garages and having additional 
parking off the lane, and pushing the garages further south. 

In response to a query from the Chair, M~. Jackson advised that if the applicant moved the 
garages further north on the subject site without a dedication on the south side, vehicles 
might have a problem manoeuvring onto the half lane., 

Gallery Comments 

Bob Harrison, 9591 McBurney Drive, stated that a 3:30 p.m. start time for a Panel 
meeting was inconvenient for some residents. 

Correspondence 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Chair stated that the project's design could be more appropriate andmore sensitively 
executed in terms of: (i) landscaping; (ii) presentation to the lane; (iii) whether there is a 
way to make access to the site, and parking, more workable; and (iv) the provision for 
usable outdoor space for each unit. 

3 . 
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The Chair added that he had a concern regarding liveability for future residents of the rear, 
or, "B" units. 

The Panel further commented that: (i) now was an opportune time to be creative; and (ii) 
. replacing fences was an inadequate response to interface with adjacent properties. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded· 
That Development Permit 10-545704 be referred back to staff for further examination 
of: 

(i) the landscaping scheme; 

(ii) presentation to the lane; 

(iii) access to the site; 

(iv) on-site parking; and 

(v)· provision of useable outdoor space for each unit. 

3. Development Permit DV 10-542375 
(File Ref. No.: DV 10-542375) (REDMS No. 3227953) 

APPLICANT: ProvinCial Rental Housing Corporation 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 8180 Ash Street 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

I. Vary the minimum lot width from 12 m to 8.3 m for propo 

2. Vary the.minimum lot frontage from 6 m to 0.38 m.£: 
proposed Lot 5 and to 0.60 m for proposed Lot 6 

CARRIED 

To permit subdivision of 8180 Ash Street· six (6) lots zoned "Single Detached 
(RSIIB)" for the purpose of developin rdable single-family dwellings. 

Applicant's Comments 

Julio Gomberoff, Retired Ar . ct, 455 Beach Crescent, Vancouver, spoke in general 
terms regarding: (i) the an 6 feet of frontage; (ii) the recessed property line; (iii) 
the unique hammerhe riveway arrangement that allows for cars to· go forward onto 
Dayton Court; (iv size of the six proposed lots exceeds the zoning bylaw requirement; 
(v) the 2 Y, s height of the proposed homes; (vi) the finished site grade; (vii) the 
subject si otential to add between 6 and 9 cars to the neighbourhood; and (viii) 
shrubs ss, and the number of trees to be planted on site as part of the landscaping 

4. 



Time: 

Place: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 

Wednesday, January 11,2012 

3:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 

Minutes 

Present: Joe Erceg, Chair 

1. 

Robert Gonzalez,G al Manager, Engineering and Public Works 
Dave Semple, ral Manager, Parks and Recreation 

as moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on Wednesday, 
December 14,2011, be adopted. 

CARRIED 

2. Development Permit 10-545704 
(File Ref. No.: DP 10·545704) (REDMS No. 3420906) 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

Chen Design Studio 

7900 Bennett Road 

I. Permit the construction of two (2) back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road on a 
site zoned "Infill Residential (RI2)"; and 

2. Vary the provisions of the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to permit a 0.5 m 
. building projection beyond the vertical height envelope. 

Applicant's Comments 

Xi Chen, Designer, Chen Design Studio, advised that since the July 27, 2011 meeting of 
the Development Permit Panel, during which the Panel reviewed the proposed two back­
to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road, the following revisions to the development had 
been made: 

I. 



3442979 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, January 11, 2012 

• the garages have been: (i) detached from the principal building to create more 
amenity space; and (ii) shifted to improve access; 

• a lattice fence had been developed to make the amenity space more open and more 
useable by residents; and 

. • revisions have been made to the landscaping scheme by making more planting 
area available. 

In response to the Chair's question, the applicant confirmed that the garages are now 
detached, not attached to residential units, so that each residential unit now had a rear yard 
space. 

Staff Comments 

Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development, stated that when the project was first 
presented to. the Panel, rear residential units had no, private amenity space, but that the 
applicant has addressed this issue, and now each rear unit includes a private amenity 
space. In addition, there is a small communal space, featuring a sandbox play element, to 
be shared by four units. Also, permeable paving for the outdoor access driveways 
enhances the appearance of the development. 

In response to the Chair's query regarding vehicles turning in the lane, Mr. Jackson 
confirmed that the turning template is large enough for drivers to make turns. 

Correspondence 

Rob Bodnar and Norma Miller, 215 Creekside Drive, Salt Spring Island (Schedule I) 

Mr. Jackson advised that the correspondents were in favour of the proposed development, 
and expressed their desire that the City upgrade sidewalks on Bennett Road. 

Gallery Comments 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Panel expressed appreciation to the applicant for the changes made to the design 
scheme. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

1. Permit the construction o/two (2) back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road on 
a site zoned "Infill Residential (RI2)"; and 

2. 
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2. Vary th~ provisions of the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to permit a 0.5 m 
building projection beyond the vertical height envelope. 

CARRIED 

3. Development Permit DP 10-538908 
(File Ret. No.: DP 10·538908) (REDMS No. 3435263) 

3442979 

APPLICANT: Doug Massie, Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates 
Ltd. 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 8851 Heather Street 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

1. Permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child c facility for 
approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned A mbly (ASY); 
and 

2. Vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) Reduce the minimum interior side yard from 7.5 m t 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setbac rom 3 m to 1.5 m; and 

c) Permit 54% small car parking spaces on a si ith less than 31 parking spaces 
(8 small car parking spaces of total 15 sp s). 

Applicant's Comments 

Doug Massie, Architect, Chercover Mass' & Associates Architecture and Engineering, 
spoke on behalf ofthe owner, and advis that he wished to address points raised in letters 
from neighbours regarding the pro ed two-storey building for a licensed child care 
facility for approximately 60 child , at 8851 Heather Street. Mr. Massie stated that: 

• traffic, the lack of side ks and the ditch on Heather Street are items beyond the 
licant, who has no way of responding to these matters; 

• Chercover Mass' CIt Associates has designed other daycare centres and none of 
them create tr .c issues in their neighbourhoods; 

• ichmond street, Heather Street can handle many more cars than it does 

• plicant has submitted evidence to City planning staff that shows that the 
v me of cars created by the proposed child care facility has minimal impact on 

e traffic on Heather Street; 

the number of parki\1g stalls proposed for the site is dictated by the City's zoning 
bylaw, and is designed to the standards of the bylaw, with the exception of the 
number of small car stalls, which is the reason behind the request for the variance; 

• the proposed building has been designed to meet the B.C. Government standards 
for child care facilities; 

3. 



January 11, 2012 

Terry Brunette 
Planner 2 
City of Richmond 

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meeting of Wednesday, January 
11,2012. 

Planning and Development Department 

Terry: 

To Development Permit ,.neiI 
Date: ~I"IA/.//, ~O/2 
Itam #. eP 
Ra: /0 -.5't.2"70 If 

RE: DP 10-545704 - Revised application in response to DPP referral by Chen Design Studio fora 
development permit at 7900 Bennett Road 

We are pleased that 7900 Bennett Road is slated for redevelopment. Our concerns lie in the areas of 
parking and pedestrian traffic. 

We have owned properties on this block since 1999 (7800 and 7926). One of the attractions for us was 
the vision articulated in the 1995 Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan. Specifically, we were drawn to a 
future that included sidewalks and on-street parking. By our count, 33 of the 3"1 lots on the south side 
of Bennett are built (or being redeveloped) since the 1995 Plan. Unfortunately, since 1999, no sidewalks. 
have been added. And, as density has increased, residents on Bennett and Acheson are increasingly 
likely to park on the city-owned front lawns of newly-developed duplexes-with little or no 
consequences from the City. 

The development proposed for 7900 Bennett Road may well attract residents with parking needs that 
exceed the space being made available (appears to be 12 bedrooms and only six parking spots). If the 
City is committed to its vision for this neighbourhood, then please follow the sub-area plan through by 
realizing the transportation objective. If that isn't possible at this time, we urge the City to enforce the 
parking bylaws already in place, as we often have complaints from our tenants; Both actions will help 
preserve the character of this neighbourhood . 

. Thank you, 
Rob Bodnar & Norma Miller 
215 Creekside Drive 
Salt Spring Island 
V8K 2E4 



To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Depaltment 

Development Permit Panel 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to 
Development Permit Panel 

78;P/'/'/l'''''~1/3' :n~7..z7, ~a// 
Date: July 6, 2011 

File: DP 10-545704 

Re: Application by Chen Design Studio for a Development Permit at 7900 Bennett 
Road 

Staff Recommendation 

That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

1. Permit the construction of two (2) back-to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road on a site 
zoned "lnfill Residential (RI2)"; and 

2. Vary the provisions of the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to permit a 0.5m building 
projection beyond the vertical height envelope. 

Brian J. Jackson, MelP 
Director of Development 

BJJ:tcb 
Att. 3 

3218163 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Chen Design Studio has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to develop two (2) back­
to-back duplexes at 7900 Bennett Road on a site currently zoned "Single Detached (RSlIE)". 
The site currently contains a single family dwelling. 

The site is being rezoned from "Single Detached (RS liE)" to "Infill Residential (RI2)" for this 
project under Bylaw 8699 (RZ 10-521539). 

No upgrades are required to either water or the sanitary sewer. The storm analysis has identified 
that the ditch fronting this development does not meet current engineering standards. Storm 
Sewer Upgrades, Frontage Improvements, and Lane Improvements will be provided under 
Servicing Agreement prior to adoption of the rezoning bylaw. 

The applicant is required to pay School Site Assignment Charges, Address Assignment Fees, 
Greater Vancouver Sewage & Drainage District Development Cost Charges, and servicing costs. 

Development Information 

Please refer to the attached Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment 1) for a 
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requirements. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Single Detached (RSIIE) 
To the East: Infill Residential (RIl) 
To the South: Town Housing (ZT45) 

Single Detached (RS liE) 
To the West: Infill Residential (RIl) 

Rezoning and Public Hearing Results 

Existing Development - Single-Family Dwelling 
Existing Development - Back-to-Back Duplexes 
Existing Development - Townhouse (2-storeys) 
Existing Development - Single-Family Dwelling 
Existing Development - Single-Family Dwelling 

During the rezoning process, minor issues were identified. Staff worked with the Applicant to 
ensure that: 

• The Design Guidelines were fulfilled through varied building mass and elevations (bay 
windows, hipped roofs and columned entry porches), varied fenestration (subtle mullion 
variations), upgraded cladding (hardi-plank throughout), and a subtle natural colour palette. 

• The requested variance, based on drawings submitted at rezoning and development permit 
application, was reviewed to: 

Permit a 0.5m building projections beyond the vertical height envelope to accommodate a 
gable ridge proj ection. 

A Public Hearing for the rezoning of this site was held on March 21, 2011. One (l) letter was 
received which expressed concern over a possible increase in traffic flow on Bennett Road if density 
is increased with no rear lane access. Rear lane access is provided to this site from Acheson Road 
which should re-direct some traffic flow from Bennett Road and alleviate increased traffic to 
Bennett Road. 

3218163 
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Staff Comments 

The proposed scheme attached to this report has satisfactorily addressed the significant urban 
design issues and other staff comments identified as part ofthe review of the subject 
Development Permit application. In addition, it complies with the intent of the applicable 
sections of the Official Community Plan and is generally in compliance with the Infill 
Residential (RI2) Zone except for the zoning variance noted below. 

Zoning ComplianceNariances (staff comments in bold) 

The proposed Infill Residential (RI2) Zone does not contain provisions to enable projections 
beyond the vertical height envelope. A variance will be required to enable a minor projection to 
maintain the desired form and character encouraged by the OCP-Acheson Bennett Sub-Area 
Plan. The applicant requests to vary the provisions of the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to: 

• Permit a 0.5m building projection beyond the vertical height envelope to accommodate a 
gable ridge projection. 
(Staff recommends support/or this variance as the/arade articulation and massing 
provide an improved streetscape and are consistent with other similar projects in the same 
zone.) 

Advisory Design Panel Comments 

Due to the small scale of the proposed development, the application was not presented to the 
Advisory Design Panel. 

Analysis 

Policy 
Broad criteria and policies for the issuance of Development Permits appear in Bylaw 7100, the 
Official Community Plan (OCP): 

Schedule 1: 

Schedule 2: 

9.2 
9.3 

2.10 
2.10B 

General Guidelines 
Multiple-Family Residential Development Permit Guidelines 
(Townhouses) 
City Centre Area Planning Committee 
Acheson-Bennett Sub-Area Plan 

Conditions 0/ Adjacency 
• The proposed height, siting and orientation ofthe buildings respect the finer grain of the 

character evolving in the surrounding residential development. 

Urban Design and Site Planning 
• The subdivision of the subject site into two (2) lots requires a separate application. The 

subdivision must be approved prior to issuance of a building permit. 
• Parking will be provided at a rate the greater of 1.0 resident parking spaces per dwelling unit 

or 0.5 parking spaces per bedroom (3 spaces per lot) as required by the Infill 
Residential (RI2) Zone. No visitor parking is required in Infill Residential (RI2) Zone if 
there are less than four (4) dwelling units per lot; and 

• Passive surveillance opportunities are presented through the siting ofthe building and the 
relationship between the indoor spaces and the outdoor areas to meet safety and crime 
prevention objectives. 

3218163 



July 6,2011 - 4 - DP 10-545704 

Architectural Form and Character 
o The form of development is similar to new townhouses previously approved on Acheson 

Road. 
o The proposed site layout provides for an attractive pedestrian oriented townhouse elevation 

fronting BennettRoad, which is consistent with the guidelines for the Acheson Bennett Sub­
Area. 

o Design Guidelines are fulfilled through the varied building mass and elevations (bay 
windows, hipped roofs columned entry porches), varied fenestration (subtle mullion 
variations) and muted, natural colour palette. The massing and style ofthe building forms 
are compatible and contribute to a consistent streetscape image and presence. 

o The proposed building materials (stucco, hardi-plank siding, painted wood trim and asphalt 
shingle roofing) are generally consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP) Guidelines 
and Sub-Area Plan. 

Landscape Design and Open Space Design 
A Landscape Plan, Tree Survey and a Landscape Architect/Arborist's report have been 
submitted by the applicant: 
o Twenty-six (26) existing bylaw-sized trees are on site. 
o The condition of these trees is generally poor, as almost all suffer from neglect, over 

crowding and competitive shading with poor pruning and/or damage. They would not 
survive once the grade is raised. 

o Two (2) bylaw-sized trees could be viable for retention as their condition and size are good. 
o Only one (1) of these viable, bylaw-sized tree can be retained, as the second viable tree is 

located within the lane dedication. 
o Twenty-five (25) existing bylaw-sized trees are recommended for removal. 

Three (3) trees fall within the required lane dedication. 
Seven (7) trees comprise a hedgedrow to the west property line. 

o Fifteen (15) trees are required to be replaced at a 2: 1 ratio: 
Three (3) trees are located within the driveways for parking access. 
Ten (10) trees are located as perimeter plantings (similar to a hedgerow). 
Two (2) trees are located within the envelope. 
All trees have been compromised by neglect, over crowding and poor pruning or damage. 

A landscape plan has been prepared which proposes retention of one (1) viable existing tree, and 
planting a total of nine (9) specimen trees. Additional small and medium-size shrubs, 
predominantly broad-leafed evergreens, will also be planted. 
o The Landscape plan proposes to provide nine (9) replacement trees. 
o The remaining 21 replacement trees will be addressed by the "cash-in-lieu" option. Cash-in­

lieu to be: 21 replacement trees@ $500/tree equals $10,500. 
o The Landscape Plan will integrate well with the existing streetscape. 
o Given the size ofthe project overall, the small number of bedrooms in each unit, the 

provision of private yard space for each unit and the proximity to Brighouse Park, outdoor 
amenity space is not provided. 

o The landscape plan has been further assessed with the review of the Development Permit. In 
order to ensure that this work is undertaken, the applicant is required to provide a landscape 
security (approximately $25,509.20) with the Development Permit. 

o The replacement boulevard street trees are secured through the frontage improvements 
required as a condition of the rezoning. 
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Note: Two (2) trees on City-owned property along Bennett Road are recommended for removal 
by the Arborist. These trees have been severely pruned by hydro crews. 

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
• Passive surveillance opportunities are presented through the siting of the building and the 

relationship between the indoor spaces and the outdoor areas to meet safety and crime 
prevention objectives. 

• Effective lighting of buildings, open spaces, parking areas, and along the drive aisles will be 
provided. 

Flood Management 
In accordance with the Flood Protection Management Strategy, registration of a Flood 
Indemnity Covenant will be required prior to Rezoning adoption. 

Affordable Housing 
• The applicant will be making a voluntary cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve 

fund in accordance with the City's Affordable Housing Strategy. 
o For Infill Residential (RI2) townhouse developments, the Richmond Zoning Bylaw 

(Section 5.15) specifies a voluntary cash contribution of $2.00 per buildable square foot 
directed to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund to achieve an increase in density from 0.4 
to 0.55 FAR. 

o A cash contribution of$2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g., approximately $9,047.66) 
towards the City's Affordable Housing Reserve will be made. 

Accessibility/Aging In Place 
o The applicant has proposed units that include substantial living areas at the ground floor. 
o "Aging-In-Place" features will be provided to all units (e.g., inclusion of blocking to 

bathrooms for installation of grab-bars, and provision oflever door handles.) 
o In addition, the rear units (Unit B) of each duplex will be convertible and have the base level 

of accessible features described above, and also, widened doors, stairs and corridors 
throughout, and framing/ electrical installed for a future stair lift or lift, and a Living Room 
convertible to a Bedroom with an accessible washroom and lift. 

o Accessible features are fully noted on the attached Development Permit Drawings and will 
be fully detailed on the Building Permit Drawings. 

Indoor/Outdoor Amenity 
No common shared Indoor/Outdoor Amenity Space is required for this development, but each 
unit will have access to private outdoor space. 

Sustainability 
Sustainability features (listed below) have been included in the Rezoning Considerations will be 
specified and detailed in the Building Permit: 
o Landscaping and permeable paving that may assist in diverting storm water run-off from the 

storm sewer system and reducing the urban heat island effect; 
o Reduction of fresh water use by specifying low flow fixtures and water efficient appliances, 

dual-flush toilets, and low-flow faucets; 
o Motion sensors and timers in public areas to reduce electricity consumption; efficient fixed 

lights, fans and heating equipment, as well as, increased occupant control (heating zones 
within the unit) to decrease energy consumption; 

o Lowe-glazing to reduce heat gain; demolition/construction to divert waste from landfills; 
products made out of recycled material or with recycled content used where applicable and 
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concrete with fly ash content specified where possible; locally/regionally harvested and 
manufactured products used where possible throughout the project; 

• Low emitting materials sealants, adhesives, paints, carpets and composite wood used where 
applicable; and 

• Operable windows specified to contribute to the quality of the indoor environment. 

Conclusions 

The applicant has satisfactorily addressed design issues that were identified through the rezoning 
process, as well as staff comments regarding conditions of adjacency, site plarming and urban 
design, architectural form and character, and landscape design. The applicant has presented a 
development that fits into the existing context. Therefore, staff recommends support of this 
Development Permit application. 

Terry Brunette 
Planner 2 

TCB:cas 

Prior to forwarding this application to Council for approval, the following is required: 
• Receipt of a Letter-of-Credit for landscaping in the amount of$25,509.20. 
• Receipt ofa contribution of$IO,500 to the City's Tree Compensation Fund. 

Prior to issuance of a Demolition Permit for the existing dwelling, the following is required: 
• Installation of Tree Protection Fencing as noted on the Landscape Plan, to City standards, prior to the issuance 

of a Permit for the existing dwelling on-site. This fencing is to remain in place until construction of the future 
dwellings on the site is complete. 

Prior to Issuance of a Building Pelmit, the following is required: 
• The applicant is required to obtain a Building Permit for any construction hoarding associated with the proposed 

development. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily occupy a street, or any part thereof, or occupy 
the air space above a street or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated fees may be required as 
part of the Building Permit. For further iiformation on the Bul/ding Permit, please contact Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276-4285. 

• Submission of a construction traffic and parking management plan to the satisfaction of the City's 
Transportation Division (http://www.richmond.ca/services/ttp/special.htm). 
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City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

DP 10- 545704 Attachment 1 

Address: 7900 Bennett Road - Table for Proposed East & West Subdivided Parcels 

Applicant: Chen Design Studio 

Planning Area(s): City Centre Area - Acheson Bennett Sub-Area 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: Pujun Ren Pujunj Ren 

Site Size (m'): 825.4 m2 2 lots @ 381.6 m2 each 

Land Uses: Single Family Dwelling Duplex on Each Parcel 

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential Neighbourhood Residential 

Area Plan Designation: Mixed Single-family & Mixed Single-family & 
Small-scale Multi-family Small-scale Multi-family 

702 Policy Designation: N/A N/A 

Zoning: RS1/E RI2 

Number of Units: 1 unit 4 units (Duplex on Each Parcel) 

Other Designations: N/A N/A 

On Future 

I 
Bylaw Requirement 

I 
Proposed 

I 
Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Density (units/acre): N/A N/A none 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 0.55 none 

Lot Coverage - Building: Min. 45% m 44.3% m none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): Min. 312 m' to 2 lots @ 381.6 m2 none Max. 1560 m2 

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 4.5 m 4.5m none 

Setback - Interior Side Yards (m) Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none Min 0.6 (Garage) Min 0.6 (Garage) 

Setback - Rear Yards (m) Min. 6.0 m 6.0 m none Min. 1.2 m (Garage) 

Height (m): Max. 9 m Max. 8.8 m none (7.65m to roof mid-point) 

3218163 
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On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance Subdivided Lots 

Off-street Parking Spaces -
Greater of 1 (per DU) or Greater of 1 (per DU) or· 
0.5 (per Bedroom) and 0.5 (per Bedroom) and none Regular (R) / Visitor (V): o (V) per unit o (V) per unit 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 3 per lot 3 per lot none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: Not permitted 0 none 

Amenity Space -Indoor: N/A N/A none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: N/A Private Yards none 

Tree replacement compensation for loss of significant trees provided @ 2: 1 ratio and/or cash-In-
Other: ---".:Iie:..:u,,-. _______________________________ _ 
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City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department Development Permit 

No. DP 10-545704 

To the Holder: CHEN DESIGN STUDIO 

Property Address: 7900 Bennett Road 

Address: 3228 - 8700 McKim Way, Richmond, BC V6X 4A5 

I. This Development Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the Bylaws of the City 
applicable thereto, except as specifically varied or supplemented by this Permit. 

2. This Development Permit applies to and only to those lands shown cross-hatched on the 
attached Schedule "A" and any and all buildings, structures and other development thereon. 

3. The "Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500" is hereby varied to: 

a) Permit a 0.5m building projection beyond the vertical height envelope to accommodate a 
gable ridge projection. 

4. Subject to Section 692 of the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C.: buildings and structures; 
off-street parking and loading facilities; roads and parking areas; and landscaping and 
screening shall be constructed generally in accordance with Plans #1 to #6 attached hereto. 
" 5. Sanitary sewers, water, drainage, highways, street lighting, underground wiring, and 
sidewalks, shall be provided as required. 

6. As a condition of the issuance of this Permit, the City is holding the security in the amount of 
$25,509.20 to ensure that development is carried out in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of this Permit. Should any interest be earned upon the security, it shall accrue to 
the Holder if the security is returned. The condition of the posting ofthe security is that 
should the Holder fail to carry out the development hereby authorized, according to the terms 
and conditions ofthis Permit within the time provided, the City may use the security to carry 
out the work by its servants, agents or contractors, and any surplus shall be paid over to the 
Holder. Should the Holder carry out the development permitted by this permit within the" 
time set out herein, the security shall be returned to the Holdet. Tl)e City may retain the , 
security for up to one year after inspection of the completedllandscapihirinordertoensur~ 
that plant material has survived. i 

7. If the Holder does not commence the construction permitted by this Permit withiIi;24monlhs 
of the date of this Permit, this Permit shall lapse and the sec~rity shilflbe returned in full. I 

, I 

I 
';,' I"~ ;" ,,' , ' "", "," I 
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No. DP 10-545704 

To the Holder: CHEN DESIGN STUDIO 

Property Address: 7900 Bennett Road 

Address: 3228 - 8700 McKim Way, Richmond, BC V6X 4A5 

8. The land described herein shall be developed generally in accordance with the terms and 
conditions and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this 
Permit which shall form a part hereof. 

This Permit is not a Building Permit. 

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. 
DAY OF 

DELIVERED THIS DAY OF 

MAYOR 

3420906 

ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE 

·.,;ll.i 

I 
I 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

David Weber 
Director, City Clerk's Office 

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Memorandum 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: January 18, 2012 

File: DP 10-538908 

Re: Application by - Doug Massie, Architect for Development Permit at 
8851 Heather Street 

The attached Development Permit was given favourable consideration by the Development 
Permit Panel at their meetings held on July 13,2011, November 30, 2011 and January 11,2012. 

It would now be appropriate to include this item on the agenda of the next Council meeting for 
their consideration. 

Ii4 
,.:;;.. Brit'~ks , MCIP 

Dir~~'rJ;~ evelopment 

SB:blg 
Att. 

3454590 

.-=: ~Chmond 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, July 13, 2011 

• in this case the minimum building setbacks exceed those in the OCP. 

Correspondence 

Bill Lai, 8238 Saba Road 

Mr. Craig stated that Mr. Lai's concern regarding view and 
addressed during the discussion. 

Mr. S. Wang, #1001-8288 Saba Road (received July 11, 

Mr: S. Wang, #1001-8288 Saba Road (received July ,2011) 

Mr. Craig advised that Mr. Wang was 
settling had been discussed. 

Panel Discussion 

regarding 

There was agreement that the gn elements, including the generous amenity space, the 
rooftop gardens, and the Ii ork units; demonstrated that much thought had gone into 
the design of the ·propos· evelopment, and that there would be minimum impact on the 
adjacent residential t r, due to the distance between the two structures. 

t staff would follow up on the settlement concern stated by Mr. Wang, 
'. ments by speakers were a matter of record. 

as moved and seconded 
That a Development Permit be issued which would permit the construction of a 14-story 
tower with roof deck containing 77 apartment dwellings and 2 live/work units at 6331 
and 6351 COmley Road on a site zoned "High Rise Apartment (ZHRS) Brighouse 
Village". 

CARRIED 

3. Development Permit 10-538908 

3245468 

(File Ref. Jojo.: DP 10-538908) (REDMS No. 3193121) 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

Doug Massie Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates Ltd. 

8851 Beather Street 

I. Permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility for 
approximately 60 children at 8851 Beather Street on a site zoned Assembly (ASY); 
and 

2. Vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) Reduce minimum interior side yard from 7.5 m to 1.2 m 

5. 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, July 13, 2011 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 m to 1.5 m 

c) Permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces 
(8 small car parking spaces of total 15 spaces), 

Applicant's Comments 

Doug Massie, Architect, Chercover Massie & Associates Architecture and Engineering, 
spoke on behalf of the applicant, and provided the following details regarding the 
proposed two-storey child care facility for approximately 60 children; located on Heather 
Street, across from Dolphin Park: 

• the site is zoned for "assembly use", currently contains a vacant church building, 
and does not require a rezoning application; 

• the proposed building measures approximately 492 square metres, on a site 
measuring I, I 03 square metres; 

• the proposed building includes child care rooms on . the ground floor for the 
youngest children, and child care rooms on the second floor for children aged three 
to five years of age, with an outdoor children's play area in the rear yard that can 
accommodate 40 children at one time; 

• a front surface parking area meets the bylaw requirements; 

• the landscape plan includes generous landscaping on, and around, the site; 

• the outdoor children's play area was designed by the landscape architect; 

• the City's Advisory Design Panel reviewed the project on two separate occasions, 
and the building design was changed to make its appearance more 'friendly', by 
including such elements as a sl?ped roof, with gabled ends; 

• building materials include brick and stucco, with a. colour palette that includes 
appropriate colours such as sand, grey, white and brown; 

• regarding adjacency, there are two new single-family subdivision developments, to 
the north and to the south of the subject site, fronting Heather Street, and across 
the street, to the east of the subject site is the City-owned Dolphin Park; 

• the applicant has a licensing agreement with the City, to permit children in the care 
of the proposed child care centre to use Dolphin Park; 

• the . applicant recently became aware of concerns expressed by neighbours 
regarding the safety hazard presented by the ditch along Heather Street; and 

• the applicant is seeking three variances. 

Landscape Architect Mark Van Der Zalm drew the Panel ' s attention to the following 
details of the proposed landscaping scheme: 

• the scheme reflects the attempt to combine sustainable site priorities and the 
creation of privacy for a play environment; 

• the Heather Street edge buffer screens the surface parking area; 

6. 
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Development Permit Pl!nel 
Wednesday, July 13,2011 

., a continuous Cedar hedge along the north and south edges of the surface parking 
area provides screening from the neighbours; 

• the surface parking area features permeable pavers, as does the main entry plaza; 

• canopy trees bordering the parking area will provide shade for parked vehicles; 

• the children's play area in the rear yard is fully enclosed with a solid wood fence 
and lockable gates; 

• the rear yard play environment is meant to be an "adventure" area that includes: (i) 
a small hill; (ii) a lawn space for play; (iii) an open ,play area featuring rubber 
paving; and (iv) a wooden deck; 

• one existing Japanese maple tree will be retained by transplanting it on site, and 
two trees that are centrally located, but in poor condition, will be removed; and 

• the overall scheme is one of lush, highly programmed landscaping. 

Staff Comments 

Mr. Craig reported that staff supports the application, and he commended that the 
applicant, and the. design team, on working with staff and members of the Advisory 
Design Panel, to design a building that is residential in character. 

With regard to the requested variances, Mr. Craig noted that: 

• the request to reduce the minimum interior side yard is set back similar to 
variances requested for single-family homes; 

• the requests to reduce the minimum public road parking setback and to permit 
small car parking spaces on the site with less than 31 parking spaces are not related 
to the proposed building, but to parking; 

• if the request to reduce the minimum public road parking setback is granted it 
. would reduce the landscape width along Heather Street, but sufficient room would 

remain to provide screening; and 

• if the request to permit 54% small car parking spaces on the site was granted, it 
would: (i) ensure that on-site manoeuvrability is not compromised; and (ii) provide 
enough spaces on site to avoid queuing of cars or parking along Heather Street as 
parents/guardians dropped off, and picked up, children, 

Panel Discussion 

In response to a query regarding privacy for single-family homes to the north and south of 
the proposed building, Mr. Massie advised that the new houses on either side of the 
subject site are new, and they feature a minimum number of widows on the facades that 
face the rear yard of the proposed building, thereby ensuring that there would be minimal 
impact of activity in the building'S rear yard on the neighbours. 

7. 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, July 13, 2011 

Mr. Massie added that: (i) the applicant would attempt to have the children in the 
youngest age category use the rear yard; (ii) there is no overlook issue because access to 
the second storey balcony is restricted; and (iii) there is minimum overlook from decks. 

In response to a query regarding the site's grade, Mr. Massie stated that there will be no 
Change in grade between the subject site and the two single-family lots to the north and 
south. The neighbouring Heather Street propelties are at the flood plain level, and the 
proposed development meets the existing flood plain requirement. 

Gallery Comments 

Raj Johal, gggO Heather Street, submitted (i) a letter, (ii) a petition and (iii) photographs 
(attached to these Minutes as Schedule 5) to the Panel, and spoke in opposition to . the 
proposed building. 

Mr. Johal made the following points: 

• the-presence of the child care building would increase traffic along Heather Street, 
between Dolphin Avenue and Francis Road, and the additional car trips per day by 
parents/guardians of the 60 children at the facility would add to congestion, and 
create safety concerns, for residents and their children; 

• the traffic flolw poses a safety concern, due to unknowns such as: (i) will cars be 
forced to back out of the building' s site and onto Heather Street; (ii) will traffic 
along Heather Street be blocked; and (iii) is there to be a drop off lane; 

• the deep ditch that fronts Heather Street at Dolphin Park limits the safety of two­
way traffic, and the possibility exists for a car, or child, to fall into the ditch, as the 
children walk to Dolphin Park, a small park that would have problems if another 
additional 60 children played there; 

• sidewalks are provided on only one half of the west side of Heather Street, and no 
sidewalks exist on the east side of the street, creating risks with children walking 
to the proposed building on the road; there is limited street lighting and this further 
increases danger, especially during winter months; and 

• the petition is signed by persons who Jive in the quiet, single-family residential 
neighbourhood who believe that the addition of a childcare facility, one that 
appears to be a "monster home", would negatively ' impact the feel of the 
established neighbourhood. 

In response to the Chair's request, Mr. Massie addressed Mr. Johal's comments: 

• it is anticipated that parents/guardians will arrive at the child care building over a 
two hour period, between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m, and again from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m., 
some in car pools, and some on foot, so there should not be any traffic jams; 

• the applicant has committed to providing as much parking direction as possible, in 
order to manage the parking issue, for safety reasons; 

• the new streetlight on Heather Street will be retained, but relocated slightly; and 

8. 
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• the building was specifically designed in order to equal the ,scale of other buildings 
in the area, 

Mr, Massie added that St. Alban' s Day Care, on St. Alban's Road, is a day care with 
greater enrolment than that proposed by the applicant, and that the parking count is 
approximately the same as that required by the applicant, and that St, Alban's cars must 
go into the driveway, and cannot park on the street. 

Panel Discussion 

The Chair stated that the Development Permit Panel addresses form and masSing, but does 
not discuss zoning, 

In response to the Chair's request for staff comments, Sonali Hingorani, Transportation 
Engineer and Mr. Craig advised the following: 

• parking on site meets the bylaw requirement, and the parking design is intended to 
prevent vehiCles from backing out onto Heather Street; the "sign in" policy of the 
child care centre requires parents to park, enter the building, and then exit 
properly, not idle in their vehiCles; 

• the City'S transportation staff is aware of traffic speeding concerns in the area, and 
a traffic calming survey will be undertaken during the autumn of 20 Ii; depending 
on the outcome of the survey, traffic calming measures may be implehiented, but 
those are independent of the application for a development permit; 

• the City's transportation department is comfortable with the size and 
characteristics of the parking area for the proposed development, and given the 
nature gf the morning and afternoon peak period of delivery and pick up of 
children, there will be better disbursal of traffic than if the building was a 
preschool; and 

• the adjacent roadway system has the capacity to accommodate additional traffic 
generated by the proposed building, 

In response to queries from the Panel, Mr, Craig provided the following information: 

• the City ultimately plans to construct a continuation of the sidewalk south of the 
subject site to Francis Road with future development, and recent rezoning of the 
property to the south of the proposed building allows the City to move forward 
with the option of addressing traffic safety concerns; and 

• the cost of extending the sidewalk on the east side of the street adjacent to Dolphin 
Park would need to be included in the.list of annual capital projects. 

In response to further queries, Mr, Massie advised that: 

• day care hours are from 7:00 a.m, to 6:00 p,m. ; and 

• garbage and recycling containers are the size of those used by residents, and are 
located ' in an enclosure at the south side of the building, where they would be 
collected once a week, probably on Saturday to avoid cars parked on site, by a 
private removal contractor. 

9. 
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Mr. Johal stated that the St. Alban's child care centre could not be compared to the 
proposed child care centre under discussion, as the features of Heather Street are different 
from the features of St. Alban's Road. 

Mr. Johal concluded his remarks by noting that: (i) it was unclear when sidewalks would 
be constructed on Heather Street; (ii) potential traffic calming measures would not address 
the fundamental safety problems he raised; (iii) even over a two hour period for child 
delivery and pick up, the presence of the ditch makes two cars travelling in two directions, 
over a two hour period on Heather Street a safety issue; and (iv) with a minimum of seven 
or eight on-site parking spaces used by child care centre staff he questioned what kind of 
parking would occur along the street. 

Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court, advised that she lives behind the lot of 
the proposed building, and she expressed her surprise that an applicant was considering 
building a child care facility for up to 60 children on a street that featured a ditch, and 

. stated her opinion that the idea was not in the best interest of children. 

Ms. Thomas-Bruzzese submitted a letter to the Panel (attached to these Minutes as 
Schedule 6), and made the following remarks: 

• the vacant church on the subject site was small, and was used for gatherings not 
unlike the nature and size of family gatherings, and the site is not an appropriate 
location for a two-storey child care facility, nor was it an appropriate size for a 
facility that planned thfee toddler groups on the ground floor, plus a group of three 
to five year olds on the second floor; 

• she was shocked that the Dolphin Park playground was thought to be an alternative 
play area, and believed that it was the responsibility of the facility owners to 
provide a play area, and not use a City park 'that may not always be available for a 
large day care group; 

• child care facilities range in quality, and children need space inside and outside a 
facility of this kind, and not an outside space that is a parking lot, where vehicles 
are required to back up on site in order to access the street; . 

• Heather Street's ditch runs the entire length of the street, a street that is adequate 
for one vehicle at a time, but not for two-way traffic; and 

• it is appropriate for the applicant to find an alternative location that meets the 
Zoning bylaw. 

The Chair advised that the project meets the Assembly zoning designation of the subject 
site. , 

In response to Ms. Thomas-Bruzzese's query regarding at what point will the application 
go to an agency responsible for child care facilities, Mr. Craig replied that the applicant 
has been in contact with Vancouver Coastal Health, the entity responsible for childcare 
licensing. 

Mr. Massie further advised that the Community Care Facility Licensing office (CCFL) has 
been presented with the applicant's plans, including the applicant's development permit 
application, and the CCFL has had only one or two comments for the applicant. 

10. 
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In response to the Chair's query regarding whether or not the CCFL has presented any 
roadblocks to the applicant, Mr. Massie advised that: (i) the CCFL had asked questions, 
but no roadblocks had been presented; and (ii) the interior space exceeds the CCFL 
requirement with an additional music room incorporated into the building's design. 

Correspondence 

Raj and Nina Johal, 8880 Heather Street (received July 12) (Schedule 4) ' 

Mr. Johal, 8880 Heather Street (received July 13) (Schedule 5) 

Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court (Schedule 6) 

Panel Discussion 

The Chair ' noted that: (i) many outstanding questions had been raised; (ii) although staff 
had invested a lot ofthought into the parking, traffic, and 'safety issues, he wanted to see 
further con~ultation with the community before supporting the project. 

There was general agreement that such issues as: (i) the adequacy of the parking plan; (ii) 
the issue of vehicles having to back inlback out; and (iii) accessing Dolphin Park across 
the road, would benefit from the project being referred back to staff for further 
examination. 

It was noted that achieving agreement on the issues that were raised by the delegates 
would be challenging, but that the traffic flow, among other issues, had to be clarified. 
Another comment concerned the fact that City parks, including small ones like Dolphin 
Park, are available to everyone, including day cares. 

In conclusion, the Panel agreed that good work had been done by the applicant, architect, 
landscape architect, and City staff, and that the project was worth additional work. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
That Development Permit 10-538908 be referred back to staff/or further: 

(a) consultation with residents of the neighbourhood; and 

(b) examination of on-site parking/manoellvrillg and pedestrian and vehicle traffic 011 

Heather Street. 

CARRIED 

4. New Business 

5. Date Of Next Meeting: , 011 

II. 
5468 



S~heclu1e 4 to th.e Minut,(;ls of 
the DevelQP111entPermit Panel 
meetingheld on Wednesday, 

MayorandCouricillors July 13, 2D09; 
~_~_ . .. _ .... """. _ __ .____ M~ ___ ~~ ___ ' • " ___ .. .,,. __ •• _~~ 

Froli1~ 

'. Sent: 
Rajahd .NinaJohal[tiiiorowash@r'nsn,corn) 

July 12;, 2:tl11 11:06 AM 
To: .l\:1ay:oiandCclUilcll(o($. ; . 

Silbjeot: · ' Community . Members againstDP to·531)908regar~ing60perlioO ,ch"ddaycateta¢jiity in . 
res.idenlial zone . . , . . 

Categories: 08-41,05·20-20105389,08 -8851 He,ather Street 

, Dear ElIe'flha Halsey.Br~ndtO members frlilr'nthe8000'oro& of Heather StreetiVlII be coming to "tomorrow meeting. 
ilt City Hall regadlhgtl1e j)ermitapplicatloiHor a largechilddaycare at 6,aSlf:leather, Memj)es,ofour communIty 
wUI be presenting a petltlbn"ljl1d,phQt~raphsto .appose alarg~facillty In.out 'rieig~bor,tjtiltwould 'add;toan 
alrea(jy crowed high density reslaentla"str~t.We would llk(!tofntl'Pduce.Ama'r Johal of'8!18Q H(!ilther who will 
be in att:endance,Cll'I1oilgsfoth!!r members. Wehope,you .consfder .th¢lii'ilghboth.®ci'sposltioJ1 on thls.matter, as 
we aredeaUng with a ,c(Qwd~ narroWstt~ti speed1!l9 drlllets; and, a large ditch ,at Dolphin :pa'rk, which Is . 

. dkectlyacr()~5 thestriieHromtheproposedproject.WeWPuldalsQ Uk(!tpe,couhcll to I'OnslderahenVl!'onmehtal 
frlendlypathway/sldElwallcoI some'sortJor covering tIl.is.dltch,. b'ut ;toallowsu/jllght to paSs through for fowl or 
t1$ITthattflilybe.lilthe ditch; CUrl'etltryr¢<intle5!:rlaethISi:ntGhilS .~ 6)osq9lt0greeh wa~r'cesspOor.. .. 

Iii cO.nculslotl, wewouJeI like co~ntUtO flirtMr cons.lder nelghb~rl)~lIvellblt~in our den~enejgl1borhilodi. I.e. 
sldewalks.,speeq Dumps, dltchfllllri9i $tr~tI)9htl(lg, miiltettaffieeontroi; and 0ur own qty l'oliceDepactment to 
adpresscltyneects, etc". Thanks, Raj . 
mrcrpwash@msn.com 

011'12/2011 



July 7, 2.011 

City g!' Rlchrn.oud 
.Pl!\rinirig Depa~unent 
Dr.> lQ~5g89()S 

$ehedttle~;5 to theN!tnutesof 
tbePeveJ<?pm,entPel'n:ilt Panel 
meeting 11l#tlon Weqne'Sday, 
July 13 , 1009. 

Werec~iycd the Notice of Application fur II development petl)1it'(DP I.o-S3890S1 at 8851 
He(itlier Street. Aft'¢r reviewing' Ulenoiico; we the u:ndersi1WC;llatN;pp~$ed to \:\Ii~ 
PeV'eloPJ'l1.t}Jtt Permh ;fOr the fonowing, reaS()l1S; 

• Incr.Cllscd .traffic th'l'iJlIgb ~hi;~ p<I'ttio.riofHcatbei Street. Currently tradific 
races through theparkiol1ean(i oom:~itl¢d withlIlPtil.irtg!aJ'ter $.cooo1 traffic froni 
.I:>ebeck .Elementary tllereare'!ilrendysafety cCln'Cerhs. 'Pht): potential of an 
additiQlial 12.0 ear. Irips dailY will s'ignl:fi,cantiy!lddta the .co,pgcstfon:and s¢:ety 
coneetbSi'Qriihl1dt¢l),p¢t!; 'imd t!\:eteiitdenisofHcafuer 'Sin;~t. 

• Ttij'ffli\fl(lw, w:iththe additional· J20 car irips"p~ UIlY. wha1i~ the: prop.Qli'ed 
t'rii:fficllow:? Wul tb.c liilt$: be tbt¢;edto bJa'Ckij),tb He.a'ihtlr St~eel"toe~iNl\e<Gliild 
carefaciJity? Will fuerebe ,adtQjJ of'fluJ;Jii'l WiJltt~mcalqngHeatNerStreetbe 
blocked?, These all pase Sllifety cOncerns' for the: t¢:iltdclit~ i)ftJeatller Str.e~( 

• Ditches. Ct!I'.r.en17y I)(llp'hi1;l Patk,tw$ !) decp ditth,«16l'l!), Heather Sliect This 
resutts"ill a limited ability to have tW(J- wllyttaf15 c. al~llIg that su:ctQil. The · . 
incfeased. tnlff1u~1grii,ficantlyiElCRease.~ thecl1qnM ol'a <;a~ OJ; eluld~ tl\lhtlg' into (be 
dltc.h. What pllil1!{ does tlie Devrlojl'ct, Ci'tY'I')1"Parks l3.eW'd ha,vc to IPitJgilte tbi$ 
~crlo1JS ~!ife\y 'con-cem~ 

. • l;ightbtg ~ 'sjdcwaJk~" Ctil1'entty the west si.de ofHellther :Slreet lws sidewal);s 
for lcs~than y, of the blQC;:~, wit,h.f\!isi.dowajksC)p'the CI!$ts,(d.eofHttather: (}i),l::tl 

thatUhuroe win be potentia1 liu\l .• up~ d;4rlllgdt\lfj (lfJ'/pl.cl<: tiP\i.me,~ ; .. ~h¢ie iii atisk 
1hat.cars will patk!,it.a,distanoG forcj.ngc.()hndl'\lP . to · wlrtkQlJ.t~ t1I!'.! , rQa~J:. l:).utJnl,l: the 
WlutGr I):l().nths, the is.8.UC Is further @xusjJ01'iltetldueto.'1nelhI)ited street ti!~hti'(lg. 

• nusinc$sys .. licsidcntiuLOur noighoourhood Is a~luiet $Ingle f~mUy te~idell:1:\rtl 
lwlghl;OtltiIQod. Additiga buSj,l)e:SSjj) the middlcllfthe nei.ghbeurhood WP111d 
I1Gve,tel,y itn.puct the make uI1 fli,ld"'feeJ" (ff outncighhoudiood, 

(Jiven the above reasuu, we helieve that tllt~. projJQslll s,ed()~lsly ,impa.cts thll sai~ty, wdl 
bciJ:)g and G~h¢'siveness O'I Qub ireJ.llihl:r(l\lmoe~. Tberetim we thues"ldents ofHell'!lHit 
S tteet' ate, itd(1),~litl)tly 0.pposll\<1 to fllls,devQlpjr!Hc.nt 
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July 13, 2011 

Director,CityCleiWl; Office · 
City of Richmond . 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond Be 
V6Y 2C1 

Sch.¢~ti1!il()to tile. Minutes of 
. the Develop1llent ~er.lllit Panel 
n:reetlngheld on Wednesday, 
July J3;.2009. · . 
I . , . 

. Re: Notice of Application for a OevelopmentPerrnit DP to."538908 

1 strong\Yoppose the <lpplicC!tlonlp perll1itth~ COOWucti6!1()fatv/o-StoteYbl,lilifingfora 
licensed childcarefacilityfo( appt(jximately~Ochildi'€;\nat 8SS1\1eather Street on a site 

. . zoned Assembly (ASY) ana lb va.ry theproylsionsofZoningSYll:iW 8506 assp'ectfied in 
the no.ticef6rthe following reasons:· . 

• Thatsiteisnot an appropijate~iz:~orlocatlon fora child care facility for 60. · 
. children. . . . 

-. . " .. .. . '.. . . 

• Thatsite wouldpreseniilsafetyhaziird every 'day du~ingdrtJp~offand pick up 
sincefileatherstreetis s!Jch anarrowstreetariditMs 'a ditCh along on~ sideot 
the road · . 

.. • . To vary the pro\ij$ioosi>f ZQningByii3W85Qo',as, requested in, this app1ica1io"i$ 
cOhlr~rytptheintentofbyJaws th~tare'puthlplace speCifically t(} ensure an 
adequate level Qfs~fetyan.dqlialityofehvjronmenHor Richmond'schil,dren. 

, I suggest thai the interested party seek a lOcation that meets the Zoning bylaw$ and 
enSUres the safety 6f the children, theirfamUiesas WeUas othel'swhowlll travel on the 
street thaUhech!fd Gare facility is on, . . . 

ResPectfiJ lIys u bmitted 

&mil~/ 
Barbara Thomas- Bruzzese, . . 
8700 Dolphin Court 
Richll1!:indBC V6Y 3·J7 



Time: 

Place: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 

Wednesday, November 30, 2011 ' 

3:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 

Minutes' 

Present: Joe Erceg, Chair 
Robert Gonzalez,General 
Dave Semple, General 

er, Engineering and Public Works 
ger, Parks and Recreation 

The meeting was called to 0 

That Ihe mill utes of the meeti1lg of the Developme1lt Pemiit Pallel held Oil Wed1lesday, . 
November 16,2011, be adopted. . 

2, ' DevelopmentPermit 10-538908 , 
(File Ref. No.: DP 10·538908) (REDMS No. 33'60997) 

CARRIED 

APPLICANT: Doug Massie, Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates 
Ltd. 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 8851 Heather Street 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

I. To permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility . 
for approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly , 
(ASY); and 

2. To vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) reduce minimum interior side yard from 7.5 metres to 1.2 metres; 

b) reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 metres to 1.5 metres; 

c) permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces 
(8 small car parking spaces oftolal IS spaces). 
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Applicant's Comments 

Doug Massie, Architect, Chercover Massie & Associates Architecture and Engineering, 
spoke on behalf of the applicant and. provided the following details regarding the proposed 
two-storey child care facility, for approximately 60 children, located on Heather Street: 

• the first time the proposed development was presented to the Developinent Permit 
Panel was on July 13, 2011, and November 30, 2011 is the second .time the proposed 
development is being considered by the Development Perrrit Panel; 

• the subject site previously featured a small church building, and the site's "assembly 
use" zoning permits a child care facility usage; . 

• off-street parking spaces are provided, and the playground is situated in the rear yard 
of the proposeq facility; 

• at an open house meeting hosted by the applicant, seven neighbourhood residents 
attended and the project was discussed; 

• the zoning is intended for larger sites and will not accommodate a building; the 
request to vary the interior side yard is to enable the site to accommodate a building; 

• the request to reduce the minimum public road parking setback is to provide the 
required parking spaces and to accommodate screening landscape elements to be 
neighbour-friendly; 

• the applicant (i) will know the identity of those who use on-site parking lot, and (ii) 
can control the on-site parking lot, so no problems are anticipated; 

• the applicant has experience with three daycare centres in Richmond and put 
considerable study into daycare parking accumulation; the parking area 
configuration and vehicle traffic flow for the Heather Street facility will work well; 
and 

• unlike drop offs and pick ups at preschools, where there is congestion due to all of 
the parents being there at the same time, typically, arrival and departure times for a 
child care facility are spread over a two hour period, such as 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. 
for drop off, and 3:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. for pick up, so the number of cars should not 
create a major problem. 

Panel Discussion 

Discussion ensued between the Panel and Mr. Massie and the following information was 
provided: 

• in response to a query regarding the proposed size of the child care facility, Mr. 
Massie advised that the square footage of the proposed 2-storey building is roughly 
consistent with the size of a single-family residence; 

2. 
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• in response to a query regarding details of the on-site parking spaces, · Mr. Massie 
noted that the 15 parking spaces meet the bylaw requirements, with 9 parking spaces 
earmarked for the child care staff members; further, his experience with other child 
care facilities indicates that staff use public transit, or car pools, and that arrival times 
vary so that 15 spaces is likely to be more than enough; 

• with regard to the open house meeting, attended by seven neighbourhood residents, 
concerns included: (i) Heather Street traffic issues; (ii) changes to the neighbourhood; 
(iii) the open ditch on the east side of the street; and (iv) privacy issues impacting 
adjacent neighbours; 

• to address the issue of privacy, Mr. Massie advised that glazed panels were applied to 
the second floor balcony rail to provide sound proofing; 

• the facility can accommodate a total of 36 toddlers (aged I to 3 years), and 24 
children (aged 3 to 5 years); 

• changes made to the landscape design since July, 2011 inClude: (i) an increase in the 
amount of a retained existing hedge; ·and (ii) hedge infill with a lattice and climbing 
plants, which will add privacy and some sound proofing; 

• the. size of the proposed building, upon completion, would roughly be the equivalent 
of the size of a residence on a Richmond single family lot of this size; and 

• the area surrounding the outdoor play area is gener~usly landscaped. 

In response to queries from the Chair regarding landscaping, Mr. Rajinder Singh, 
Landscape Designer of Van Der Zalm and Associates Landscape Architecture firm, 

. adv.ised that: 

• the surface parking area would be surrounded with six trees plus a cedar hedging, and 
a transition to a bioswale, to help with onsite water direction; 

• low shrubbery would terrace down from the height of the cedar hedging, and then 
drop down to ground cover; 

• as the tiees mature, they would provide shade; 

• on the north side of the proposed building a gravel base was proposed with no access, 
and on the south . side of the proposed building, no landscaping elements are 
proposed; and . 

• along the front of the subject site a low fence, and low shrubs of equal height, is 
adjacent to the sidewalk, but the view for drivers is not obstructed by the fence or the 
shrubs. 

The Chair directed a query regarding the north side of the proposed building to Mr. 
Massie, who responded that windows are a feature of that side of the structure, but they 
are not aligned with windows in the adjacent residence. 

3. 
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Brian 1. Jackson, Director of Development, advised that if this was a single family 
development, a larger floor area would be allowed on the subject site, and that the site 
provides the potential for two residences, each of them large. 

Mr. Jackson then referenced the Panel's decision of July 13, 2011 when it asked for a 
consultation with residents of the neighbourhood, and an examination of on-site. parking 
and manoeuvring, as well as pedestrian and vehicle traffic on Heather Street. He stated 
that the subsequent report advises that parking is adequate, and the surface parking area 
allows for manoeuvring by vehicles. 

Mr. Jackson concluded his remarks by advising that staff supports the application and the 
requested variances. 

Gallery Comments 

Raj Johal, 8880 Heather Street submitted (i) a copy of a letter dated July 7, 2011, (ii) a 
petition, and (iii) photographs (attached to these Minutes as Schedule 2) to the Panel and 
spoke in opposition to the proposed building. 

Mr. Johal made the following points: . 

• the proposed building is too big, its presence would impact the liveability of 
neighbours, Heather Street is too narrow and should not be a two way street but 
should be a one way street, and neighbours want to see something other than a child 
care centre on the site; 

• the ditch that fronts Heather Street presents a safety hazard and neighbours want it 
covered and a sidewalk installed; it is not appropriate for a City to have an open 
ditch beside Dolphin Park; 

• the former church was used one day a week, but a child care centre is used five 
days a week, with two high activity periods each day, when children are dropped 
off and later picked up; 

• the applicant's request for variances imposes· on the neighbour to the south of the 
subject site; 

• if the permit is approved, conditions should include no street parking at any time if 
two way traffic is allowed on Heather Street; and 

• he did not attend the open house meeting, his brother, also a resident of the 
. neighbourhood, attended and although his brother advised that he understood City 

Transportation staff would contact neighbours regarding traffic calming measures, 
no contact has been made. 

Mr. Johal queried whether the City has different zoning for a child care centre than it does 
for a school. ' 

In response to the query, Mr. Jackson advised that a licensed child care faCility falls under 
ProvinCial legislation, and does not qualify as a school. He added that the applicant's 
proposal fits within the existing zoning on the subject site. 

4. 
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In response to the Chair's request that Transportation staff comment on the concern 
expressed, Donna Chan, Manager, Transportation Plalming, provided the following 
advice: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Transportation staff will conduct a survey in the neighbourhood in December, 2011, 
and will gather information regarding support for traffic calming, and if the idea is 
supported, traffic calming measures will be implemented in 2012; 

a speed survey conducted by Transportation staff in April, 2010 confirmed speeds 
on Heather Street exceeded the posted speed limit, and that traffic calming measures 
could remedy the situation; 

the applicant will complete the sidewalk along their Heather Street frontage to 
connect to the existing sidewalk on either side, and this will keep pedestrians off the 
street for this portion of Heather Street; 

on-street parking in front of the subject site is limited to one, or maybe two spaces, 
due to driveways and the presence of fire hydrants; 

. there is sufficient space for two cars to pass on Heather Street, but where there are 
parked cars on the shoulder, room is limited; and 

Transportation staff does not see a need for additional "No Parking" signage along 
the Heather Street frontage, but it will be monitored. . 

In response to a query, Mr. ·Jackson advised that "No Stopping" signs will be added along 
the east side of Heather Street. 

A resident of Dolphin Avenue addressed the Panel and spoke in opposition to the 
application. He expressed concern that his small children are endangered by the traffic 
conditions along Dolphin Avenue and Heather Street. He stated his belief that .there 
should be one way streets in the neighbourhood. He concluded his remarks by saying that 
a child care facility that can accommodate 60 children is too big. 

Correspondence 

Yih-Shin Hsu and Shu-Chen Chen Hsu, 8875 Heather Street (Schedule 1) 

Mr. Jackson noted that the correspondents expressed concern regarding: (i) the 
narrowness of Beather Street; (ii) the danger of the ditch along Heather Street; (iii) 
insufficient parking spaces for the proposed facility; and (iv) the effect a noisy child care 
facility'has on a quiet neighbourhood. 

Raj Johal, 8880 Heather Street (Schedule 2) 

Panel Discussion 

With regard to the request to reduce the interior side yard, the' Chair queried what the 
applicant would do to buffer the proposed building from neighbours' homes, 

Landscape Designer Mr. Singh advised that: 

s, 
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• some lattice work could be added, some vines planted along the bottom, and ,as the 
vegetation grew, it would provide buffering; and 

• there may be room for a type of evergreen that grows quite narrow to be added to the 
landscaping plan. 

The Chair asked if similar landscaping elements could be added to the south side of the 
subject site where an open deck is planned, and Mr. Singh responded that the same 
elements could be added there, leaving openings for gates, a feat~re required for 
accessibility. 

The Chair stated that he supports the application but that prior to the application going 
forward to a future Council meeting, he wanted the applicant to address the side yard on 
the landscaping plan, with a combination of structure, plantings, trees, and to ensure that 
the changes meet staff s satisfaction. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

1. Permit the constructioll of a two-storey buildillg for a licellsed child care facility 
for approximate!y 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site ZOlled Assembly 
(ASy); alld 

2. ' Vary the provisions of ZOllillg Bylaw 8500 to: . 

aJ. reduce minimum interior side yaN/from 7.5 metres to 1.2 metres; 

b) reduce the millimllm public road parkillg setbac,k from 3 metres to 1.5 
metres; 

c) permit 54% small car parkillg spaces 011 a site with less thall 31 parking 
spaces (8 small car parking spaceS of total 15 spaces). 

3. Development Permit 10-557920 
(File ReI. No.: DP 10·557920) (REDMS No. 3333749) 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

W.T. Leung Architects Inc. 

9099 Cook Road 

, , 

CARRIED 

I. Support the Transportation (Cons~t~lIIII!'m Management Plan attached to this report; 
and 
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Dear Sir and Madam, 

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meeting held on Wednesday, 
November 30, 2010. 

Yih-Shin Hsu & Shu-Chen Chen Hsu 

8875 Heather St. Richmond, B.C. 

November 29, 2011 

My name is Yih-Shin Hsu and I am the resident of 8875 Heather Street Richmond. 

My family and I moved into this quiet and beautiful residential area in May 2011. 

We are sl~wly getting use to our new home and the surroundings but I was 

troubled when my neighbors told me about the possibility of a Child Care facility 

being build two houses down from us. I was unable to attend the previous 

council meeting in person but from what I heard from my son and neighbors,; our 

general consensus was to oppose such facility from being built. My neighbors 

presented their concerns to the city coucils in the last meeting. I was given a copy 

of my neighbor's report· and I agreed with each and every reason they have 

stated to oppose a two-storey child care facility from being install into our quiet 

neighborhood. I would like to emphasize that the width of Heather Street does 

not allow for smooth passing of two regular-size sedan vehicles . . The deep 

ditches along the side of Heather Street would pose as a great danger for any 

pedestrian let along children: There are no sufficient parking spaces for the 

proposed facility. Lastly, the noise level of a busy child-care facility would 

inevitable affect the quiet tranquillity our neighborhood currently enjoy. A 

petition was signed by every household in our area to oppose the permit for 

child-care facility. I sincerely wish the coucils would take our neighborhood's 

concerns into account and respect our wishes to keep our residential 

neighborhood from a commercially-run child-care facility. 

sincerely, 

Yih-Shin Hsu 

Shu-Chen Chen Hsu 



July 7, 2011 

City of Richmond 
Planning Department 
DP 10-538908 

Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meetiug held on Wednesday, 
November 30, 2010. 

We receiv~d the Notice of Application for a development permit (DP 10-538908) at 8851 
Heather Street. After reviewing the notice, we the undersigned are opposed to this 
Development Permit for the following reasons: 

• Increased traffic through this portion of Heather Street. Currently traffic 
races through the park zone and combined with morning/after school traffic from 
Debeck Eleme~ary there are already safety concerns. The potential of an 
additio'nal120 car trips daily will significantly add to the congestion and safety 
concerns for children, pets and the residents of Heather Street. 

• Traffic flow. With the additional 120 car trips per day, what is the proposed 
traffic flow? Will the cars be forced to back into Heather Street to exit the child 
care facility? wiiI there be a di:op offlane? Will trafflc along Heather Street be 
blocked? These all pose safety concerns for the residents of Heather Street. 

• Ditches. Currently Dolphin Park has a deep ditch along Heather Street. . This 
results in a limited ability to have twoe way traffic along that stretch. The 
increased traffic significantly increases the chance of a car or child falling into the 
ditch. What plans does the Developer, City or Parks Board have to mitigate this 
serious safety concern? 

• Lighting & sidewalks. Currently the. west side of Heather Street has sidewalks 
for less than Y. of the block, with no sidewalks on the east side of Heather. Given 
that there will be potential line-ups during drop off/pick up times; there is a risk 
that cars will park at a distance forcing children to walk onto the road. During the 
winter months, the issue is further exasperated due to the limited street lighting. 

• Business vs. Residential. Our neighbourhood is a quiet single family residential 
neighbourhood. Adding a business in the middle of the neighbourhood would 
severely impact the make up and "feel" of our neighbourhood. 

Given the above reason, we believe that this proposal seriously impacts the safety, well 
beiI]g and cohesiveness of our neighbourhood. Therefore we the residents of Heather 
Street are adamantly opposed to this development. 



Name Address 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, January 11, 2012 

Vary the provisions of the No. 8500 to permit a 0.5 m 
building ~ .... """",,"rv::~cal height envelope. 

CARRIED 

3. Development Permit DP 10-538908 
(File Ref. No.: DP 10·538908) (REDMS No. 3435263) 

344 2919 

APPLICANT: Doug Massie, Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates 
Ltd . . 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 8851 Heather Street 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

I. Permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility for 
approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly (ASY); 
and 

2. Vary the provisions ofRichrnond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) Reduce the minimum interior side yard from 7.5 m to 1.2 m; 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 m to 1.5 m; and 

c) Permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces 
(8 small Cl\f parking spaces of total IS spaces). 

Applicant's Comments 

Doug Massie, Architect, Chercover Massie & Associates Architecture and Engineering, 
spoke on behalf ofthe owner, and advised that he wished to address points. raised in letters 
from neighbours regarding the proposed two-storey building for a licensed child care 
facility for approximately 60 children, at 8851 Heather Street. Mr. Massie stated that: 

• traffic, the lack of sidewalks and the ditch on Heather Street are items beyond the 
responsibility ofthe applicant, who has no way of responding to these matters; 

• Chercover Massie & Associates has designed other daycare centres and none of 
them create traffic issues in their neighbourhoods; 

• as a typical Richmond street, Heather Street can handle many more cars than it does 
at present; 

• the applicant. has submitted evidence to City planning staff that shows that the 
volume of cars created by the proposed child care facility has minimal impact on 
the traffic on Heather Street; 

• the number of parking stalls proposed for the site is dictated by the City's zoning 
bylaw, and is designed to the standards of the bylaw, with the exception of the 
number of small car stalls, which is the reason behind the request for the variance; 

• the proposed building has beeri designed to meet the B.C. Govermnent standards 
for child care facilities; 
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Development Permit Panel 
VVednesday,January11,2012 

• Community Care Facilities Licensing (CCFL), enforced by Vancouver Coastal 
Health, provides criteria for the design of child care centres, and the proposed 
design has been reviewed by the local CCFL office, and meets their criteria; 

• the applicant did not create the floor areas, facilities, amenities and play areas 
criteria, but has, instead, met the criteria in order to obtain a license to provide child 
care in the proposed building; 

• the City's Advisory Design Panel, as well as planning staff, reviewed, and suppo11s, 
the design and size of the proposed building; 

• the proposed child care operation is a business operation, with no subsidy or 
funding available from government, and, due to the demand for the service and the 
demand for quality care, suitable experienced staff must be engaged for the facility; 

• operators of child care facilities do not get rich by providing this necessary service; 

• regarding the exterior lighting for the proposed building, the light fixtures will be 
down lights, which will not have any light projecting past the property lines at 8851 
Heather Street; 

• regarding the issue of fire hazard, raised by a neighbour, no fire hazard is posed by 
this project; a fire sprinkler system and a fire alarm system will provide more fire 
protection to · the proposed building than a typical residential home, and the 
proposed building is designed to meet the curtent B.C. Building Code, which 
requires adequate exit facilities; 

• the building code's requirement to have fewer openings on side walls, adjacent to 
neighbouring houses, has been met in the design; 

• there are no activities in a child care facility that will create a fire hazard, as only 
light meals are prepared on site, and children bring their own lunches from home; 

• regarding the issue of the south side deck, raised by a neighbour, the purpose of the 
proposed deck is to provide an open area for quiet circle-type play, outdoor story 
reading, and instruction; 

• the applicant's intention is that all active play will happen in the play area located 
to the rear of the building, odn Dolphin Park across the street; 

• the deck features a five foot high guard rail that meets the height mandated by 
CCFL; 

• the guard rail is a metal grill work, backed by frosted safety glass, to prevent 
overlook from the deck onto the neighbour's property; the glass guard will be 
heavier than a wood fence, and the weight of the rail barrier will increase the 
containment of noise from the deck; 

• there are no windows on the upper floor which overlook the neighbour to the south 
because of: (i) the high rail on the deck; and (ii) the distance back from the property 
line; and 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, January 11,2012 

• there is a six foot high fence on the property line, and no window provides overlook , 
from the proposed building to the neighbouring property'. 

Mr. Massie concluded that the applicant has attempted to' provide solutions and to respond 
to the concerns raised by neighbours. 

Rajinder Singh, Landscape Designer, VanDer Zalm and Associates Landscape 
Architecture firm, advised that: 

• to address concerns raised by neighbours adjacent to the subject site a series of 
cedar hedges has been planted along the north property line, and a portion of the 
south property line will feature a cedar hedge; 

• a trellis feature with evergreen vine planting will be placed on top of the fence for a 
portion of the south property line; and 

• over time the cedar hedges would grow to surpass the height of the fence, and 
would provide noise mitigation. 

Panel Discussion 

Discussion ensued among Panel members, Mr. Massie and Mr Singh, and the following 
advise was provided: 

• the proposed balcony guard ail has always been required to be a, five foot fence, 
,but since the project was discussed at the November 30, 2011 meeting of the 
Development Permit Panel, the fence's detailing has been addressed; 

• to ensure that children stay on the property and will not venture onto Heather ' 
, Street and be endangered by the roadside ditch, the applicant's intention is: to (i) 

totally contain the play area at the rear of the subject site; (ii) ensure that childen 
are under parents' care when they are at the front of the building; and (iii) there is 
no formal gate planned at the front of the subject site, but there will be gates 
located at the rear main play area, as well as at the top and bottom of the exterior 
stairs leading to the play deck area; and ' ' 

• parents dropping off children would do so on weekdays only, not on weekends, 
and would do so by pulling their vehicles onto the site, parking in the parking 
stalls, escorting the children into the building, then exiting the site. 

Staff Comments 

Brian Jackson stated that staff takes the concerns raised by the neighbourhood, regarding 
traffic, parking, and safety issues, very seriously. He advised that if the proposed site had 
a single family development, it is possible that a larger building area would be allowed on 
the site. 

Regarding the request for variances, Mr. Jackson noted that: (i) the requested 1.2 metre 
minimum interior side yard setback is identical to the minimum setback acceptable for a 
single 'family residence; (ii) the setback guidelines in the Assembly Zone apply to larger 
lots; and (iii) any assembly use on small lots requires a variance. ' 
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Development Permit Panel 
VVednesday,January11,2012 

In response to a query from the Chair, Mr. Jackson advised that the applicant's request for 
a parking variance is to increase the number of small parking spaces on the site. 

Panel Discussion 

In response to the Chair's request, Donna Chan, Manager, Transportation Planning, 
provided an update regarding the consultation process undertaken by staff regarding 
traffic issues in the Heather Street neighbourhood. 

Ms. Chan advised that in December 2011, Transportation staff sent a traffic survey to 19 
homes in the neighbourhood asking whether residents were in favour of speed humps as a 
traffic calming measure. 

To date eight surveys have been returned, and of those four are in favour of the traffic 
calming measure and four are opposed to the tramc calming measure. Survey respondents 
have until Friday, January20, 2012 to submit responses. 

Ms. Chan added that when the survey process is complete, Transportation staff will report 
on the outcome to Council at the Monday, January 23,2012 Council meeting. 

In response to a query from the Panel, Ms. Chan advised that parking is permitted on 
Heather Street, but that there is very little opportunity to park there due to: (i) "No 
Parking" signs on the east side of the street, where the open ditch is located; (ii) 
driveways; (iii) fire hydrants; and (iv) required clearance from intersections. 

Ms. Chan added that even with parked cars on Heather Street, it is possible for cars going 
in opposite directions to pass, if they alternate. 

Gallery Comments 

. Raj Johal, 8880 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed building. He stated 
that he wants to see "No Stopping" signs in front of the subject site in order to avoid 
having to make calls to the City Bylaw office when parents park on the road, and not in 
the parking spaces provided on the site. 

Mr. Johal referenced the City'S zoning bylaw and commented that the proposed building 
is a commercial building, and that the setback requirements in the bylaw that apply to a 
school or a pre-school should apply to the proposed child care facility. He added that a 
compromise between the requested 1.2 metre interior side yard setback, versus the current 
7.5 metre setback, would be to settle on a 3 metre setback. 

As a result of Mr. Johai's request for sigqage, a brief discussion ensued between the Panel 
and Ms. Chan regarding signage to discourage parents from parking on the street. As a 
result of the discussion Ms. Chan advised that staff would look into the idea of "No 
Stopping" signage on Heather Street 

Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court, submitted correspondence and 
photographs (attached to these Minutes as Schedule 2). She stated that she was strongly 
opposed to the application to construct a two-storey building for a licensed child care 
facility. 
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Ms. Thomas-Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court, outlined her concerns, and drew attention to: 
(i) the size of the site is not large enough for the proposed development; (ii) the size of the 
proposed building is approximately twice the size of the largest homes on the street; (iii) 
the location of the site is at a narrow part of Heather Street with a ditch on the east side 
with limited room to park on the shoulder of the street; (iv) the residential character of the 
neighbourhood, and how the new owners of the subject site have neglected their yard for 
more than six months and the former building on the site has been stripped; (v) the 
number of people that would occupy the premises on a daily basis; (vi) the number of 
children proposed for the facility is in excess of the number of child care spaces needed in 
the Broadmoor Area as outlined in the City's 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs 
Assessment and Strategy; (vii) Dolphin Park has been referred to erroneously as Heather 
Park; and (viii) noise concerns. 

Mrs. Thomas-Bruzzese requested that the Panel reject the proposed development. 

Donald Lee advised th~t he spoke on behalf of Alice Chan, 8871 Heather Street who was 
absent, but who had submitted two letters opposing the proposed development (attached to 
these Minutes as Schedule 3 and Schedule 5). 

Mr. Lee listed the folloWing concerns as outlined in Ms. Chan's correspondence: (i) road 
safety; (ii) signage being ineffective in governing people stopping in the area; (iii) the 
proposed development's narrow parking lot, necessitating drivers having to back out of 
the site and blocking traffic; (iv) noise, from children and honking cars from the child care 
facility, disrupting the peace and quiet in neighbour's backyards; (v) the upper floor 
balcony facing bedrooms at 8871 Heather Street; and (vi) the demand for a child care 
facility in the area is low. 

Lome Soo, 8875 Heather Street, advised that he agreed with the concerns from other 
speakers, especially with regard to increased traffic on Heather Street, that could total up 
to 120 ,cars per day. He was opposed to the proposed development, and expressed 
puzzlement that the application could have made progress, in light of the neighbours' 
concerns. 

Christine Tu, 8899 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development. She 
stated that: (i) the street was too narrow to accommodate added traffic and should be 
widened; (ii) there should be sidewalks along both sides of Heather Street; (iii) the open 
ditch presents a problem; (iv) the area is not safe for children; (v) people coming to the 
child care facility will park in front of homes; (vi) neighbours who leave for work, and 
their children who leave for school, will experience delays as a result of child care parents 
an'iving between 7 and 9 a.m.; and (vii) she wants the neighbourhood to remain quiet and 
accessible. 

Lisa Chan, 8871 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development, and 
stated that: (i) the planned upper floor balcony facing her home was evidence that there 
was inadequate outdoor play space on the site; (ii) noise would be a problem for 
neighbours; (iii) the rainy, cloudy and cool nature of Lower Mainland weather was a 
problem; and (iv) the ditch, as well as the potential for black i~e on the road during winter, 
were problems. The building was too small for the children. 
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Wednesday, January 11,2012 

Linda Chen, 8591 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development. She 
noted that: (i) teaching staff would take up most of the parking spaces on site; and (ii) if 
there is a staff person for every six children, that would amount to 10 teachers. 

Mr. Massie advised that: (i) the City' s bylaw requires that nine parking spaces be provided 
for the child care facility teachers; (ii) there would be 12 teachers on staff; and (iii) that 
number of teachers, and the number of parking space, meets the City's and the CCFL's 
requirements. 

A resident at 8931 Heather Street drew the Panel's attention to a petition dated July 7, 
2011 (on file in the City Clerk's Office) signed by Heather Street residents in opposition 
to the proposed development. He then queried why there was inadequate signage on the 
subject site. 

Mr. Jackson advised that the applicant erected a sign on the subject site that provided 
information regarding the development permit application. He added that the site did not 
have a rezoning application sign because the size was already zoned for "assembly use", 
and for this application, no rezoning was necessary. 

Mr. Miao, 8933 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development and 
stated that his concerns were related to: (i) noise; (ii) traffic issues; and (iii) parking 
issues. He requested that the Panel reject the development permit application. 

Dave Hay, 8691 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development and 
stated his concern with the lack of parking. He also noted that the on site parking spaces 
were inefficient, as drivers would be forced to drive in, and then back out. He stated that 
the ditch should be filled in and paved over. He then questioned how high the cedar hedge 
would grow in the side yards. 

Mr. Singh noted .that the smaller size type of cedar species that was selected would grow 
well, with pruning maintenance, in a confined space. 

Mr. Chen, 8591 Heather Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed development. He was 
concerned that the shoulders of Heather Street tum soft in the rain, and when cars try to 
pass on the street, and have to use the softened shoulder to do so, there is a risk cars and 
their drivers can fall into the ditch. 

A brief discussion ensued between the Panel and Ms. Chan regarding the nature of traffic 
on Heather Street. Ms. Chan noted that it is a low volume road. If there is a car parked on 
the side of the road, it is typical that one car proceeding down the road will continue, 
while a car coming in the opposite .direction will pause. 

Jim Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court, spoke in opposition to the proposed development. He: 
(i) asked about noise mitigation at the real' of the subject site; (ii) what would happen if his 
fence, the one that separates the rear of the subject site from his Dolphin Court property, is 
damaged; and (iii) noted that just because the nature of Heather Street provides little 
opportunity to park, that does not mean that people will not do so, and may let their cars 
idle, then return to their running cars after having taken their children to the care facility. 

As a result of Mr. Bruzzese's remarks, and Mrs. Thomas-Bruzzese' s photographs, 
discussion ensued between the Panel, Mr. Massie, and Mr. Singh. 
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Mr. Singh advised that the design for the rear yard of the proposed child care facility 
included: (i) a play surfact; featuring soft material that would absorb sound; (ii) a grassed 
play area; and (iii) new ground cover planting along the current hedge. 

In response to a query from the Chair, Mr. Singh stated that: (i) the portion of the hedge 
above the line of the Thomas-Bruzzese fence would remain; (ii) the lower portion of the 
hedge has been trimmed; and (iii) a variety 0.£ ground cover elements would be added 
along the base of the hedge. 

The Chair noted that the photographs indicated that recent pruning had exposed some gaps 
in the hedge, and he suggested that the applicant not prune any further, and instead select 
some landscaping elements to fill in the gaps. 

With regard to the issue of signage on the site, Mr. Massie advised that the sign that had 
initially been erected had gone missing, and that since its disappearance, a second sign 
had been erected on the site. The Chair commented that the temporary disappearance of 
the sign did not invalidate the process. 

Correspondence 

Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese, 8700 Dolphin Court (Schedule 2) 

Alice Chan, 8871 Heather Street (Schedule 3) 

Amar Johal, 8880 Heather Street (Schedule 4) 

Alice Chan, 8871 Heather Street (Schedule 5) 

Panel Discussion 

The Chair acknowledged that the project was a contentious one, but advised that the 
mandate of the Development Permit Panel is to examine building form and character, not 
zoning issues. He noted that a child care facility is a permitted use on the site, and that if 
the requested variances were rejected, the applicant could still apply for and pursue a child 
care facility for the site. 

The Chair further stated that the applicant had taken steps to mitigate the impact of the 
proposed facility. 

The Panel expressed support for the idea to have "No Stopping" sign age on Heather Street 
in order to discourage parents of children from dropping off their children anywhere other 
than on the subject site. In addition, the Panel advised that no further pruning of the 
existing hedges take place. 

The Panel further noted that: (i) communication with neighbours was important; (ii) the 
applicant should address the sensitivity of the neighbourhood; (iii) City transportation 
staff would be engaged in the traffic issues; and (iv) the applicant should immediately 
clean up the subject site. 

As a result of the discussion, the following conditions were to be added to the motion: 
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• the applicant clean up the site before the Development Permit proceed to a meeting 
of City Council; 

• that the City transportation staff review and confirm that the suggested "No 
Stopping" signage- can be installed on Heather Street before the Development 
Permit proceed to a meeting of City Council; and 

• that the City's traffic survey results in the Heather Street neighbourhood be 
available to Council. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
Tllat a Developmellt Permit be issued wllicll would: 

- 1. Permit tile cOllstructioll of a two-storey buildillg for a licellsed cllild care facility 
for approximately -60 cllildrell at 8851 Heatller Street 011 a site ZOlled Assembly 
(AS)?; alld 

2. Vary tile provisiolls of Ricllmolld ZOllillg Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) Reduce the millimuIII illterior side yardfrom 7.5 m to 1.2 m; 

b) Reduce tile millimum public road parkillg setback from 3 m to 1.5 m; alld 

c) Permit 54% small car parkillg spaces Oil a site with less thall 31 parkillg 
spaces (8 small car parkillg spaces of total 15 spaces); 

after sucll time as tile followillg cOllditiolls IIave beell met: 

That: 

(1) tire applicallt cleall up tire site before tire Development Permit proceed to a 
meetillg of City Coullcil; 

(2) tire City trallsportatioll staff review alld cOllfirm tllat tire suggested "No Stoppillg" 
sigllage call be illstalled 011 Heatller Street before tire Developmellt Permit proceed 
to a meetillg of City Coullcil; alld 

(3) tile City's traffic survey results ill tire Heatller Street IIeighbourhood be .made 
available to Coullcil. 

CARRIED 

4. New Business 

5. Date Of Next Meeting: Wednesday, January 25,2012 
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Development Permit Panel 
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6. Adjournment 

It was moved and seconded 
That tlte meeting be adjourned at 5:10 p.m. . 

Joe Erceg · 
Chair 

3442979 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of . the meeting of the 
Development Permit Panel of the Council 
of the City of Richmond held on 
Wednesday, January 11,2012. 

Sheila Johnston 
Committee Clerk 
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January ii, 2012 

Director, City Clerk's Offioo 
City of Richmond 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, BC 
V6Y2C1 

Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meeting of Wednesday, January 
11,2012. 

Re: Notice of Application for a Development Permit DP 10-538908 

I strongly oppose the application to permit the construction of a two-storey building for a 
licensed child C<;lre facility for approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site 
z:oned Assembly (ASY) and to vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 as specified in 
the notice. 

I have lived at 8700 Dolphin Court with my family for over 10 years. Our property is one 
of the properties directly adjacent to the back yard of 8851 Heather Street We moved 
here specifically because it was a quiet residential neighbourhood of single-family 
homes. We have very much enjoyed living here - gardening or having a morning coffee 
in the back yard to the sounds of song birds, the wind in the trees and small. planes 
overhead. I have often remarked to my husband that it is so wonderful that it is so quiet 
in bur neighbourhood. It is something that I really value. Ifthis application for a 
development permit is approved, itwill significantly change the character of our 
neighbourhood as well as the serenity in our yard in particular. 

Along with our neighbours, we made presentations to the Richmond Development 
Permit Panel at their meeting on July 13th 2011. Pictures were distributed by one of our 
neighbours so that the Development Permit Panel could actually see how narrow 
Heather Street is and how completely inappropriate it would be to increase the traffic in 
this area as a result of the construction of a business that would result in a significant 
increase in traffic at peak times of the day. 

Along with our neighbours, we submitted a petition outlining our opposition to this 
development permit for the following reasons: 

• Increased traffic through this portion of Heather Street 
• Traffic flow 
• Ditches 
• Lighting and sidewalks 
• Business vs residential 

Our cover letter concluded "We believe that this proposal seriously impacts the safety, 
well-being and cohesiveness of our neighbourhood." 

We partiCipated in discussions at an Open House on September 8th hosted by the 
Vancouver Star Daycare.and Doug Massie, Architect, Chercover Massie & Associates 
Ltd and we, as well as our neighbours, expressed our concems about this proposal. 

Letter from Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese Page 1 



It seems that nobody is listening. 

I understand that there is a proposal to install speed bumps on Heather Street as a 
solution to our concerns about traffic safety . . I am convinced that this is not a solution at 
all. In fact, it will only make matters worse because if speed bumps are installed on 
Heather Street, it will only be a matter of time before a vehicle ends up in the ditch 
resulting in significant injuries or death. 

My husband .and I, along with our neighbours, are fully aware that this proposal does 
not fit well into our single-family neighbourhood. Although we very much appreciate' the 
opportunity to address t~is Panel, it is very frustrating that we have not been heard to 
date. 

I ask you to reject this proposed developmentfor the following reasons: 

1. Size of the site. It is very clear to me that this site is not an appropriate size for 
a child care facility for 60 children. In fact, it is clear to the developer and 
property owner also that this property is not an appropriate size for the building 
they propose because they are asking to vary the provisions of the Zoning Bylaw 
8500 so that they can reduce the minimum interior side yard from 7.5 to 1.2 
metres and reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 metres to 
1.5 metres. They are also asking for a variance regarding the parking because 
they know that the property is not large enough to accommodate the parking that 
they should be providing. It is also not large enough to provide the typical one­
way drive-through that schools and large childcare facilities have to ensure the 
safety of the children when they are being dropped-off and picked-up. In addition, 
they know that the property is not large enough to meet their playground 
requirement so they intend to count on the use of Dolphin Pa:rk, a small park with 
an exceptionally small playground, across the street. Adding so many additional 
children to tile playground will affect the families. in the neighbourhood who use 
this playground on a regular basis. Another strategy the child care provider 
suggested was that she just keeps the children inside. Neither of these 
suggestions meet an acceptable standard for quality childcare. 

2. Size of the building. In order to accommodate a childcare business for so many 
children , they propose a building that is approximately twice the size of the 
largest homes that currently exist on the street. What would be more appropriate 
for consistent development of the neighbourhood would be to subdivide the 
property and put up two large houses on that site. That would be a plan that 
would maintain the character of the neighbourhood. 

3. Location. This part of Heather Street is exceptionally narrow and has a ditch on 
the east side of it so when there is a need for two-way traffic, there is very little 
clearance. There is also very little room on the shoulder of the street for the 
parking that would inevitably be required during drop-off and pick-up for the 
childcare business. A strategy to widen Heather Street to accommodate the 
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ejdditlonal traffic and the additional parking spaces that will be required is also not 
likely because of the ditch and the adjacent park. 

. 4. Oharacter of the neighbourhood. According to the Official Community Plan for 
Richmond, "Broadmoor has many stable well-kept residential neighbourhoods 
and is well served by local parks, schools and services." We want to keep it that 
way. It seems to me that this childcare business is forcing itself into our quiet . 
residential neighbourhood simply because the site is zoned Assembly (ASY) and 
they counted on this being an easy route to setting up their business. The 
previous church group that gathered occasionally althe small house (not a 
typical church building) on that property fit in nicely with the neighbourhood. The 
building looked like a typical house. Although there could be several people 
there at one time, it was not unlike any of the neighbours having a group of family 
or friends over for a BBQ. The sounds of people talking and laughing were no 
more dominant than other conversations in the neighbourhood. Their yard was 
maintained similar to the properties in the neighbourhood, for example, the lawn 
was mowed on a regular basis. The 15 foot cedar trees that grow just on the 
other side of our fence at the back of our yard, were trimmed on a regular basis. 
On the other hahd, the new owners have neglected their yard for more than 6 
months. The lawn is no longer mowed on a regular basis and has grown to 3 
feet tall. Prior to the meeting on July 13th

, they removed the lower branches of 
the row of.trees on the other side of our 6 foot fence to just above the fence so 
this has diminished our privacy since you can now see between the trees above 
our fence where the branches have been removed. In addition this has 
diminished the effectiveness of the natural sound barrier that the tall row of trees · 
provided. To make matters even worse, the new owners have just left the large 
branches in the yard where they have since turned orange in colour and this has 
contributed to their property being an eye-sore in the neighbourhood for several 
months. Many of us go for walks throughout the neighbourhood and admire the 
well-manicured yards and colourful flowers that are typical in our neighbourhood. 
Residents take pride in the appearance of their yards. The property at 8851 
Heather Street is an extreme exception. The building itself was essentially 
stripped months ago and has since been abandoned. The yard is completely 
neglected. 

5. Number of people The number of people they propose to occupy the premises 
on a daily basis is excessive for our neighbourhood. To have 60 children, in 
addition to the staff, as well as parents coming and going, defines this as an 
institution. It is clearly not another house in a residential neighbourhood. If the 
owner was proposing a family daycare in a house of similar size to the houses in 
the neighbourhood, I am confident that this would be well received . There is 
clearly no objection to children in the neighbourhood nor to a childcare facility. 
However what they are proposing is to dominate the neighbourhood with an 

. oversized institution in an undersized yard that is overpopulated according to the 
neighbourhood standards. This is completely inappropriate for. the 
neighbourhood and unwelcomed. 
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6. Community Benefits I would like to refer to the Staff Report that was attached 
to the Report to the Development Permit Panel from Brian J. Jackson, MCIP, 
Director of Development, dated June 16,2011. In the section on Community 

_ Benefits, it is clear that the number of children proposed for the business at 8851 
Heather Street far exceeds the number of child care needs for toddler and 3- 5 
year aids in the Broadmoor area. As identified in the 2009-2016 Richmond Child 
Care Needs Assessment and Strategy, the estimated additional child care 
spaces needed by December 1, 2016 in the Broadmgor area are 23 spaces for 
18 monthS to 2 years old and 9 spaces for 3-5 year aids. It is extremely 
objectionable that we should be subjected to a 60 child institution in our 
-neighbourhood when the anticipated needs of the entire Broadmoor area are met 
by less thim half the number of children proposed . . 

7, Dolphin Park I would like to clarify again that to the east, across Heather Street 
from 8851 Heather Street, is Dolphin Park, not Heather Park as has been 
referred to on more than one occasion during this permit application. In the Staff 
Report that I referred to earlier, on the first page, in the section titled 
"Background", it again refers to the park as "the city-owned Heather 
neighbourhood park, which contains a children's playground, zoned School & 
Institution Use (SI)". My husband and I went to Heather Park and discovered 
that it had a much more substantial playground fo'r children than Dolphin Park. I 
would respectfully ask that this be looked into so that there is no 
misrepresentation of the facts when you consider this permit application. In 
addition, I request that Vancouver Coastal Health also be informed that in fact it 
is Dolphin Park, not Heather Park that is across the street. 

8. Noise According to the staff report, "the proposal includes only 67% of the 
outdoor play area requirement for 60 children" and the "outdoor children 's play 
area is provided in the rear yard 212.9m2 Oust on the other side of our fence) . 
and on the second floor deck (6~.25 m2). According to the Staff Report dated 
October ih, 2011, up to 24 children at a time will be scheduled to be in the 
outside play area on site at a given time and the applicant is proposing to 
schedule the use of the outdoor play area to meet the daily outdoor play needs of 
each of the four child care rooms. This will have a significant negative impact on 
our quiet neighbourhood on a daily basis. 

Thank you for the opportunity to express my strong objections to having an institution 
forced on our quiet residential neighbourhood. I ask you to reject this application. 

Barbara Thomas-Bruzzese 
8700 Dolphin Court, Richmond BC 
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Johnson. Gail 

Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 
Meeting of Wednesday, January 
11,2012. 

From: alice chan [alicechan8899@gmail.com) 

Sent: January 3, 2012 10:53 PM 

To: Johnson, Gail 

Cc: Chak Au; Raj and Nina Johal; Amar Johal; chen; hsuhosen@gmail.com 

'Subject: 8851 Heather Street 

Hello Gail, 

My name is Alice Chan and I reside at 8871 Heather Street. At this point in time you may be aware that 
8851 Heather Street's development has received much appeal from its neighbourhood, part of which I 
have participated in; However, I would like to address a few points that have caughtmy attention as well 
as others in the block. Firstly, the size of structure proposed on the lot of 8851 would be much too small 
to house sixty children, and would potentially pose a fire hazard in certain circumstances as well as 
natural hazards in the event of any disaster. In addition, the lot would be also much too small to allow 30 
parked cars, not to mention the already narrow road width, facing a deep ditch on the other side. 
Secondly, the design of the structure does not match the surrounding houses in the neighbourhood and 
suggests a large balcony on the upper floor, facing the bedroom windows of8871 (my home). With the 
significant amount of increased noise coming from the childcare institution alone, the children playing 
on the balcony would render my home entirely emasculated of the privacy we had. No other house in the 
neighbourhood contains such a large balcony on the iIPper floor, there should be no reason for this 
structure to possess such a large balcony that not only would not be entirely safe for children, but 
bothersome for the surrounding environment. 

I hope you will take our thoughts into consideration. 

Regards, 
Alice 
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Development Permit Panel 
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6911 No, 3 Road 

Richmond, BC 

V6Y 2C1 Canada 

To: Council Members and Richmond Development Permit Panel 

Re: 8851 Heather Street - Development Permit 10-538908 (REDMS. NO, 3360997) 

Unfortunately I am unable to attend this hearing due to work related commitments, 

The above proposed development is for a 60 child daycare center on Heather Street. I have attended 

two public "hearings" (one at City Hall and the second sponsored by the Architect/Owner), ,Each time, I 

presented a petition from citizens in the neighbourhood concerned with the safety, congestion, 

location, size and appropriateness of a 60 child daycare center on a narrow street. To date the 

fundamental issues a'round safety of residents, potential attendees and neighbourhood congestion have 

not been adequately addressed, 

The south end of Heather Street has deep ditches on the east side with no parking and limited lighting 

and sidewalks on the west side, The only "solutions" the City has come up with is to add DO NOT STOP 

signs in front of the ditch and ask for our input on speed bumps to slow traffic down, I ask the Planning 

department how do these "solutions" solve the safety or congestion issues for us, 

A 60 child daycare will generate 120 car trips per day in one short block, Although this may not seem a 

lot to you""it is considerable when you view the current traffic on our street and the fact that it will take 

place in two 2 hour windows (am & pm), The previous users were a church that had functions mostly on 

'Sundays, This new development would change the entire make-up of the street, 

Parking will also be a major issue given the limited allocated parking spots for the day care, staff parking 

needs, deliveries and parent drop off processing etc. This has the potential of causing traffic jams on a 

small narrow street that has limited parking, What are the City's plans to address this issue and what 3'd 

party independent studies have been conducted to ensure traffic flow is maintained, I suggest that the 

City view the congestion on Bakerview Street in the evenings where this owner has a much smaller yet 

similar operation" Magnify that 3 fold and coupled with no parking, no sidewalks, limited lighting, a 

narrow street and deep ditches and you have the making of a serious problem, 

It has been most disheartening that the City feels compelled to force this development without fully 

every turn the City has refused to listen to the affected citizens, ~ Or RICf.!~ 
considenng the ramifications to those who would be most impacted on this street. It seems ~ 

• Inaction on safety and congestion concerns, ~ DATE ~1--. 
• Issue around large ditch, lighting, Sidewalks stili unaddressed, (j 0 \ 
• Notification of hearings/input to select homes only JAN 4 2012 ) 
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• ' Size of daycare. A60 child day care is more a school than a day care center. Especially if the 

owners plan on having after school care which will only add to the congestion etc. 

• Changing zon'ing to accommodate a developers business case. 

To be clear, the neighbourhood supports the need for daycare centers. But only when it is done 

right.. .. not a: 

• 60child day care 

• Narrow street with poor lighting and deep ditches 

• Etc. 

We ask the City to please reconsider this development and address the several issues above before 

moving forward. We also ask that the Developer/Owner imm~diately erect a sign on the property 

advising of a potential 60 child day care. We ask given that there are 2. new homes right next door for 

sale and it would be the only right thingto do to ensure potential buyers are aware of this 

development. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Amar Johal 

8880 Heather Street 

Richmond, BC 



Johnson, Gail 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Amar Johal [amarjohal@shaw.ca] 

January 3, 2012 4:57 PM 

Johnson, Gail 

8851 Heather Street Development Permit 10-538908 (REDMS NO. 3360997) 

Attachments: 8851 Heather Street.doGx 

Page 1 of 1 . 

Hi Gail, Sara Badyl had suggested we send you our 'concerns regarding the above as we will not be able 
to attend the hearing. 

Please see the attached. 



Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the 
Development Permit Panel 

Page I of 1 

Meeting of Wednesday, January ._. __ . __ _ 

Johnson, Gail ' 11,2012. ' ' 11'@ ~.pMIl\t P@l'lJ'i'l!t ~ 
--.--.... --.--.. ------'---... -.---. D'ef~4-~~" ---

From: alice chan [alicechan8899@gmaiLcomj i~®m h~_~---.-- , 
Sent: January 6. 2012 11:16 PM R<!l:~ 8..:lQ_{l_ 
To: Johnson, Gail 

Cc: Chak Au; Raj and Nina Johal; Amar Johal; chen 

Subject: 8851 Heather Street 

Hello Gail, 

Sorry I have to write you a letter again, the reason is I'm having nightmares every night just thinking 
about the childcare being possibly built beside my house. Havjng to think about the balcony on the side 
of the building especi~lly bothers me -because it invades my family and my own privacy as it allows a 
clear view of my family's daily activities and every actions. The possible establishment of the child care ' 
is already a major interference to my family's 'life and our neighborhood, but having the balcony on the 
side peering into my house makes me even more,agitated, uneasy and upset. Therefore, I would like you 
to know that the child care issue is already greatly impacting my life right now, thus I do not want to 
imagine how inconvenient and horrible it will be if it is established. ' 

Thank you for your attention! 
Alice Chan 



To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Development Permit Panel 
Planning and Development Department 

%': ,j)// /t~;f/5' J'/'I-N.I/ /ZC'/'Z 
Date: December 21, 2011 

File: DP 10-538908 

Re: Application by Doug Massie, Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates Ltd. 
for a Development Permit at 8851 Heather Street 

Staff Recommendation 

That a Development Permit be issued which would: 

1. Permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility for 
approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly (ASY); and 

2. Vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) Reduce the minimum interior side yard from 7.5 m to 1.2 m; 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 m to 1.5 m; and 

c) Permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces (8 small 
car parking spaces oftotal 15 spaces). 

Brian . ackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

BJJ:sb 
At!. 



December 21, 201 1 - 2 - DP 10-538908 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Doug Massie, Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates Ltd. has applied to the City of 
Richmond for permission to develop a two-storey building with a licensed child care facility for 
approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly (ASY). Variances 
are included in the proposal to: reduce the interior side yard, reduce the Heather Street public 
road parking setback, and permit small car parking spaces. 

Development Permit Panel's recommendation that the subject Development Permit be issued 
was considered by Council on December 19,201 I. At the meeting, Council carried the 
resolution that the Development Permit be referred back to the Development Permit Panel. 

This staff report addresses the Council referral and responds to the concerns expressed by 
residents. The report considered by the Development Permit Panel on November 30, 201 1 is 
attached for reference (Attachment AA). Subsequent to the Development Permit Panel meeting 
on November 30, 20 II, public correspondence was received and is attached (Attachment BB). 

Staff Comments 

At the Council meeting on December 19, 2011, there was a brief discussion about concerns 
expressed by residents on Heather Street related to the form and character of the proposal, traffic 
in the area, and consultation. Regarding to the items discussed: 
• Neighbourhood resident concerns regarding the form and character of the proposed child care 

facility were considered and addressed; 
• a traffic calming measures survey has recently been mailed to Heather Street residents; and 
• in September, the applicant hosted an Open House Meeting with neighbourhood residents. 

Analysis 

Neighbourhood Resident Concerlls 
• Neighbourhood resident concerns regarding the form and character of the proposed child care 

facility were considered at the Development Permit Panel meetings held on July 13,2011 
and November 30, 20 II. 

• As noted in the staff reports, the applicant made revisions to their proposal to improve fit into 
the neighbourhood and the interfaces to the surrounding single-family lots. These changes 
were made both during the Development Permit process, and also a result of concerns 
expressed at the July 13, 2011 Development Permit Panel meeting. 

• Public correspondence was submitted to the City after the November 30, 20 II Development 
Permit Panel meeting by Mr. Raj Johal, who also attended the November 30, 2011 meeting 
(Attachment BB). Many concerns were considered at the Development Permit Panel 
meetings held on July 13,2011 and November 30, 201 I, including the concerns expressed in 
the letter (reduced setbacks, traffic volume, Heather Street width, parking, sidewalks, open 
ditch and lighting). Some additional land use, density and operations concerns were 
expressed, but are outside the scope of a Development Permit. The petition attached to the 
letter was considered at the July 13,2011 Development Permit Panel meeting. 

Traffic Concerlls 
• The "Proposed Traffic Calming Measures on Heather Street Survey" dated December 20, 

20 II was mailed to residents and owners of the properties in the 8700 to 8900 block of 
3431263 



December 21, 2011 - 3 - DP 10-538908 

Heather Street. The survey includes a request for responses by Friday, January 20,2011. 
Transportation staff will compile and analyse the results of the survey and if there is support, 
the proposed speed humps will be installed as part of the City's 2012 paving season. 

Community Consultation 
• As a result of concerns expressed by neighbourhood residents at the July 13,2011 

Development Permit Panel meeting, and as noted in the staff report dated October 7,2011, 
the applicant hosted an Open House Meeting on September 8, 2011 to consult with residents 
of the neighbourhood. 

• As noted in the staff report dated October 7, 2011, in response to the resident concerns, the 
applicant made changes to the design to improve privacy for the adjacent neighbours. 

Conclusions 

Council's referral has been addressed. Throughout the application process the applicant has 
made changes that improve the neighbourhood fit and privacy for the neighbouring properties. 
Staff have examined pedestrian and vehicle traffic on Heather Street and are in the process of 
conducting a traffic calming survey regarding speed hump construction along Heather Street. 
This information should be available by the end of January 2012. 

The proposal for a child care facility supports the community by helping to address the toddler 
and 3-5 year old child care needs for the Broadmoor and City Centre planning areas. The 
existing Assembly zoned lot is well situated for a child care facility with a neighbourhood park 
across the street. Staff recommends support of this Development Permit application. 

StclrvL I3>c-ut~ ~ .... ~ 
Sara Badyal, M. Arch, MCIP 
Planner 1 
SB:rg 

Attachment AA 

Attachment BB 

Development Permit Panel Report considered on November 30, 2011 (with 
attachments, including report considered on July 13, 2011) 

Public Correspondence received from Mr. R Johal dated December 4, 2011 

The following are to be met prior to forwarding this application to Council for approval: 
• Registration of a flood plain indemnity covenant. 
• Submission of a contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision on any on­

site works conducted within the tree protection zone of the maple tree to be retained. 
• Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around the maple tree to be retained as part of the 

development prior to any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site. 
• Receipt ofa Letter-of-Credit for landscaping in the amount of$42,822.00. 

Prior to future Building Permit issuance, the developer is required to complete the following: 
• Incorporation of accessibility features shown in Development Permit drawings. 
• Driveway and boulevard restoration works to be done at the developer's sole cost via City Work Order. 
• Obtain a Building Permit for any construction hoarding associated with the proposed development. If 

construction hoarding is required to temporarily occupy a street, or any part thereof, or occupy the air space 
above a street or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated fees may be required. 
Submission of a c,onstruction traffic and parking management plan to the satisfaction of the City's 
Transportation Division (http://www.richmond.calservices/ttp/special.htm). 

3435263 



CitY of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

L-__ A_t_ta_c_hm_e_nt_A_A __ ----.J1 

~~port tc) 
Oev~lC)ptn~nt Permit Panel 

TO: Development Permit Panel Date: Octdber7,2011 

From; I3rlan J. Jackson, MCIP File: DP 10-638908 
Director of Development 

Re: AppllcE\tion by Doug MasSie, Architect of Chercover Massie /I. Ass.oclates Ltd. 
for a Development Permit at 8861 Heather Street 

Staff Recommendation 

That a Development Permit be issued which would 

I. Permit the consttl(ctiol1. of a two-storey bt)ildil1.g for a licensed child care facility for 
approximately 60 children at 885.1 Heather Street on a site :<:ol)edAssembly (ASY); and 

2. Vary the pl'ovisions of Zoning Bylaw.8500 to: 

a) Reduce minimum interior side yard fl'om 7.5 m to 1.2 m; 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setback fl'om 3 m to 1.5 m; 

c) Permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces (8 small cal' 
parking spaces oftotal 15 spaces). 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

SB:blg 
Att. 

3360997 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

DOllg.Massie, Architect ofChercover Massie & Associates Ltd. has applied to the City Qf 
Richmond for permission to develop a two-storey bllilding with a licensed child care facility for 
approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Asscmbly (ASY). Variances 
are incillded in the proposal to: redllce the interior side yard, reduce the Heather Street public 
road parking setback, and permit small cal' parking spaces. 

The application was presented to the Development Permit Panel on Jllly 13,201 I. At the 
meeting, the Panel moved and seconded: 

"1'1t11t Dev/flopment Permit 10-.')38908 b« re/ettell/mok to stafffor/uI'tltel': 

(a) C()I!sultlliloll witlt residents oftlte neig/tboul'hooll; (mil 

(b) eXaminlltloh 0/ on-site jJarkihg/mllnoellvrihg and pedestrillh (mil vehicle tmjJic 011 

Ileatlter Stl'eet," 

This staff report addresses the Panel referml and responds to the concems expressed by residents. 
The repOlt considered by the Panel on Jllly 13,201 I is attached for reference (Attachment A). 

Staff Comments 

In response to the Development Permit Panel referral: 
• The applicant hosted an Openl-Iollse Meeting to consult with residents of the neighbourhood; 
• The applicant has made changes to the design to improve privacy fo1' the adjacent 

neighbours; 
• On-site parking/manoellvring and pedestrian and vehicle trame on Heather Street was 

examined; and 
• Tmnsportation staff will be cond\lcting a traffic calming survey this fall, and if there is 

support from the )'esidents, work will commence in.the Slll1.1lner of20 12 on the constrllction 
of speed humps along Heather Street. Resident SUpport would reqllire at least 66% of survey 
respondents to be in favom and at least 30% of surveyed households to submit.a response. 

The proposed bllilding footprint and parking layollt remain the same and there are no changes to 
the variances proposed. 

Analysis 

Community Consultatioll 
• The applicant hosted a neighbourhood Open I-lollse Meetingfl'om 7:00 pm to 8:00 pm on 

Thursday September 8, 20 I I at Family Place, which is located at 8660 Ash Street, a block 
away from the development site. 

• On August 19, 2011, invitations were hand delivered to 53 homes in close proximity to the 
sllbject site, including homes along I-leather Street from Francis Road to Dolphhl Avenlle, 
and the homes along Dolphin Court (Attachment B). 

336099'J 
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• At the Opcn House Mccting, approxi'mately seven (7) neighbourhood residents attended and 
expressed concernS regarding: . 

~ Number of children; 
~ Size of building; 
~ Adequacy of on-site outdoor play area; 
~ Privacy fr0111 overlook and noise potential for the adjacen.t neighbollrs; 
~ Adequacy of on-site parking; and . . 
~ Pedestrian and vehicle traffic on Heather Street - vehicle speeding, narrow street 

WIdth, significant drainage ditch, street lighting, and lack of sidewalk. 

Number of Chllflrm 
• As noted In the Staff Report, Vancouvcr Coastal Health childcljre facility licensing staff have 

reviewed the application and have confirmed that they have no COncel'l1s with the proposal. 
• The proposal has been designed with appropriate iudoor lind outdoor area for 60 children to 

meet Provincial ehildcare licensing requirements and the operational needs oflhe applicant. 
The children will be accommodated in 4 classrooms; 3 rooms of 12 children under 3 years 
old, and 1l'00m of24 children aged 3 to 5 yeal's old. 

• . The applicant advises that the proposed number of children is needed to enable the 
cons!tuctioll of a new building and to accommodate the mix of childcare spaces for both 
older and younger childron. 

Sjee of Building 
• The size of the building complies with the 0.5 f1o.or area ratio (FAR) density permitted under 

the existing Assembly (ASY) zoning. 
• The applicant has reviewed opPoltunities to. reduce the size of the building. The proposed 

building size is needed to accommodate 60 children, and 60 day care spaces are needed for 
the daycare to be economically viable. 

AdQ.q!!.acy ofOn-sitlJ Outdood'lgyAl'ea 
• As noted in the Staff Report, the licensing authority, Vancouver Coastal Health; has reviewed 

the size, location, and proposed scheduled use ofthe play area. Vancouver Coastal Health 
childcarc licensing st~ff has advised that they have no concerns with the proposnl. 

• The outdoor children's play area has been designed for active children's play, with durable 
materials, a small lawn hill and lawn areas, raised wooden deck stage elemont, rubber paved 
ll'icycle track, mbber paved open areas, sand boxes, eutdoor sink, and portable water .and 
sand bexes. 

• Th~ eutdoor amenity space in the backyard has been designed to. accommodate 24 children. 
The applicant will sct up It schedule fer use of the backyard outdoor play area, with no more 
.than one (1) classroom outside at It time (12 to 24 children). The goal of the applicant is for 
each child to have access to. the play area fol' 60 minutes every day, weather permitting. This 
exceeds the licensing requirement o.f 30 minutes pCI' day. 

fl:iJ!gfy..Fl'om Overlook & NOi.l'e./!QtentiqljQI' the Adia..r;,enl Neighbour§. 
• Privacy was provided fer the adjacent single-family home under construction to the north at 

8831 Heather Street with: 1.8 m height solid wood privacy' fencing under construction along 
the shared property line at grade, and retcntion of the existing hedge along the north edge ef 
the back yard. In addition, a second floor staircase window has been deleted as it was found 
to be roughly aligned with a second floor bedroem window. 

3360997 
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• Privacy was provided for the adjacent single-family home to the south at 8871 I-leather Street 
with: existing 1.8 In height solid wood privacy fencing along the shared property line at 
grade, and an increased 4,2 In setback at the second floo!' level. In addition, the applicant has 

. increased the amount of existing hedge that will be retained along the sotlth edge of the back 
yard and has added solid frosted glass panels to the 1,5 m height guardrail along the south 
edge of'the second floor balcony, 

• Privacy waS provided for the adjacent single-family homes to the real' nt 8680 and 
8700 Dolphin Crescent with: existing 1,8 m height solid wood privacy fencing along the 
shared pl'opetty line at grade, tlnd a 7,5 m setback. In addition, the applicant has increased 
tho amount of hedge that will be l'etaincd, to include all ofthe existing hedge along the west 
edge of the hack yard and the addition of screening to fill in open areas above the fence line, 

• The landscaping design has.beelll'evised to increase the arnollntofretaincd existing hedging, 
with additional shade tolerant planting undel'ncath the hedging, 

• As noted above, although the daycal'e is designed for 60 children, the outdoor amenity area is 
designed for 24 children, Childrcn will be fully supervised in the outdoor amenity area, with 
a schedule of no more than one (1) class outside at a time (12 to 24 children), 

Adequacv o(Onsite Parking 
• As noted in the Staff Report, the number of off-street parking spaces for parents and staff 

(15 spaces) complies with the Zoning Bylaw requiremcnts, Variances are requested to 
permit eight (8) small cal' parking spaces and to provide a 1,5 III parking setback frolll 
Heather Street when the zoning bylaw requires 3 Ill, 

• Staff have further investigated the parking accurnulation during the mOl'l1ing drop-off !\lid 
aftel'l1oon pick-up periods based on typical al'l'ival and duration pattems of daycal'es and 
found that the 6 parking space:~ assigned fOI' the parents will be adequate to meet the parking 

. demand during the drop-off and pick-up times, Typically, drop-off and pick-up occur ovcr a 
2Y.-hollr window, The proposed provision of parent parking minimizes the potential for 
vehiclcs backing out frol11 (he site onto Heather Street 01' pat'king to spill ovel' onto Heather 
Stt'eet, 

PedeS!.t:ifln and Vehicle II'afJIc on Heather Street 
• Vchillle speedillg - A spced study conducted in April, 2010 indicated avc!'age speeds on 

I-leather Street exceeded the 30km/hr posted speed, Therefore, traffic calming measures in 
the form ofspeed humps will be installed 011 Heather Street, subject to consultation with 
local residents, As noted above, Transportation staffwill be conducting II traffic calming 
survey this fall, 

• Street width - Heather Street is a local road and is designed accordingly for low t!'affic 
volume, There is sidewalk, CUI'h and guttcr only on the west side of the roadway frorn 
Dolphin Avenue to 8875 Heather Street. The remaining southern portion of the Street to 
Francis Road does not have curb and guttel' O\' sidewalk, Staff have verified the cross section 
of Heather Street as having a 7,Om pavement width adjacent to the subject site in addition to 
the City boulevard and sidewalk, which is adequate for two-way traffic, CUl'rently, parking 
is limited along the east side of the street adjacent to the park because of the ditch, ' 
Thorefore, "'No Stopping" signs will be added along the east side of I-Ieathel' Street adjacent 
to the park to restdet parking and maintain the fbll width of the roadway, A traffic study 
undertaken in April, 2010 on I-leather Street ohserved current vehicle volumes as 450 
vehicles per day, which is much less than the typical daily volume of 1,000 vehicles that 
local streets arc designed to accommodate, Staff have also reviewcd the si7,e of the proposed 
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development and the additional traffic volume generated. This review found the traffic 
volutnos from the proposed dnycul'e is limited in d\lration and can be accommodated by the 
roadway geometry. 

• SignificHnt <lmiJlage <lit!)h .- there is a significant drainage ditch along I-leather Street, 
adjacent to the neighbourhood park and directly across the street from the subjeot site. Parks 
and Enginecring.staff have confirmed that the City has no plans to cover the existing ditch. 
As noted above, parking is Ctll;rently cotlsttained alongside the ditch duo to tho narrOw 
shoulder. To addl'ess the impaet of the ditch, "No Stopping" signs will be added along the 
east sidc. of Heather Street adjacent to the park to restrict parking and ml1intain the full width 
of the I'oadway. When daycm'e stafftakes their class for a fieldtrip to tho neighbourhood 
park, they would walk as a supervised group along the existing sidewalk in front of the 
subject site northward to Dolphin Avenue, cross Heather Street at the intersection, and enter 
the park from the existing Dolphin Avenue sidewalk. 

• Sh'oct lighting - There are six (6) street lights along Heathcl' Street betwocn 
Dolphin Avenue and Franois Road: foul' (4) lights installed on BC Hydro wood poles and 
two (2) 2 City-owned street lights, inchlding a City-owned street light recently installed in 
front of the subject site. The City has placed a light on every available BC Hydro power pole 
within that section ofroudway. Any ftlturc roadway lighting would be 'installed through 
property redevelopment where frontage improvements are required. The residents could also 
initiate a Local Area Service Program (LASP) to install roadway lights. This program would 
be funded by the property owners making the request, 

• Lack of' sidewall, - There is existing sidewalk north ofthe subject site to Dolphin Avenue, 
out to the Garden City bus stops and in to Debeck Elementary School. Residents in the 
neighbourhood are concemed that there is no sidewalk south of the subject site from 
8875 Heather Street out to Francis Road. The sidewalk construction on the west side of 
Heather Street from Dolphin Avenue to 8875 Heather Street was secured as part of 
single-fam ily redevelopment. A. walkway extension to Francis Road on either the west or 
cast side ofI-Ieather Street· will be considered in the 2012 annual Neighbourhood Traffic 
Safety program. Actual timing of implementation will be based on staffs review of priodties 
of other competing traffic safety pl'ojects in early 2012. 

On-site PIll'kblg/Manoeuvring 
• Tl'ansportation staff is supportive of the proposal. Transportation staff have reviewed the 

layout of the pl'Oposed surface parking area and aro satisfied that thore is sufficient space for 
staff and parent vehicles to manoctivl'e onsit~. 

• The parking spaces adjacent to the front property line will be reserved with signago for staff. 
Staff are expected to be familial' with the parking area layout and manoeuvring associated 
with. these pmking spaces, which are less easy to manoouvre into and out ofth1ln the other 
parking spaces. 

• The applicant has advised that private on-site g!\l'bage and l'CcyClitlg collection will be 
scheduled for Saturday, when the dl1ycare is closed and within the hours permitted through 
the City'S Noiso Bylaw. Scheduling the collection fbI' Saturday ensures that there will be no 
conflict between collection and parking. The surface parking· area is large enough to 
accommodate on-site m!lnocuvl'ing of the collection tl'Uck. 
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Conclusions 

The Development Permit Panel's referral has been addressed, The applicant hosted an Open 
House Meeting to consult with residents in of the neighbourhood and satlsfactol'ily addressed 
concems raised, The applicant has made changes that improve privacy for the neighbouring 
properties, Staffhavc examined pedestrian and vehicle traffic on Heather Street and will be 
conducting a tl'affic calming survey this fall regarding speed hump construction along 
Heather Street, 

The proposal for a childcal'e facility supports the community by helping to address the toddler 
and 3-5 year old childcal'e needs for the Broadmoor and City Centre pla1ll1ing ateas, The 
existing Assembly zoned lot is well situated for II childcarc facility with a neighbourhood park 
acrOSS the street, Staff reoommends support of this Development Permit Application, 

Sara Badyal, M, Aroh, MelP 
Planner 2 (Urban Design) 
(604-276-4282) 

SB:blg 

Attachment A: Development Permit Panel Report considered 011 July 13, 2011 (including 
attaohments) 

Attachment 13: Neighbourhood Meeting Invitation Distribution Area Map 

The following are to be met prior to forwarding this application to Council for approval: 
• Registration of a !lood plain indemnity covel\l\nt; 
• Submission of n Contract enteted IIMbetweon tho applicant and a Cettlflcd Arborlst ror supervision of any 

on-site works c.onducted within tho tree protection zono of the maple (j'co to be retained, The Contract should 
Include the scope ofwol'k to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring Inspections, and 
a provision for the Arbol'ist to submit a post-constttictJon assessinen! report to tho City for review, 

• Installation ofappropt'iate tree protection fencing around the maple tree to be retained as part of the 
dev~lopmont prior to any construction activities, including bnilding demolition, occuri'ing on-site, 

• Receipt of a Lelter-of-C,'.dit for landscaping in the amount of$42,822,OO, 

Prior to futuro Building Permit issuance, the developer is required to complete the following: 
• IncOl'poration .of accessibility featu!'es shown in Development PO/'mit drawings, 
• . Driveway relocation and boulevard rcstoration wOt'ks to be done at the deveioper's sole cost via City Work 

Order, 
• Obtain a Building Pcrmit for any constl'Uction hoarding associuted with the proposed development. If 

construction hoarding is "equired to temporarlly occupy a street, or any part thereof, or OCCt\llY the ait' space 
above a street or any partthel'eof, additional City approvals and associated fees may be reql!ired as POlt oftho 
Ilullding Permit. For/lIrther ;,1IOl'lI1al/oll 011 the Building Permit, pleas. contact BlIllding Approvals Division 
11/604-276-4285, 

• Submission ofa construction traffic and parking management pian to the satisfaction oftheCJty's 
'f1'anspOl'tation Division (bilP:llwwYl<wlunQ.!1d,calsel'vicgSlltplsllllcjal,i\l1lJ), 
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Attachment A 
\-1. .,. 

City ofRichmolld 
,PlanniI18 and Development Department 

Report to 
Development Permit Panel 

, To: Devel.opment Permit Panel Date: June 16, 2011 

From: Brian J, Jaokson, MCIP File:, DP 10,538908 
Director of bevel.opment 

Re: Appllcatl.on by Doug Massie Architect ofChe,rcover Massie & Associates Ltd. 
for a Development p(lrtn~ . .!l9..851 Heath.~tStre!lt ' 

Staff Recommendatlo,n 

Th~t a Devel.opment Pel'mit be issued which weuld 

1. Permit the constructien .of Ii two.-sterey building fer Ii licensed chUd cal'e facility fer 
appr.oximately 60 ohi1dr~n at 8851 Heather Street eli a site zoned Assembly (ASY);'and 

2. Val'Y the pmvisiens .of Zoning Bylaw 8500 te: 

a) Reduco minimlUn interier side yard from 7.5 m te 1,2 m 

b) Reduce the llulluuum public,road pal'king setbaok fl'Om 3 m t.o 1',5 m 

0) Permit 54% small Cal' pat'killg spnces en a site with less that131 plll:king spaces (8 small Cat' 
pal'ldng spaces .oft.otal15 spaces), ' 

, J acks.on.. MCIP 
Director of Devel.opment 

BJJ:sb 
At!, 

'193111 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Do,lg Massie Architect of Chcrcovcl' Massie & Associates Ltd, has applied to the City of 
Rich.mond for pennissionto develop a two-storey building with a licensed child care facility fol' 
approximateiy 60 children at 8851 Heather St)'eet on a site ZOllee! Assombly (ASY), Variances 

. are inciluded in the proposal to: .red.uce the interior side Yl1l'd, reduoe the Heather Street pubUc 
road parking setback, and pCl'mit small cal' parking spaces, 

There is no associated )'czoning appliqation, The site curl'ontly contains a small vacant onc-
storey church building. . 

A Scrvicing Agreement is not required as no ul)grades have been identified and the subject 
propCllty frontage was recently Improved through the rezoning and subdivision of the adjacent 
lands to. the south at 8871 and 8875 Heather Street (RZ 07-374314 & SA 08-425332). The 
limited driveway l;elocation and boulevard restoration works for the s\)bject developli:lent will'be 
completed at the owners cost by work ~l'det· throu~h the (uture Building Permit process. 

Development hi formation 

Please tefer to attaChed Developmel)t Applicatio.n Data Sheet (Attachment 1) fCl' a comparison 
of the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requir~mcnts. 

Background 

Development surrounding the subject Ash Street Sub·Area (Broadmoor Area) site is as follows: . 

• to the lIorth and south sides ofthe subject site, f)'onting o.nto Heather Street, arc recently 
rezoned and subdivIded single-family lots (RZ 07-380065 and RZ 07-374314) zoned "Single 
Detached (RSI/K)"; '. 

• to the west, the subject site hacks onto ~ingle-family lots fronting onto Dolphin Court zoned 
"Single Detached (RSlIB)"; and 

• to the east, acro.ss Heather Street, is the city-owned Heather.neighbo.Ul'hood park, which 
contains a children's playground, zoned "School & Institutional Use (SIt, 

Public Input 

]\/0 publio input has been received l'cgal'ding the subject application, 
, 

Vancouver Coastal Health 

Child Care facilities opetate under the jurisdiction of the Provincial Govornment. In Richmond, 
child care licensing is the l'esponsibility of Van COil vel' Coastal Health. Accordingly, the 
application was.referl'C\! to Vancouver Coastal Health child care facility licensing for revi~w. 

The propo.sal includes 67% of the outdoor play area requirement for 60 childl'en, 01' eno.ugh for 
40 children as per the BC Child Carclicellsing regulations (7 m2per child), 'Outdoor children's 
play area is pl'ovldedin the real' yard (212.9 mZ) and on the second floor deck (69.25 m2). The 
applicant is pro.posing to schedule the use of the outdoor' play area to meet the daily outdoor play 
needs of each of the fO\1r (4) ohild care rooms. 

\. 
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Vancouver Coastal Health child care facility licensing staff review applications on a case by case 
basis and have confirmed that they have no concerns wi~h the subject proposal which would 
accommodate half of the children in the outdoor play area at any given time. . 

Staff Comments 

The proposed scheme attached to this l'epolt has satisfactorily addl'essed the significant urban 
design issues and other staff conunents identified as patt of the r()view of the subJeot 

,Development Pel'lllit application. In addition, it complies with the intent of the applicablc , 
sections of the Official CommunIty Plan and Is genel'ally in compliance with Zoning Bylaw 8500 
except tor the zoning variances noted below. ' , . 

Zoning CompllahceNarlanilEls(staff comments In bold) 

The applicant requests to vary tllo'provisions ofRiehmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

1), Redu<;e'the mhiinlum interior side yard fronl 7.5 m to 1.2 m 

(Stlif! supports the PJ'oposed variance (1S tMs provides jor (111 approptiately sized hulldblg jor 
chilli care use alld matches tile IIIlnllllulII interior sMe ya/'II setback l'eqllirellle1lt oj the 

, adjacent si'nglejatnlly 10/8 to the 1I0rth m,ld so 11th, 1'0 COllI ply with the 111/11/11111111 7 .. 5111 s/Ile 
yard setback to the'soll/II and to the norlh oj tltis small/ot would reslilt In a 1.3 mwide 
blilld/ng, which is 1I0t usable jor t!le proposed cllild cafe use, The exi8tillg snrall churcll ' 
building i$ also not /l,yablejor the proposed child care use, due to BCIl/iild/ng Code 
l'eqllirelllents, Vancouver COllStal Health /icetlsillti l'equiremelltJ', all,lI City parking 
reqltirelllents. It 18 1V0rtli notillg that the small exlstillg church blt/Wng 011 the site lVas 
originally cOllstructedlls a sillgle jamily dwellillg and does not co,mply with the curl'ellt 
Assembly zon/llg setback requ/I:llmellfs.) , 

2) Reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 m to 1.5 m 
" ' 

(8t«l.l Suppol'tsthe PI'Oposed vilriallce liS It results III a sile plml layout tJuzl.accommodates the 
required park/lIg ol/site and' a lant/scape bujjer to screen the parking areajroilllIeather 
Street. A/though the 1.5111 111l!dscape brif!er alollg lIeathe!' Street is narrower tllml the 
required 3 1/1, it Is wide ellougll to accommodate thll proposed Itedge awl.fl'ee planting. The 
l!ar/lllIce ,does noi negatively impact the Ildjacent 1IeIgllbollrs.) " 

3) Pel'lllit 54% sn1a11 cal' parking spaces on a site with less tban 31 pal'killg spaces (8 small cal' 
parking spaces of total 15 spaces). ' 

(Stajj supports thll proposed varlmlce as it 1'esults ill a site plan'layout that accommodates tlte 
required parkillg ollsite w/tll all appropriate drive aisle willth 1l1llilViiler landscape buffer to ' 
the alljacent sillgle-jamily lots to IhllllOrllt and south. Tlte provision oj small car spaces Is 
acceptable to staff as tlte useJOS life expected to bejamlliar with the parking area layout alld 
manoeuvring associated with the slIIall CII/' spaces. 1'l,e variance does 110t negatively impact 
the ailjacent neighbours.) " 

Advisory Design Panel Comments 

The Advisory Design Panel was supportive of the project conditional to the applicant taking their 
comments into consideration, and design development to the column expl'ession and use of' 
pavors in the driveway. In response, the sll'cctscape elevation and driveway have been improved. 
An annotated copy of the releVant excerpt from the Advisory Design Panel Minutes from 
January 19,201 l' is attached for reference (Attachment 2) . .The design response from the 
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applicant ha~ been included immediately foJlowing the specific Design Panel comments and is 
identified in 'bold italics '. 

Analysis 

Conditions of Adjacency 
• .The proposed development includes an appropri(lte .interface to Heather Street, enhanced 

with II pedestrian-oriented front entry, pedestrian walkway, landscape buffer to screen the 
front parking area, and pel1neable pavers across the vehicle entry dt'iveway to mark the edge 
of the public pedestrian realm and to define the edge of the onsite surface parking area .. 

• The proposed development includes an apprepl'iate interface to the sUl1'ounding single .. family· 
lots with existing solid wpod privacy fencing, tll'eaS of landscaping !).nd !'Ireas ofcedal' 
hedging where possible, and in particular along the sides of the parking al'ea and at the 
oorners of tho outdoor play area. 

Tli'hall Design and Site Plannillg 
• The'proposed child care facility is well situated on the subjeot existing Assembly zoned lot 

acrosS the stl'e~t from the Heather neighbourhood park. 
• 

• 
\' " , 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The pl'oposedsite layollt includes a two"stol'ey building designed with residential chal'actel', 
set back behind a front surface parking area, and protecting a aecme outdoor children's play 
area in the real' yal'd. 
A pedestrian wi\lkway is provided, connecting to the Heather Street sidewalk and separated 
from the vehicle access driveway, also. connectinB tp Heather Stre'et, . 
The Heather streetscapc has been improved with l'ecimtly constructed frontage improvements 
including a new grass boulevard with street trees behind a curh and gutter and a new 
sidewalk at tho property line. The Heather streetscape edge is further defined with proposed 
landscape buffers withhedge,nnd flowering tree planting, a line of pel me able pavers at the 
dtlveway entry, and' a pedestrian walkway connecting with the sidewalk. 
The nUlnber of off·st.l'cQt parking spaces for parents and st!)ff (15spaoes) complies with the 
Zoning Byiaw requirements includi)lg accessible parking (1 space). Variances are requested 
to permit 8 small car parking spaces alld to provide a 1.5 m pru'king setback from I-leather 
Street. , 
Bicycle storage complies with the Zoning Bylaw requhements and is located in the south 
side yard. Bioycle' storage includes 4 class 1 vertical storage lockers and a J'ack for four (4) 
bicycles, both located in the covered area tU1der the deck. . 
A covel'ed gal'bage and recycling enclosul'e is provid<.'ld on the south side of the building. 
. Gru'bage and recyoling will be collected by a privat~ oontracto1', To avoid conflict with 
parking, the applicant has advised thatonsite collection will be scheduled for SatUl'day, when 
the c\aycarc is closed and within the ho\\rs pelmitted through the City'S noiso bylaw. 

Architectural Fo.rm (wd Cltaractel: . 
• The proposed two-storey building has been designed with a residential character to better fit 

the approved institutional useinto the predominantly single-family neighbourhood. Thc 
residential character is expressed with a single pedestrian oriented coveJ'ed front eiltry, 
building a1'ticlllation to break up the streetscape fayade, the incorporation of uncovered 
second floor decks, durable briel< base, stucco siding. smaller areas of glazing, and roof 
mMsing with pitohed roofs, gable ends and asphalt shingles. 

• The simple colour palette includes sand colourcd stucco, grey brick, white windows, white 
trim, dark brown aluminium guru'd railing, and two-tone brown asphalt shingles. 
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• The project's accessibility [eahu'es include: interior floor plans that accommodate wheelchair 
manoeuvring throughout, widel' interior doors, an accessible washroom, and a vertical lift. 

Tree Management 
• There are three (3) existing trees on the lot and there were previously two (2) existing trees 

01). the adjacent property to the nOlth with canopies and l'oot zones entering illto the subject 
property, The two (2) neighbouring trees wel'e recently removed as a part of the 
l'cdevelopment of the neigh~ouring pioperty with a new single-family home, 

• One (I) existing Japanese maple trce wlll be transplanted and retained in tile southeast comer 
of the propelty, adj acent to the Heather S'treet sidewalk. To protect the health and retontion 
viability of the existihg maple tree, the owner's arborist has l'econunended transplanting the 
tree to the higher proposed elevation in close to the same location. In the em'rent location 
and lower grade, the existing tree Is impacted by the new retaining wall of the adjacent raised 
neighbouring lot, the neignbour's stolm sewer cOlmection, and new City sidewalk, A 
contract with an ul'horist to ensure successful transplanting and retention of the maple tree is 
a requirement of the Development Permit. 

. ' Two (2) ex.isting fruit trees are proposed for removal. The centrally located trees are 
considered to be In poor condition by the City's Tree PreserVation Official. 

• Foul' (4) new trees will be planted, providing a 2: I replacement.l'atio for the removal of 
existing trees. ' 

Lam/scttI)e Design and Open Space Design 
• ,Outdoor children's play area is provided at the rear of the propelty with visual s\u'Veillance 

lind acoess from the interior child care space.s, The play area is secured with lockable gates 
, arid existing perimeter solid wood privacy fencing, As noted above, the size .and, location of 
the' play area have been reviewed as part of the applicathin review and ,ru'e acceptable to 
Vancouver Coasial Heaith chiid care licensing staff. . 

• The outdoor children's play area has been designed fo~ active children's piny, with durable 
materials, II small lawn hill and lawn lIreas, raised wooden deck stage element, rubber paved 
trioycle tJ:ack, rubber paved open areas, sand boxes, outdoor sink, and portable water and 
sand boxes, 

• Soft landscaping is provided in the rear yard, including existing perimeter coniferous 
hedging, tree planting, iawn areas, flowering iow hedging and vines, and an edible gru'den 
urea with blucbeny and sU'awbe1'l'Y plants. 

• The streetscape landscape buffer includes II retained u'ansplanted existing Japanese maple 
tree,:two (2) new flowering cherry tJ:ees, ;!1owe1'ing shrubs, perenniais, and groundcover. 

• The iandscape plan' for the front of the property includes an open surface pal:king area, 
landscape buffer along the Heather Stl'eet edge providing screonlng of the surface parking 
area, a paved pedestdrul walkway cOlU1ecting to the Heather sidewalk, and continuous cedar 
hedging along the north and south edges of the surface pru1dng area to provide scroening to 
the adjacent neighbours, 

. • The surface pru-king.arell includes special treatment wltlt areas of permeable pavers to 
improve the visual impaot and aiso to increase the peJmeability of the parking area. The 
variety of surface materials breaks dowll the visuallmpnct of the large paved surface and the 
pattern provides a visual containment or boundary for the parking area. A wide band of 
permeable pavers is proposed aroulld the pel'imeter of the surface parking area: across the 
driveway at tho entry to the site, In front of the main entJ:y and in the pa11dng spaces on the 
north and 'south sides, Asphalt is proposed in the central tuming area of the parking ar,ea. 
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• In addition to the existing 1.8 m height solid wood privacy fencing along the north, south and 
west edges of the site,lockablo access' gates w1l1 be provided in the side yards, 

Cl'ime Frevent/qn Tlirqugfl EnvirMmelltnl.])esigll 
The proposed design docs not present CPTED concerns, The proposallnoludes: 
• secured· outdoor children's play aroas with natural stu'Veillance from the child care facility; 
• clearly defined bpundal'ies betV{een the property, public and private spaces; and . 

. . ' a front p'arking area with a high degree of natural stu'Veillance both from the child care 
faci.Hty and also the public road, 

Sustaillabillty . . 
The proposed infilll'edevclopment proposal will include the following sustain ability mensures: 
• Location within 220 m of transit selvlce provided along Garden City Road 
• Bicycle stol'age lockers and racks . 
' . Increas.ed site permeability, Existing church asphalt parking Sl'ea will be removed and the 

. site wiJI be redevclopod with a site design with 45% permeability through permeable payel's 
ill the new fl'Ont surface parking area. gravel cover in the passive north side yard, and live 
landscaping area, . 

• EnergyStal' windows and appliances 
• Inoreased insulation thennal resistance pelformance (the insulation rating will be inoreased 

from commercial to h~gher PCl'fbtmnn90 l'esidentiall'ating) 
'. Energy efficient heating and hot water systems 
• Watel' efficient plumbing fix:tU1'6S and fittings 

Floqdplailt Management 
• The proposal complies with Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw No, 8204. The 

Bylaw r.equire~ a minimum flood construlltiollievel at 0,3 m above the highest crown of the ' 
adjaccnt public road. 

• Registration of anood indemnity c.ovennnt is a requirement of the Development Pcrmit. 

Sel'viclng Cflpac!ty 
• Thenpplicant has submitted an enginecrlng capacity analysis for the water, sanitary, and 

storm infrastructure, No upgrades are required; . 

Co.mmunity B enejltr 
• The proposal addresses the child care needs for toddler and 3·5 years in the Bl'oadmoor 

planning area. and also contributes toward tho needs in the City Centre planning area as 
identified In the 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy, The 
report identifies the estimated additional child care spaces needed by December 1,2016 
broken down by planning area and tho differont categories of child OIll'1') needed, Toddler and 
3·5 yem: child care proposed find needs in the Broadmoor and City Centre planning areas are 
summarized in the table below: . 

1:::'C~:::~:;:i~". __ 1_'1' 
.g!~~Q~5y~~· ____ ~ __ _ 

OQ2~ __ Broadmoor Need Cit~ Centrc Need 
36 23 63 - ...• ~ . -~ .. --.--, ... ~---
24 9 99 --_. 
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• Located in the northeast comer oftli:e Broadmoorpla(lnjng area, within 650 m Qnhe City 
Centre planning area, the subject site is well positioned to meet the child Cal'e needs of both 
theBl'Oadmoor and City Centre planning areas. For this reason, by providing more than the 
ne¢ded toddler and 3 .. 5 child care space.~ fOI' the Broadmool' plalming a)'Ca, this facility will 
help address the larger need in'the City Centro planning at'ea. ' 

Conclusions 

The applicant haa satisfaotorily addressed staff and the Advisory Design'Panel's comments 
regarding conditions of adjacency, site plall.1Jing and urball design, architectural form and 
character, and latldscape design during the Development Permit review process. The proposal 
for a child care facility supports the cornrnuflity by h~lping to address the toddler and 3 .. 5 years 

, ohild Care ileeds for the Bro!ldmoor and City Centre plallning areas. The existing AS$(\mbly 
zoned lot is wellsltuated for a child cru:e facility with a noighbourhood park across the street. 
Staff recommends support of this Development Permit Application. 

Sata BadyaJ, M. Arch, MCIP 
Planner 2 (Urbun Desigfl) 

SB:rg 

Tho following are to be,mot prior to forward~lg this applloation to Council for approval: 
• Reglstt'atlon of a flood plain indemnity covenant; . 
• Submission otA Contract'enterodinto botween the applicant and a Certified Arborlst for supervision of anyon­

slto worKS conducted within tho tree \ll'otootl6n zone of the maple treo toberotainod. The Contract should 
Include the scope of work to be underlaken, Including: U,O pl'opos.d number of site monitoring insp.ctiom. lind 
~ provision, fol' Ihe Arborist to submit a }lost.constl'uotion assessment j'eport to the City fol' r~view, 

• IJlstallation OnP)ll'oprlate tree protection fennlngaronnd the maple tree to be retained as part of the 
dovelopmentprlorto any cQlisu'uction activities, including building demolition. occl1rritlg (jJ,-slte, 

• R.eceipt ofa Lolter-or·Credit for landscaping in the eI»Ojllit of$42,822.QO, 

Prior to fuMe auUding Pennit Issuance, tho developer is required to complete the following: 
• Tucol'porali!)I! of accessibiHlY features showuln DevoloPlOent Pe!'J.llit drawings. 
• brlvew~y relocation and boulevard restOl'iltiO!l works to be dOllo at the developer', sale cost via City Work 

Order, " 
• Obtain a Building Permit for any construction hoarding associated with the proposed dewlopment. If, ' 

oonsb'uotlon hoarding is require<i to temporarily occupy a street, or finy part thoreof, 0)' occupy the ah' space 
above n street or any part thereof, additlonal,Clty approvals and associated fees may be lequirep as part of the 
BulldlngPennit. Fo~ /lmher IrifOl'lIlarion on the Building Pe~mlt. please contact Building Approvals Division 
al 604-276·4285, , 
S\ibmisslon of a construction traftl,cand parking management plan to the satisfaction ofth. City's 
Transportation Division (h!!Jl;ll.wl'l.w.]'IQIullll!ld"Q1l!servill.\lll{llpl~w.QifllJJ!ro), 



qty of Richmond 
6911 Nc. 3 Rc~d 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl 
www.rlchlnclld.ca 
604·276·4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

Development Applications DivIsion 

DP 10-538908 Attachment 1 

Address: 8851 Hel:lther Street 
Dotlg Massie Ar¢hit".e-ct,...·o-:f-c:C7h-e-rc-ov-e~r.,.M..,..a.....,$$re-& 

Applicant: ..basooiates Ltd. ; ..... " __ .. __ .. _____ Owner: _V_a'[1_co_U_v~r Star E.dY.£.~!Jon Ltd._ ...... _ 

. Planning Arel:l(s): . Ash Street Sub-AI'el:l (Sroadrnoql:.f\rea), , '--. -. ._.,.--•. --
I Existing I Pro osed 

Site Area: 1,013 il'l2 No ohange . 
'---'--"-"-"-'~--II---------

Land Uses: Religious A~sernbly Child Care 

ocp Doslgnatlon: 'Community Institutional Complies .. Child Care ... --..... ~ .. - ......... -+---- -..... ~~.--...,.- ---.......--
Area Plan Designation: Public, Institutional & Open space Complies .. Child Cl:lre 

_Zo_n_l_ng_; _____ ..... __ .. _+-___ As.sem~~~~~._S_Y_) ___ .... _ ,, _____ '_. 

Number of UnitS: . 1 
.. _--_._-;---'---_._._ ...... _._--

No change 

1 

B law Requirement I Proposed Variance 
Floor Area Ratio: Max, 0.5 0.49 (492,84 m2

) 
---'---.--' ---- .---1--.. -.----.-----1 

None permitted 

None LolCoverage: Max, 35% 27% 

Setback - Front Yard: Min.6m 21.5 m None 
----~-.. --.- --- -"--- 6,3 m setback"­

_. redH.ctlon , __ Setback - Interior Side Yard: Min, 7.6 m 1,2111 
... - .. - .. ---.. - .. ---~ 

Setback - Rear Yard: Min, 7-5 m 7.5 m None 

Parking Setbaok: 
.~---- ... ----.-r-~----;,......,;;'-. .,..,..--j 

1.5 III red\lctloll to 
Public Road Min. 3 m 1.5. m Heather Street 

... __ Gener.llL --... Min. 1.,5 m _ ..•.. ___ ... _1.5 rri to 2.§.DL_~_£Wrk"!S setbal?k 

Max. 12 m 10.7 m None Height (m): 
-()ff~streei·ParkingSpaaes: -.... ------... --.. -... - .. - -----...... --.---.-l-.....;....--~.-.----

. Staff 9 
Parent 6 

Accessible (1) 
....... _---'--- __ T-'-'o~t~L~ ___ j§. ______ .. _ .. 

g' 
6 

(1 ) 
15 

Small Car Parking Spaces Not.permltted 64% (8 space!1) 
---.. -.. - .. -..I--~ 

3193\21 

None 

8 small car parking 
...1 ___ :osR!£~ 



Annotated Excer'pt from tho M,llutos from 

The Design Panel Meeting 
Wednesday, Jal1l!sry 19, 2011 - 4;00 p.m. 

[aj)plicant design I'esponse is identified'in 'bold italics'] 

3,' DP 10·538908 - CHILD CARE FACILITY , 
ARCHITECT: Douglas Massie; Chercover Massie & Assooiates Ltd. 
PROPERTY LOCATION: . 8851 I·Ieathol' Street 

Panel DiscUssion 
CommcI)ts from the Panel were as fol1'ows: 

Attachment :>. 

.. 'substantial ohang<;ls have been made to Ihe project in response to Panel's comments; wIder 
space at the back ofthe building; richer treatment ,of surfaces both at the front and back of the 
building; appreciate decorative and permeable pavers' at the parking stalls; playful attitude 
to)'latds tlie lane is a great idea; bolIatd$ are a. nice idea; . ' 

• decorative approacldol' soreens that are PI'QI)osed in front ofthe bullding might be more 
appropriate at the'back whe1'e the chlldren go out more ofton; move would be less intrusive to 
the architectural elevation - Screens removed; . 

• rubberlz,ed curb would be a more appropriate approach than timber edge along the curve'­
Vertical timber I'o,lmds aI'e proposed to address curves; 

, ' 
• consider oal'rying the unit paving across the entrance area to provide a sense of cntry ..,. 

Incorporated; 

• conaidol' planting a row of trees along both side yards of Ihe parking al'ca; t~ees will provide 
cooling to the parking area dudug s\immer - Treoplallt/llg Illcolpol'(tted 011 boil,sides; 

• playful area at the back of the building; concern Oll the smallness of the sandbox and lawn 
arcas; consictel' Im·gej· and morc useful areaS such as planting 01' expl()ring area _. 011/(/001' 

actMty iII'e'as sized (filii de.Yiglled III cOllsul/atloll with licel/sillg; 

• consider opportunities for inflltration in the gravel side yards; o,onsider introduoing swales·- ' 
Gravel bed, is permllab/(I; 

• provision for planting at the second level deck is a' good idea; consider providing mOl'e 
opportunities for children aotivities - Opel/ deck desigll allowsj'orjlexlble lise; 

• ensure that scale of seating in the play urca is appropxiatc for children .'. Seatillg will be 
specified by. ilaycaI'e opera/or; , 

• appreciate the design solution provided by the u]lplicant; 

• consider intl'Oducillg elements to identify the building as A day care facility; signage at the 
entry roof portico can provide identification - Signage will be j>l'ovided through /ieparate 
slgll permit; 

• consider I'edesigning the two windows above the main entry portico to add'a daycare 
charactei· to the building; use of col.oUl' and/or introducti.on .of play elements will introduce a 
sense.of whimsy appropriate for a day care; 

.' consider child safety in determining height of guard rails - COl/jlrmed; 
3193121 



]\me 16, 2011 • 10- DP 10-538908 

• cotlSider vertical,posts on the side of the building to pl'Ovide oppo1'tunity for a tent/covered 
SPace to create mol'~ play opportunities for children d\Jring the I'ai\ly season - Not 
inco,lporated due to gual'll rail post ,ftfllcturrtilimils antllmtfdlng envelope cOllcel'ffs; 

• building more improved than when it was last preSe)lted to the Panel; 

• project has been vastly improved with the addition of sloped roof forms and gable ended 
. 'design; 

, ~ 

• wiaparound deck helps reduce the bulk of the building when viewed fl'om the street; 

• entry is more identifiable; removal of heavyh()rizontal bandIng has made the building look 
. more residential in character which is a better fit; 

• columns holding the deck are extremely thin and fragile; columns need to be morc robust and 
should match the.thickness of the d~ck - Collmins ill side yard removed 10 improve view 
from straelscape allll to increllse pedes/rlall and bicycle manoellvring (lrea; 

• commend the applicant for responses to comments in the previous .meeting; 

• appreciate the changes and efforts madc by the applicant to make the facility fit into the 
rieighbomhood; building is much mMe friendly to the neighbOUrhood; 

• relocating deck from the back of the building to the south is a good gest\lre; gracious 
interface with the neighbour at the south side; 

, 
• front of the building is still a bIt harsh as it is a wholly paved parking lot -Parking urea 

appearance Improved willt permeable pavers fl./ld tree pial/tlllg "t edge; 

• location of the deck on the SOUlll side of the building is good; however, might give rise to 
noise issues with the neighbour to the south; consider railing (or other) treatment to mitigate. 
noise concern; 

• concern on shape ofthe toddlet' rooms; narrow and deep; not ideal; 

• appreciate the changes made by the appllcant; a big improvement compared to the previous 
presentation; and 

• consider introducing something at the street level to help identify the project as a daycare 
facility, e,g .. signage, fencing, or other typcs'of'ldent!fiel's -Asltoted above, s/gllage'wtll be 
incol'pol'llted tltrough separate sign pel'mit, ' 

Panel Decillion . 
It was moved and seconded 
That DI' 10-538908 move forward to the Development Permit Panel subject to the applicant 
taking into consideration the Panel's discussion points and making (he following improvements 
to the project design: 

I, design devel()pment to the columns under the decks to make them more robust and 
substantial- Coillmns removed/rom/ront amI soullt side elevatloM. Coillmlls ill Nal' yard 
aN maintained, but not visible/rom streelsCflpe; alld 

2, design development to ca1'l'y the unit paving across the drivcway to do,fine the entry -
Incorporated, 

CARRHlD 
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December 4th, 2011 

To: Cllr. McNulty and all members of the City Council 

From: Raj S. Johal, CFE 
www.acfe.com 
8888 Heather Street, Richmond, BC V6Y2R8 

Email: Mlcrowash@msn.com 

Attachment BB 

Public Correspondence ' 

Reference: Development Permit 10-538908 (REDMS NO. 3360997) - Child care (60 students) @ 8851 
Heather Street, Richmond, BC 

Dear Councilors- We the members of the Heather Street community oppose the size of the proposed 
Child Care facility. We believe the applicant has misrepresented their true Intentions, when In fact that 
they are proposing an actual pre-school. The property Is currently zoned Assembly and we realize that 
Assembly zoning allows for Child Care and Education as permitted uses. But, they are trying to put a 
large commercial building, next to a single family home, and reducing the side yard and frontage 
setbacks. The property currently has a single family house on It. 

The property was a rel1glous facility, where the congregation visited their facilities once a week. Under 
the proposed plan, the child care facility will be operating 5 days a week, where parents will be coming 
and going twice a day, an increase of 120 vehicle trips at a minimum, on a very narrow street, which 
barely allows two vehicles to maneuver currently. We ask you to visit Heather Str~et and see for 
yourselves. 

Here are the Issues: 

Assembly zoning does not allow the reduction of the Interior side yard to be reduced to 1.2 meters from 
7.5 meters. Why- Section 13.3.6. Subsection 2- states: The minimum Interior side yard Is 1.2 m for single 
detached housing, and 7.5 m for all other buildings. 

Analysis: Permit Commissioners have made an error, as this proposed facility Is not a single detached 
housing, but a school, put In under the guise of a daycare, proJected to be approximately 5000 square 
foot structure. They will be en:1ploylng 3 teachers. 'fhls building would be adjacent to a single family 
home less than 3000 square feet, on the south side. Therefore, the minimum setback Is 7.5 meters, not 
1.2 meters. In addition, the frontage should be 6.0 meters at a minimum, not 1.5 meters from the public 
roadway. See attached photos. 

Issue 2- If It were zoned a School zone- the Interior side yard setback Is a minimum of 3.0 meters, 
section 13.2.6., and subsection 2. In addition, Section 13.2.6., subsection 3 states- Education and 
university education buildings shall not be closer than 7.5 meters to a property In a residential zone. 

Conclusion- We the citizens of Heather Street, look towards your leadership and vision. We want 
neighborhood livability to your priority and revisit density In neighborhoods. The City Is allowing more 
housing to be built, without roadway Improvements, sidewalks, or traffic calming. At least It sometimes 



appears that way. Most of us are pro-business, but this Is just really too large a structure for our 
neighborhood. If you disagree In whole or In part, we asked that the ditch be filled in across the street 
from the facility, In front of the park, Its way too dangerous. Place conditions on the appllcant­
Opqratlng hours, days of operation, no operation on weekends, except for office work,cleanlng, etc .. , 
no vehicle cueing outside the facility on the public road, this Is a very narrow road, place signs In front 
the facility, no parking or stopping at any time. No one Is allowed to live In the facility, and that the 
applicant cannot exceed 60 students. In addition, all exterior lighting Is shielded, so that there Is no glare 
permitted on surrounding single family homes. The city will monitor these conditions through their By 
Law Department. 

''"R04J 
Raj S. Johal, eFE 

Attachments- City Codes, Photos, Petition 



13.3 Assembl ASY 

13.3.1 Purpose 
. The zone provides for religious assembly, education and other limited community uses. 

13.3.2 Permitted Uses 13.3.3 Secondary Uses 
• child care • Interment facility 
• education • dormitory 
• private club • housing, single detached 
• religious assembly • restdentlal security/operator unit 

13.3.4 Permitted Density 

1. The maximum density Is one single detached housing dwelling unit per lot 

2. The maximum floor area ratio Is 0.50. 

13.3.6 Permitted Lot Coverage 

1. The maximum lot coverage is 35% for buildings. 

13.3.6 Yards & Setbacks 

1. The minimum front yard and exterior side yard Is 6.0 m. 

2. The minimum Interior side yard is 1.2 m for single detached housing and 7.5 m for ell other 
buildings. 

3. The minimum rear yard is 6.0 m for single detached housing and 7.5 m for ail other 
buildings. 

13.3.7 Permitted Heights 

1. The maximum height for buildings and accessory structures Is 12.0 m. 

13.3.8 Subdivision Provisions/Minimum Lot Size 

1. There are no minimum lot width, lot depth or lot area requirements. 

13.3.9 Landscaping & Screanlng 

1. Landsceplng and ecreenlng shall be provided according to the provisions of Section 6.0. 

2. The location of landscepe elements shail provide site lines from windows and doors to 
walkways and parking areas on the property. 

3. Screening for loading, storage, refuse and recycling shall avoid creating areas on the site with 
no natural surveillance. 

8eollon 13: Institutlonat Zones 
2706166 

13.3·1 



13.3.10 On·Slte Parking and Loading 

1. On-site vehicle and bicycle parking and loading shEiIi be provided according to the standards 
set out in Section 7.0. 

13.3.11 Other Regulations 

1. In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations in Section 4.0 
and the Speclllc Use Regulations in Section 5.0 epply. 

Seol~n 13: InslllutlonalZonea 
2706166 

13.3·2 



13.2 School & Institutional Use SI 

13.2.1 Purpose 
This zone provides for a range of educational, recreational, park and community oriented uses. 

13.2.2 Permitted Uses 13.2.3 Secondary Uses 
• child care • religious assembly 
• education • resldentlalsecurlty/operator unit 
• education, university 
• emergency service 
• entertainment, spectator 
• exhibition & convention facilities 
• government service 
• library and exhibit 
• parI< 
• recreation, Indoor 
• recreation, outdoor 
• stadium 
• utility, major 
• utility, minor 

13.2.4 Permitted Density 

1. There is no maximum floor area ratio. 

13.2.6 Permitted Lot Coverage 

1. There is no maximum lot coverage. 

13.2.6 Yards & Setbacks 

1. The minimum front yard and exterior side yard Is 6.0 m. 

2. The minimum Interior side yard and rear yard Is 3.0 m. 

3. Education and university education buildings shall not be closer than 7.5 m to a property In 
a residential zone. 

13.2.7 Permitted Heights 

1. The maximum height Is 12.0 m within 10.0 m of a residential zone. 

2. There Is no other maximum height. 

13.2.8 Subdivision Provisions/Minimum Lot Size 

1. There are no minimum lot width, lot depth or lot area requirements. 

Section 13: Institutional ZIlnas 
2106 166 

13.2·1 



13.2.9 Landscaping & Screening 

1. Landscaping and screening shall be provided according to the provisions In Section 6.0. 

2. The location of landscape elements shall provide site lines from windows and doors to 
walkways and parking areas on the property, 

3. Screening for loading, storage, refuse and recycling shall avoid creating areas on the site with 
no natural surveillance. 

13.2.10 On-Site Parking and Loading . 

1. On-site vehicle and bicycle parking and loading shall be provided according to the standards 
set out In Section 7.0. 

13.2.11 Other Regulations 

1. Religious assembly Is limited to: 

a) only one religious assembly on one property; and 

b) 300 seats and a gr~ss floor area of 700.0 m'. 

2. In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations In Section 4.0 
and the Specific Use Regulations In Section 6.0 apply. 

Secllon 13: Institutional Zones 
2706)66 

13.2·2 







July 7, 2011 

City of Richmond 
Planning Department 
DP 10-538908 

We received the Notice of Application for a development permit (DP 10-538908) at 8851 
Heather Street. After reviewing the notice, we the undersigned are opposed to this 
Development Permit for the following reasons: 

• Increased traffic through this portion of Heather Street. Currently traffic 
races through the park zone and combined with morning/after school traffic from 
Debeck Elementary there are already safety concerns. The potential of an 
additional 120 cal' trips daily will significantly add to the congestion and safety 
concerns for children, pets and the residents of Heather Street. 

• Traffic flow. With the additional 120 car trips per day, what is the proposed 
traffic flow? Will the cars be forced to back into Heather Street to exit the child 
care facility? Will there be a drop off lane? Will traffic along Heather Street be 
blocked? These all pose safety concerns for the residents of Heather Street. 

• Ditches. Cmrentiy Dolphin Park has a deep ditch along Heather Street. This 
results in a limited ability to have two- way traffic along that stretch. The 
increased traffic significantly increases the chance of a car 01' child falling into the 
ditch. What plans does the Developer, City 01' Parks Board have to mitigate this 
serious safety concern? 

• Lighting & sidewalks. Currently the west side of I-leather Street has sidewalks 
for less than Y. of the block, with no sidewalks on the east side of Heather. Given 
that there will be potential line-ups during drop off/pick up times; there is a risk 
that Cal'S will park at a distance forcing children to walk onto the road. During the 
winter months, the issue is further exasperated due to the limited street lighting. 

• Business vs. Residential. Our neighbourhood is a quiet single family residential 
neighbourhood. Adding a business in the middle of the neighbourhood would 
severely impact the make up and "feel" of our neighbourhood. 

Given the above reason, we believe that this proposal seriously impacts the safety, well 
beil1g and cohesiveness of our neighbourhood. Therefore we the residents of Heather 
Street are adamantly opposed to this development. 



City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road . 
Richmond. BC V6Y 2C1 
Phone 604-276-4007 Pnx 604-278;5139 

Notice of Application 
For a Development Permit 

DP 10-538908 

Applicllnt: Doug Massie Architect ofChercover Massi.e & Associates Ltd. 

Property Location: 8851 Heather Street 
• 

Intent of Pel'mit: 

1. To pelmit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed chlldcal'e facility for approximately 
60. children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly (ASy); and 

2. To vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 850.0 to: 

a) Reduce minimum interior side yard from 7,5 m,to 1.2 m 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 m to 1.5 m 

c) Permit 54% small car parking spaces on II site with less than 3 I parking spaces (8 small car . 
parking spaces of total 15 spaces). 

( 

The Richmond Development Permit Panel will meet to consider oral and written submisslon~ on the 
proposed development noted above, on: 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

July 13,2011 
3:30p.m. 
Council Chambers, Richmond City Hall 

If you lire unable to attend the Development Permit Panel meeting, you may mail or otherwise deliver to 
the Director, City Clerk's Office, at the above address, a wl'itten submission, which will be entered into 
the meeting record if it is received prior to or at the meeting on the above date. 

How to obtain Information: 

• 

• 

.. 

By Phone: To review supporting staff reports, please ~9nlact the Planning & Development Department at 
(604-276-4395) 
On the City Website: Staff reports on the matter(s) identified above are available on the City website at 
http://www.richmond.calcityhalllcouncil/agendas/dpp/2009.htm 
At City Hal\: Staffrepol1s are available for inspection at the first floor, City hall, between 8:15 a.m. and 5:00 
p.m., Monday through Friday, except statutory holidays, between June 30, 2011 and the date of the 
Development Permit Panel Meeting. . 

David Weber 
Director, City Clerk '8 OjJIce 

DW:rms 

3248686 



City of 
. Richmond 

Notice of Application 
Fora Development P~rmlt 

DP 10N 5,38908 
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC 'V6Y 2C1 
P~one 604·276·4007 Fax 604·278-5139 

, 
Doug Massie, Architect ofChercover Massie & Associates Ltd. 

Property Lo~alloll: 8851 Heather Street : 

Illtollt of Permit: 

To permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility for approximately 60 
. _ .. <thiNrt:n on a site zoned Assembly (ASY); and ' . 

To vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: . 

a) Reduce minimum interiorside yard ITom 7.5 m to 1.2 m; 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setbllck from 3 m to 1.5 m; 

c) Permit 54% small cftr parking spaces on a site with less than 31 p~rkit;g spaces (8 small cal' par1<ing 
spaces of total 15 spaces). 

the Richmond Development Permit Panel will meet to consider oral and written submissions on the 
Pl'oposed development noted above, on: 

Date: 
Time: 
PII\~c: 

November 30, 20 II 
3:30 p.m. 
Council Chambers, Richmond City Hall 

Tfyou arc unable to attend the Development Permit Panel meeting, you may mail or otherwise deliver to 
the Director, City Clerk's Office, at the above addtess, a written submission, which will be entered into 
the meeting record ifitis received prior to 01' at the meeting on the above date. 

How to oblllin information: 

• 

• 

• 

Dy PllOnc: To review supporting staff repOlts, please contact .Sar@ Badynl, Planning & 
Development Dcpl\rtmcnt at (604·276-4282) . 

011 the City Website: Staff repOlts on the matter(s) identified above lire available on the City 
website at http://www.richmond.ca/cityhali/councii/agendas/dpp/ZOII.htm 
At City Hall: Stnffrepolts are available for inspection at the first floor, City hall, between 8:15 a.m. 
and 5:0(j p.m., Monday through Friday, except statutory holidays, between November 18,2011 and 
the date of the Development Permit Panel Meeting. 

David Webel' 
Director, City Clerk's Office 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit 

No. DP 10-538908 

To the Holder: 

Property Address: 

Address: 

DOUG MASSIE 

8851 HEATHER STREET 

cIa MASSIE CHERCOVER & ASSOCIATES LTD. 
603 - 1200 WEST 73 AVENUE 
VANCOUVER, BC V6P 6G5 

1. This Development Permit is issued subject to compliance with ail of the Bylaws of the City 
applicable thereto, except as specifically varied or supplemented by this Permit. 

2. This Development Permit applies to and only to those lands shown cross-hatched on the 
attached Schedule "A" and any and all buildings, structures and other development thereon. 

3. The "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500" is hereby varied to: 

a) Reduce the minimum interior side yard setback from 7.5 m to 1.2 m; 

b) Reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 m to 1.5 m; and 

c) Permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces (8 
small car parking spaces oftotal 15 spaces). 

4. Subject to Section 692 of the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C.: buildings and structures; 
off-street parking and loading facilities; roads and parking areas; and landscapiag and 
screening shall be constructed generally in accordance with Plans #1 to #8 attached hereto. 

5. Sanitary sewers, water, drainage, highways, street lighting, underground wiring, and . 
sidewalks, shall be provided as required. 

6. As a condition of the issuance of this Permit, the City is holding the security in the amount of 
$42,822. to ensure that development is carried out in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of this Permit. Should any interest be earned upon the security, it shall accrue to 
the Holder if the security is returned. The condition of the posting of the security is that 
should the Holder fail to carry out the development hereby authorized, according to the terms 
and conditions of this Permit within thetimeprovided,the City may)lse the ,sec.uri~y to carry 
out the work by its servants, agents or contractors, and any surplus shall~e ~aifl iq~er to the 
Holder. Should the Holder carry out the development permitted by this permit:within the 
time set out herein, the security shall be returned to the Holder. The City may retain the 
security for up to one year after inspection of the completed landscaping in.. .qr.dertA ensure 
that plant material has survived. "' ·itl :, .. : 

I 

7. If the Holder does not commence the construction perniitted by this Permit witllin *4 months 
of the date of this Permit, this Permit shall lapse imd the security shall bereturped ir full. 

" "i J .: I' I , 
; 



Development Permit 

No. DP 10-538908 

To the Holder: DOUG MASSIE 

Property Address: 8851 HEATHER STREET 

Address: C/O MASSIE CHERCOVER & ASSOCIATES LTD. 
603 - 1200 WEST 73 AVENUE 
VANCOUVER,BC V6P6G5 

8. The land described herein shall be developed generally in accordance with the terms and 
conditions and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this 
Permit which shall form a part hereof. 

This Permit is not a Building Permit. 

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. 
DAY OF 

DELIVERED THIS DAY OF 

MAYOR 

3435263 

ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL HiE 
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Variances: 

• 1.2 m minimum side yard setback 
• 1.5 m minimum public road parking setback 

""""""'''$n.coo.' __ ._i:l_IIZ ..... 
---~- ... =-:=~~~":. -_ .. -- .... - -

• 54% maximum small car parlcing (8 small car parking 
spaces of total 15 spaces) 

~ 
~ 

l:!2!s' 
• . Accessibility features fot wheelchair manoeuvring: 

vertical lift. accessible washroom, wider interior doors 
and hallways. 

• Sustainability features: 253 sq.m. permeable paving, 45% 
site'permeability, higher performance residential rated 
insulation standard 

• Off-site driveway relocation works via separate required 
Work Order. 

• .Separate pennits required for signage:. 
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