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Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
 1. Motion to adopt: 

  (1) the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on Tuesday, 
November 13, 2012 (distributed previously); 

CNCL-11  (2) the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings held 
on Monday, November 19, 2012; and  

CNCL-89  to receive for information the Metro Vancouver ‘Board in Brief’ dated 
November 16, 2012. 

 

 
  

AGENDA ADDITIONS & DELETIONS 
 
  

PRESENTATION 
  (1) Lisa Coltart, Executive Director, Power Smart, and Customer Care, BC 

Hydro, to present the BC Hydro 2012 Leadership Excellence Award. 

CNCL-93  (2) Pat Watson, Chair, Library Board, and Greg buss, Chief Librarian, to 
present the Library Board’s Annual Report to Council. 
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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. 17.) 

 
 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 

   Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada 

   Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee Council Liaison 

   2013 Utility Budgets and Rates 

   Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the 
Public Hearing on Monday December 17, 2012): 

    7451 & 7471 No. 4 Road – Rezone from (RS1/B) & (RS1/F) to 
(RTM3) (Matthew Cheng Architect Inc.  – applicant) 

    4691, 4731 & 4851 Francis Road – Rezone from (RS1/E) to (ZS21) 
(Vanlux Developments Inc. – applicant) 
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   Translink 2013 Capital Program Cost-Sharing Submissions – Major Road 
Network, Bicycle Infrastructure, and Transit Related Road Infrastructure 
Programs 

   Carbon Neutral Progress Update 

   Proposed Climate Smart Program – Facilitating Climate Action by 
Richmond Businesses 

 
 5. Motion to adopt Items 6 through 14 by general consent. 

 

 
 6. COMMITTEE MINUTES

 

  That the minutes of: 

CNCL-99  (1) the Community Safety Committee meeting held on Wednesday, 
November 14, 2012; 

CNCL-105  (2) the General Purposes Committee meeting held on Monday, 
November 19, 2012; 

CNCL-109  (3) the Planning Committee meeting held on Tuesday, November 20, 
2012; and 

  (4) the Public Works & Transportation Committee meeting held on 
Wednesday, November 21, 2012 (to be distributed separately); 

  be received for information. 

 

 
 7. RICHMOND CELEBRATES SCOTIABANK HOCKEY DAY IN 

CANADA 2013 
(File Ref. No. 11-7400-20-HDAY1/2012) (REDMS No. 3685824 V.6) 

CNCL-115  See Page CNCL-115 for full report  

  GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That: 

  (1) the City contribute up to $58,000 from the Major Event Provisional 
Fund for the Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in 
Canada event at the Richmond Olympic Oval on February 9, 2013; 
and 

  (2) that the City’s budget for the 2013 Hockey Day event be included in 
the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-2017). 
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 8. RICHMOND OLYMPIC EXPERIENCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

COUNCIL LIAISON 
(File Ref. No. 01-0005-01/2012) (REDMS No. 3702547) 

CNCL-121  See Page CNCL-121 for full report  

  GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Councillor Bill McNulty be appointed to the Richmond Olympic 
Experience Advisory Committee as outlined in the staff report from the 
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services dated November 6, 2012. 

 

 
 9. 2013 UTILITY BUDGETS AND RATES 

(File Ref. No.:  03-0970-01/2012) (REDMS No.3699344 v.3) 

CNCL-125  See Page CNCL-125 for full report  

  GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That: 
  (1) the 2013 Utility Expenditure Budgets, as outlined under Option 3 for 

Water, Sewer, Drainage & Diking, and Option 2 for Solid Waste & 
Recycling as contained in the staff report dated November 14, 2012 
from the General Managers of Finance & Corporate Services and 
Engineering & Public Works, be approved as the basis for 
establishing the 2013 Utility Rates and for preparing the 5 Year 
Financial Plan (2013-2017) Bylaw; 

  (2) the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, Engineering & 
Public Works be authorized to negotiate and execute an amendment to 
Contract T.2988, Residential Solid Waste & Recycling Collection 
Services, to: 

   (a) include acquisition, storage, assembly, labelling, delivery, 
replacement and related tasks for the carts and kitchen containers 
associated with an expanded yard trimmings/food scraps recycling 
program at a one-time cost of up to $3 million (excluding HST); 

   (b) add yard trimmings/food scraps collection and large item pickup 
services to townhomes with blue box service, effective June 3, 
2013; 

   (c) add collection of yard trimming/food scraps using City-provided 
carts and large item pickup services to residents in single-family 
homes effective June 3, 2013; 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 
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Item 
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   (d) revise the annual contract amount to approximately $5,788,664 
(depending on contract variables such as inflationary and unit 
count increases), effective June 3, 2013; 

   (e) extend the term of the contract to December 31, 2017; 

  (3) the existing agreement (dated September, 2010) with Neptune 
Technology be extended for one year, ending December 31, 2013, 
using the 2010 unit rates with an adjustment made for the HST to 
GST/PST conversion effective April 1, 2013. 

 

 
  ADDITIONAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

  2011 UTILITY RATE AMENDMENT BYLAWS
(File Ref. No.:  ) (REDMS No. 3709604, 3708024, 3707959, 3707823) 

CNCL-156  See Page CNCL-156 for full report  

  That the following bylaws be introduced and given first, second and third 
readings: 

  (1) Solid Waste & Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, Amendment 
Bylaw No. 8976; 

  (2) Drainage, Dyke and Sanitary Sewer System Bylaw No. 7551, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8977; and 

  (3) Waterworks and Water Rates Bylaw No. 5637, Amendment Bylaw 
No. 8978. 

 

 
 10. APPLICATION BY MATTHEW CHENG ARCHITECT INC. TO 

REZONE 7451 AND 7471 NO. 4 ROAD, A NO ACCESS PROPERTY ON 
GENERAL CURRIE ROAD, AND A LANE TO BE CLOSED FROM 
“SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/B) AND (RS1/F)” TO “MEDIUM DENSITY 
TOWNHOUSES (RTM3)” IN ORDER TO DEVELOP A 20 UNIT 
TOWNHOUSE COMPLEX  
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8198/ 8968; RZ 11-582929) (REDMS No. 3680513) 

CNCL-179  See Page CNCL-179for full report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, Amendment 
Bylaw 8198 be abandoned; and 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 
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  (2) That Bylaw 8968 for the rezoning of 7451 No 4 Road, a No Access 
Property on General Currie Road, and a Lane to be closed from 
“Single Detached, (RS1/B)” and 7471 No. 4 Road from “Single 
Detached (RS1/F)” to “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)”, be 
introduced and given first reading. 

 

 
 11. AMENDMENT TO SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY 5467 IN 

SECTION 23-4-7 APPLICATION BY VANLUX DEVELOPMENT INC. 
FOR A REZONING AT 4691, 4731 AND 4851 FRANCIS ROAD FROM 
SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) AND LAND USE CONTRACT 
(LUC061) TO SINGLE DETACHED (ZS21) - LANCELOT GATE 
(SEAFAIR) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8965, RZ 12-617436) (REDMS No. 3656893) 

CNCL-211  See Page CNCL-211 for full report  

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Single-Family Lot Size Policy No. 5467 in Section 23-4-7, 
adopted by Council on March 15, 1999, be amended to exclude those 
properties fronting Francis Road between Lancelot Gate and Railway 
Avenue as shown on Attachment 4 to the report dated October 23, 
2012, from the Director of Development; and 

  (2) That the provisions of “Land Use Contract 061” be discharged from 
4851 Francis Road and that Bylaw 8965, to create " Single Detached 
(ZS21) – Lancelot Gate (Seafair)", and for the rezoning of 4691, 
4731 and 4851 Francis Road from "Single Detached (RS1/E) and 
Land Use Contract (LUC061)" to "Single Detached (ZS21) – 
Lancelot Gate (Seafair)", be introduced and given first reading. 

 

 
 12. TRANSLINK 2013 CAPITAL PROGRAM COST-SHARING 

SUBMISSIONS – MAJOR ROAD NETWORK AND BIKE, BICYCLE 
INFRASTRUCTURE CAPITAL COST-SHARING REGIONAL NEEDS 
AND TRANSIT-RELATED ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS 
(File Ref. No. 01-0154-04/2012) (REDMS No. 3655384 v.2) 

CNCL-249  See Page CNCL-249 for full report  

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the submission of: 
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   (a) road improvement project for cost-sharing as part of the 
TransLink 2013 Major Road Network & Bike (MRNB) Upgrade 
Program;  

   (b) bicycle facility improvement project for cost-sharing as part of 
the TransLink 2013 Bicycle Infrastructure Capital Cost-
Sharing (BICCS) Regional Needs Program; and 

   (c) transit facility improvements for cost-sharing as part of the 
TransLink 2013 Transit-Related Road Infrastructure Program; 

   as described in the staff report dated October 24, 2012 from the 
Director, Transportation, be endorsed; and 

  (2) That, should the above submissions be successful and the projects 
receive Council approval via the annual capital budget process, the 
Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, Planning and 
Development be authorized to execute the funding agreements and 
the 2013 Capital Plan and the 5-Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) be 
updated accordingly dependant on the timing of the budget process. 

 

 
 13. CARBON NEUTRAL PROGRESS UPDATE 

(File Ref. No. 01-0370-01) (REDMS No. 3695216 v.4) 

CNCL-257  See Page CNCL-257 for full report  

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the City pursue the “Making Progress” option for meeting the 
terms of the Climate Action Charter for 2012; and 

  (2) That the ‘Towards Carbon Neutrality – Progress Report 2012’ 
(Attachment 1) be made accessible to the community through the 
City’s website and in limited hard-copy supply at City Hall and key 
community centres. 
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 14. PROPOSED CLIMATE SMART PROGRAM – FACILITATING 
CLIMATE ACTION BY RICHMOND BUSINESSES 
(File Ref. No. 01-0370-01/2012) (REDMS No. 3702578 v.2) 

CNCL-267  See Page CNCL-267 for full report  

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  That the City supports the delivery of the Climate Smart Program as 
presented in the staff report dated November 6, 2012 titled Proposed 
Climate Smart Program – Facilitating Climate Action by Richmond 
Businesses. 

 

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

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE 
CONSENT AGENDA 

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

 
  

PUBLIC DELEGATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 
 15. Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on 

non-agenda items. 

 

 
CNCL- 283  (1) Commercial Real Estate Development Association (NAIOP) to speak 

about contributions made by the commercial real estate sector to the 
local economy in Metro Vancouver in terms of jobs, GDP, and 
economic impact.   

CNCL-291  (2) Barbara Duggan, President, Rotary Club of Richmond and Keith 
Tsukishima, to present Richmond City Council with the Rotary Club of 
Richmond’s 50th Anniversary book.  

 
 16. Motion to rise and report. 
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Item 
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RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION 

 

 
  

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS 

 
 
 

 
  

NEW BUSINESS 

 
  

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION 
 
CNCL-293  Road Closure and Removal of Road Dedication Bylaw No. 8844 

Opposed at 1st/2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 

 
CNCL-295  Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8849 

(10580 River Drive, RZ 11-594227)  
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 

 
CNCL-297  Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8852 

(11291 Williams Road, RZ 11-587549)  
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 

 
CNCL-299  Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw No. 

8880 and Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8881 
(23591 Westminster Hwy, RZ 12-601319)  
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 
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CNCL-301  Development Permit, Development Variance Permit and Temporary 

Commercial and Industrial Use Permit Procedure Bylaw No. 7273, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8923 
Opposed at 1st/2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 

 
CNCL-303  Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984, Amendment Bylaw Bylaw 

No. 8924 
Opposed at 1st/2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 

 
 
  

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL 
 
 17. RECOMMENDATION 

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

CNCL-305 
 (1) That the minutes of the Development Permit Panel meeting held on 

Wednesday, November 14, 2012, and the Chair’s report for the 
Development Permit Panel meeting held on Wednesday, November 
14, 2012, be received for information; and 

CNCL-315 

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

  (a) a Development Permit (DP 12-616031) for the property at 2760 
Sweden Way; and 

   (b) a Development Permit (DP 12-615185) for the property at 12100 
Featherstone Way; 

   be endorsed, and the Permits so issued. 

 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
 

 



Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, November 19,2012 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 
6911 No.3 Road 

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

David Weber, Corporate Officer 

Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor Evelina Hal sey~Brandt 

Minutes 

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

1. 

PH1 2110-1 

3703711 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8941 (RZ 11-585154) 
(Location: 7520 Ash Street; Appl icant: Benito A. Kho) 

Applicant 's Commellls: 

The app licant was avai lable to answer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions/rom the floor: 

None. 

I t was moved and seconded 

Tltat Zoning Amendme"t Bylaw 8941 be give" seeolld ami third readillgs. 

CARRIED 

1. CNCL - 11
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2. 

3. 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, November 19, 2012 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8946 (RZ 11-593705) 
(Location: 7680 & 7720 Alderbridge Way; Applicant: Robert Ciccozzi 
Architecture Inc.) 

Applicant's Comments: 

The applicant was avai lable to answer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

Tak Ma, 7535 Alderbridge Way (Schedule 1) 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 
It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8946 be given second Qlld third readings. 

CARRIED 

Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 9000 
(Location: All of Richmond; Applicant: City of Richmond) 

Staff Report 

Bylaw 9000 

Memo from the General Manager, Planning and Development 
Outlining Proposed OCP Amendments 

Memo from tbe Manager, Policy Planning Re: Metro Vancouver's 
Acceptance of the Regional Context Statement 

2041 Officia l Community Plan 

2. CNCL - 12
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, November 19, 2012 

Applicant's Comments: 

Minutes 

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, provided background infonnation 
and a summary of the proposed amendments to Official Community Plan 
(OCP) Amendment Bylaw 9000. During his presentation, Mr. Crowe 
provided further infonnat ion on the issues highlighted in the Memo dated 
November 15, 2012, from the General Manager, Planning and 
Development, which included the public consultation process, feedback 
from stakeholders, Council requested modifications, and staff initiated 
modifications. He also noted that the Metro Vancouver Board of Directors 
had accepted Richmond 's 204 1 Official Community Plan Regional Context 
Statement (RCS) on November 16, 2012. 

Written Submissions: 

(a) Vancouver Coastal Health (Scbedule 2) 

(b) Ecowaste Industries Ltd (Schedule 3) 

(c) Board of Education (Richmond) (Schedule 4) 

(d) Corporation of Delta (Scbedule 5) 

(e) Port Metro Vancouver (Schedule 6) 

(I) Vancouver Airport Authori ty (Schedule 7) 

(g) Bird Studies Canada (Schedule 8) 

(h) A total of22 Open House Comment Sheets (Sebedule 9) 

(i) Urban Development Institute (UDI) (Scbedule 10) 

Gl Andrew Murdoch, 92 11 Glendower Drive (Schedule 11) 

Submissionsfrom the floor: 

Allen Mogus, 23220 Wi llet Avenue, expressed concerns regarding the 
conduct of developers in Richmond, and spoke about how developers have 
been selectively purchasing clusters of various properties in his 
neighbourhood. The delegation shared his belief that this trend may force 
him to move out of his home, into which he has invested a great sum of 
money for renovations and repairs. In closing, the delegation suggested that 
consideration be given to asking developers, when applications come 
forward, if they have approached the owners of adjoining properties during 
the development approval process. 

3. CNCL - 13
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, November 19, 2012 

Minutes 

Ingrid Trouw, 2160 Handley Avenue, asked what the minimum amount of 
required green space is when building a new home in Richmond. In reply to 
the delegation's question, staff advised that the City of Richmond requires a 
minimum of 30% live landscaping. not including a driveway, which would 
leave up to 70% of a land parcel for the construction of a building. 

Michael Wolfe, 9731 Odlin Road, spoke in opposition to the adoption of 
Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 9000. He expressed his 
be lief that the OCP requires further public consultation, and stated that most 
people in Richmond would be opposed to the OCP. Mr. Wolfe also shared 
his opinion that the oep should be better integrated with transportation, 
sustainability, and waste management plans. The delegation showed images 
of trees that appeared to be marked for removal. He concluded by stating 
that the OCP, as proposed, sustains growth in the City, but does not promote 
a good community or a healthy environment for future generations. 

Dcan Beauvais - 6471 Riverdale Drive -- spoke about hi s experience with 
deve lopers who cut down trees at a development that was adjacent to his 
property, and requested City Council to ask developers to treat owners of 
properties adjacent to new developments with respect. 

Carol Day, 1163 1 Seahurst Road, spoke in opposition to the adoption of 
Richmond Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 9000, and expressed her 
views, stating that the people of Richmond had a lack of confidence in the 
proposed OCP. Ms. Day noted that in reviewing the 204 1 OCP comment 
sheets, she discovered that 29% of those who responded disagreed that the 
vision and objectives as highlighted in the proposed OCP provided the 
vision necessary to prepare the 204 1 OCP update. Ms. Day also questioned 
the wording used in letters and notices written by City staff and that the 
wording could be misleading or confus ing fo r members of the pUblic. 

It was moved and seconded 

(I) That Schedule J of Richmond Official Community Plall Bylaw 9000 be 
amended by: 

(a) illtroducing new policy statements relating to the protection of single 
family neighbourhoods as specified 011 the replacement pages 
identified as 3-9 and 3-10 that will form part 0/ Section 3.2 
Neighbourhood Character and Sense 0/ Place (Attachment 6 to the 
memorandum dated November IS, 2012/rom the General Manager, 

4. CNCL - 14
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, November 19, 2012 

Pla""ilrg ami Development "fhe memorandum''); 

Minutes 

(b) introducing Q symbol representing school huildings 011 lire OCP 
Land Use Map as specified 011 lite REVISED OCP Lami Use Map 
(Attac/mren! J to Schedule 1 of the Richmond Official Community 
Plan By/aw 9000, "Ille OCP Land Use Map''); 

(c) introt/ueing lIew policy statements relating 10 electric charging 
equipment/or bicycle parking spaces as specified 011 lite replacement 
page identified as 8-23, 'lrat will form part of Sectioll 8.5 
Trmrsporlatioll Capacity alld Demollli Management (attac!rment 7 to 
"the memorandum''); 

(d) introducing a new policy statement, IInder Objective 2, relaling to 
the rel/eveiopment of large sites ;n neighbour/rood center areas and 
requiring t/le developer to undertake a neighbourhood ce"tre master 
plallning process, as specified 011 the replacement page identified as 
3-4 that will form part 0/ Section 3.0 Connected Neighbour/lOods 
with Special Places, Objective 2 (attachment 8 to "t/,e 
memorandum'?; 

(e) clarifying ami reorganizing several of the policies ill Chapter 9.0 
Islaml Natu",l EnvirOl,ment and Chapter 10.0 Opell Space and 
Public Realm; and removing redundallt language, as specified 011 

the replacemelll pages idelllified as 9-1 through to 10-7 (attac/llnent 
9 to UtI,e memorandum'?; 

(f) redesigllating the West Cambie Nature Park from "Park" to 
"Neighbour/lood Residential" and amending the OCP Land Use 
Map to reflect that change; 

(g) iflsertillg existing policies, from OCP Bylaw 7011,3.6.2 Broadmoor 
Neighbourhood Centre Policies, items h through to m, as specified 
Oil the replacement pages identified as 3-59 through to 3-6/ that will 
form part of 3.6 Specific Policies alld Guidelines (attachment 10 to 
lithe memorlll,dum'?; alld 

(h) correcting spelling, grammatical, photo alld map housekeeping items 
including: 65 word correctiolls and photo replacements as specified 
011 the replacement pages that form attachmellt /1 to "the 
memorandum"; and millor mapping correctiolls to 8 maps that form 

5. CNCL - 15
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, November 19, 2012 

attachment 12 to "the memorallllllm". 

It was moved and seconded 

CARRIED 

rltal Official Conllmmity Plan Bylaw 9000 be given second reading as 
amended on litis day. 

CARRIED 

It was moved and seconded 

Tltat Official Comnlllllity Plan Bylaw 9000 be g;velliltird reading. 

CARRIED 

I t was moved and seconded 

rlral Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 be adopted. 

CARRIED 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8922 
(Location: Edgemere Neighbourhood With Lanes; Applicant: City of 
Richmond) 

Applicant 's Comments: 

City staff was available to answer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

(a) Scott Steeves, 10400 Dennis Crescent (Schedule 12) 

(b) Carol Day, 11 63 1 Seahurst Road (Schedule 13) 

(c) Greg Munsie, 1007 1 Wilkinson and 10380 Dennis Crescent (Schedule 
14) 

(d) Jodi Robertson, 10695 Aintree Place (Schedule 15) 

(e) Dan and Sandra Dueckman, 10408 Dennis Crescent (Schedule 16) 

(1) Carol Day, 11 63 1 Seahurst Road (dated November 19, 201 2) 
(Schedule 17) 

6. CNCL - 16
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, November 19, 2012 

Submissions from the floor: 

Minutes 

Ingrid Trouw, Burkeville Neighbourhood resident, spoke about the 
construction of coach houses in the Edgcmere neighbourhood as she 
believed it would set a precedent for the Burkevi ll e ne ighbourhood. She 
stated that although coach houses will provide the younger population with 
affordable housing, coach houses compromise privacy and green space and 
may not be something that older residents want or need. The delegation 
a lso expressed concerns related 10 additional vehicles parked on the streets, 
and statcd that the ditches must be fi ll ed in, and alleys must be paved in 
neighbourhoods with coach houses. 

Michael Wolfe, 973 1 Odlin Road, spoke in opposition to the construction of 
coach houses in the Edgemere neighbourhood, and spoke about the 
difficul ties his sister faced when trying to sell a coach house she purchased 
in Kelowna. He stated that only I I % of the Edgemere neighbourhood 
residents are in support of coach houses, and then explained how he 
calculated the 11 % figure. Mr. Wolfe also spoke about how removing trees 
in order to construct coach houses may increase the possibilities fo r 
flooding in those areas. 

Kelly McConnick, 10600 Swinton Crescent, spoke in opposition to the 
construction of coach houses in the Edgemere neighbourhood, and 
expressed concerns related to traffic congestion, including additional parked 
vehicles on the street. The delegation also shared the belief that City 
Council did not have sufficient neighbourhood support to make a decision 
on the matter. 

Carol Day, 11631 Seahurst Road, spoke in opposition to the construction of 
coach houses in the Edgemere neighbourhood, and expressed concerns 
related to additional parking requirements, and insufficient support from 
residents of the Edgemere neighbourhood. Ms. Day also had concerns 
related to the City's public consultation process and the wording of the 
survey used when conducting the public consultation process. Ms. Day's 
submission is attached as Schedule 17 and fonns part of these minutes. 

Mayor Brodie acknowledged the conclusion 0/ the first round 0/ public 
speakers. Several speakers then addressed Council/or the second time with 
new information. 

7. CNCL - 17
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City of 
Richmond 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 
Monday, November 19, 2012 

Minutes 

lngrid Trouw, Burkeville Neighbourhood Resident, asked if homes with 
existing secondary suites would be permitted to build coach houses or 
granny Oats for a total of three residences on one property. Staff advised 
that Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8922, as proposed, permits homes that have 
not used the al10wable zoning to build a coach home on their property 
regardless of whether there was a secondary suite in the main building or 
not. 

Kelly McCormick, 10600 Swinton Crescent, stated that dcnsification was a 
prime concern and that even if a quarter of residents applied to build coach 
houses or granny fl ats, most area residents would be impacted and 
expressed his belief that the City was making a decision on the matter with a 
very low number of responses from the publ ic. 

Carol Day, 11 63 1 Seahurst Road, stated that the City of Richmond open 
house notification regarding granny flats and coach house guidelines in the 
Edgemere neighbourhood was not presented in a clear manner, and created 
confus ion in the neighbourhood. Ms. Day also stated that many attendees of 
the public open house stated that they fe lt like they received a 'sales pitch' 
in support of coach houses and granny flats. 

A Richmond Resident spoke in opposition to the construction of coach 
houses in the Edgemere neighbourhood, and expressed concerns related to 
additional traffic in the neighbourhood as a result of the construction of 
coach houses. The de legation spoke about the traffic and safety concerns he 
encountered when taking his children to Thomas Kidd School, and 
suggested that City Council give consideration to implementing a parking 
by pennit program in the neighbourhood. 

It was moved and seconded 

Tirol Zoning Amendment By/ow 8922 he given second om/llrird readings. 
The question on Resolution No. PH 12/ 1 0-7 was not called as a discussion 
ensued about the feasibility of amending Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8922 
to not pennit the construction of granny flats or coach homes on properties 
with homes with existing secondary suites. As a result of the discussion, the 
fo llowing motion was introduced: 
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It was moved and seconded 

Thai lite motioll he tabled pending furtller direction 011 the issue of 
amem/hle the bylaw 10 Dilly permit 2 residences 011 a property - a mai" 
residence and a coach house/granny flat or a main residence ami a 
secont/ary suite. 

DEFEATED 
OPPOSED: Cllrs. Barnes 

Johnston 
McNulty 
McPhail 

The question on Resolution No. PH 1211 O~ 7 was not caJled the following 
referral motion was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 

That Ihe matter of coach houses and grallny flats ill tire Edgemere 
neighbourhood be referred back to staff to review tlte issue 0/ secondary 
suites, and lire traffic situation, as well as the polen/ial number of 
applications for coach houses in this area. 

DEFEATED 
OPPOSED: Mayor Brodie 

Cllrs.Au 
Barnes 

McNulty 
Steves 

The question on Resolution No. PH 1211 0-7 to give second and third reading 
to Bylaw 8922 was then called and it was CARRIED with Cllrs. Johnston 
and McPhail opposed. 

PHI 2IIO-IO It was moved and seconded 

3108111 

rhat Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8922 be adopted. 

CARRIED 
OPPOSED: Cllrs. Johnston 

McPhail 
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It was moved and seconded 

Tltat slaff investigate lite existing and potential traffic flow issues in tile 
area. 

CARRIED 

It was moved and seconded 

That a review of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8922 he conducted in one 
year's time. 

CARRIED 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 

rhal fire meetillg adjourn (9:12p.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 November 19,2012. 

Mayor (Malcolm D. Brodie) Corporate Officer 
City Clerk's Office (David Weber) 

10. 
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From: 
Subject: 

MayorandCouncillors 
FW: Send a Submission Online (response #720) Schedule 1 to the minutes of the 

Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday. November 
19,2012 

--_._ . .--._ ... -_ .. -. 
From: City af Richmand Website (mal!to:webgraDhics@richmood.caJ 
Sent: Friday. 16 November 201216:27 
To: MayorandCounciUors 
Subject: Send a Submission Onlil'!e (response #720) 

Send a Submission Online (response #720) 

Survey Response 
I Your Name: ---·--.Jr-T-a;-;.---- l 
r Your Addre~;:- I 903-7535 Alderbridge Wa~, ~ichm~~--~- j 
~- -_._---,-- --- +---_._-- ---- ----j 
: sBUlb\ecNt probPerty Address OR I Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8946 (RZ 11-593705) i 

yaw um er: 

- - - - -- - _.. .------------

Comments: 

Our family is strongly against this zone 
amendment. There are too many construction 
activities already around our harne, ego Camber in 
Embridge, Ora in Holybridge within a block and a 
number of sites in River Green. Construction 
caused air pollution, noise pollution, hazards to 
young kid as there are so many heavy trucks on 
site and road blocking, We do not want to live 
under the dust again and have a tower crane 
standing in front of our windowfor another two or 
three years. After construction, we will expect more 
traffic in Alderbridge Way which means again more 
air and noise pollution. This will lead to a concrete 
forest in this neighborhood. No view of the 
mountain and the sky. We hope somebody will 
listen to our comments. 

---. .. J 

1 
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Vancouver /~ 
CoastalHealth 

November 05, 2012 

Mayor and Council 
City of Richmond 
6911 NO.3 Road 

To ::JbliC Hearing 
Oat.: OJ \ "1 201]... 
Item t 3 
Ra: ~ 4\cjll.l "'ab 

Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 
mayorandcQuncillors@richmond,ca 

Dear Mayor Brodie and Council: 

P 

Schedu le 2 to the minutes of the 
Regular Counci l Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

ffice of the Chief Operating Officer 
Richmond 

700,0 Westminster Highway 
Richmond, BC V6X lA2 

(604) 244-5537 

Re: 2041 Official Community Plan - City of Richmond 

On behalf of the Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH), we are pleased to have this 
opportunity to provide comment and response to the 2041 Official Community Plan 
(2014 OCP) that Council gave first reading on September 242012. 

Vancouver Coastal Health appreciates the opportunities over the past two and half years 
to work with City staff on the 2041 OCP. In our letter of December 2009 (attached) to Mr. 
Terry Crowe, we identified a number of areas in the OCP that are of great interest to · 
VCH. We are pleased with the directions taken in the 2014 OCP on many of these areas 
cif common interest. tn particular we commend the document In recognizing the vital . 
links between the health and weHness of residents and the natural and built 
environments of t~e community. We do have a number of comments for Council's 
consideration In areas where the 2041 OCP can be strengthened or where attention is 
required when implementing the OC? Our comments are not exhaustive. They do 
nevertheless point to the need and the benefit. for continued dialogue between the 
Health Authority and the City. 

Section 3.0 Connected Neighbourhoods With Special Places 
We support the prlnclples underlying this section. One very positive outcome of past 
planning decisions in Richmond is the existence of neighbourhoods with mixed Income 
levels. Mixed neighbourhoods have contributed to the health and wellbeing of Richmond 
residents. Diversity matters, not only for a sustain13ble ecological system and 
environment, but also for a sustainable built environment and community. A healthy c ity 
needs diversity in housing type, in transportation modes and In public spaces. Section 
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3.0 has the potential to build on this past success. There are challenges however in 
achieving1he vision of connected and drvef1;e neighbourhoods. Some examples: 

o Density and Neighbourhood Shopping Centres; To achieve the benefit of mixed 
land use around neighbourhood shopping centres will require multiple elements 
to come together in synergy. Density without associated meaningful transit, 
active transport options, without the right mix of institutional! commercial / retail 
use, without sl1ffident open space, for example, could actually result in fewer 
options for healthy living. . 

Vancouver Coastal Health respectfully requests active participation with 
City staff In any future development or update 'of area and sub-area plans, . 
in order to assist In assessing the health and wellness impacts of these 
plans', See also Section 13.2 Objective 1 In the 2041 OCP. Participation of 
the Health Authority is supported and consistent with section 879(2)(vl) of 
the local Government Act. 

() Accessible Housing: Vancouver Coastal Health strongly supports the 2041 OCP 
policy directions to enhance residents' capacity to age in place. Our staff, through 
their day to day Interactions with elderly residents and others with accessibility 
challenges, has extensive hands-on experIence on the building designs that 
Improve accessibility as well as designs that are barriers to independence. 

Vancouver Coastal Health will be pleased to work with City staff to further 
refine the policies described In Section 3.4. 

o Conflicts from mIxed land use: Section 3.6.3 correctly identifies noise 
management as an increasingly Important issue as the. City densifies, wfth 
increasing Interfaces between different land uses as weI! as incre~sing areas of 
mixed use. While the development permit application process, public 
notifications, noise bylaws, buffers, and building envelope design will all help in 
minimizing the impact of unwanted noise, the fundamental Issue on an ongoing 
bas is Is human relationships as !,,\eighbours. This would also hold true for other 
unwanted intrusions suct1 as light. Land use conflicts will no doubt emerge In 
spite of every good intention to prevent such. Currently VCH enforces City noise 
by~!aws on behalf of the City. Enforcing noise by-law compliance can often be 
protracted and unsatisfactory to all parties involved. The City may wish to 
consider establishing policies on conflict resolution and mediation expectations 
between property owners I users as a complement to existing regulations and by
laws. 

o With regard to managing aIrcraft noise sensitive development, Vancouver 
Coastal Health respectfully requests actjve participation with City staff to 
assess the health and wellness impacts of aircraft noise sensitive land 
uses, whenever such uses are being considered pursuant to the City of 
Richmond Aircraft Noise Sensitive Developm<lnt Policies, Table and Map, 
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Section 6.0 Resilient Economy 

o Health care access: We assume Health Care to be one of the Population 
Services under Objective 5 of this section. While we are pleased to see medical 
centres Identified as one of the institutional uses that need to be Incorporated into 
planned areas of dense population and employment, we are disappointed that 
the future land use requirements of large health care facilities that serve the 
entire community', such as the Richmond Hospita l, are not identified in the OCP. 
Indeed the ideal mix and locations for health care as the population grows and 
ages are evolving. 

Section 881 of the Local Government Act legally requires the local 
government to consult on a yearry basis with the school district on the 
anticipated needs for school facilities and support services. While the 
local 'Government Act does not Include a similar requirement with respect 
to health care facilities, 'we respectfully request that, given the anticipated 
size of population growth for the next 30 years and the aging health care 
Infrastructure In Richmond, Council consld'ers engaging in the same 
annual dialogue with Vancouver Coastal Health regarding health care 
facility needs. In this way, we can apprise and better include the City In 
~ngoing health care facility planning pr~cesses. 

Section 7 Agriculture and Food 

o Equitable access t~ food: While this section identi1i~s the need to strengthen the 
foo'd system beyond production, the policy intent with respect to equitable 
distribution and access to healthy foods across the Whole municipality requires 
more clarity and definition. For example, Section 7.2 states an intent to ensure 
that neighbourhoods have grocery stores within walking or cycling distance (page 
7·8), but there is no clear accompanying policy to Implement this intention. The 
grocery store is the major access point for food for most residents Including the · 
vulnerable populations. The City is encouraged to enhance the policy links 
between equitable food access ahd the development of connected 
neIghbourhoods (Section 3). Ensuring healthy food access for the vulnerable 
populations, however, requires a multi·faceted approach. VCH Is therefore also 
supportive of the ongoing food security work in Richmond such as community 
kitchens, community gardens, farmers markets, and the promotion of food 
security awareness in general. 

Vancouver Coastal Health supports the intention in the OCP 2014 to 
develop a Richmond Food Strategy, and looks forward to participating in 
the development process. 
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S~ction 8 Mobility and Access 

o Walking to school: How we go to work, to schoo.!. to shop for groceries, have an 
important influence on our level of physical activity and thence health and 
wellness. The recent Healthy Richmond Survey conducted' by VCH with the 
assistance of City staff found that Richmond residents are more likely to achieve 
the recommended dany physical activity level if they take the transit, walk, or bike 
to work as opposed to commuting by private automobile. We are pleased to see 
the stated poltcles in this section include the provision of direct walking routes to 
schools, and the reduction of school related vehicle. trips and congestion. In 
tenns of healthy physical. environments for schools, reducing vehicular traffic 
around schools and increasing walking or cycling to school have multiple 
benefits. . 

Vancouver Coastal Health would be pleased to work with the City and the 
Richmond School District In making walking to school the norm. 

a Walking and the aging population: In terms of promoting walking, the 
perspectives through the lens of the aging population have to be considered, in 
particular on issues such as pedestrian crossi'ng plagement, IJghting and timIng. 

o Walkability Index: The 2014 OC? includes the transportation mode share target 
for Richmond for 2014. Another measurement that is more closely linked to land 
use decisions is the Walkabillty Index. This index can be a tool for performance 
monitoring as weI! as public education. The City may wish to consider 
collaborating with researthers in using the Walkability Index for tracking progr!=!ss 
towards achieving the mode share targets. 

Section 12 Sustainable Infrastructure and Resources 

o Water Supply and Distribution: The City currently relies on one single water main 
from the Metro Vancouver water system to supply the vast majority of the 
Richmond water users. A second Metro Vancouver water main supplies Hamilton 
and parts of East Richmond separately. There is currently no substantial east
west linkage of the two systems. Given the population growth, the expected 
growth of the airport, and the geological vulnerabillty of the city, Vancouver 
Coastal Health believes that building redundancy in the watersupply to the city 
should be stated as a priority for Section 12.3. 

o Energy: Vancouver Coastal Health supports the principles of energy reduction 
and alt~rl')atlve energy options that '?Sn reduce GHG emission. As a major 
energy user, VCH is interested in·the potential to partner with the City on district 
energy ~evelopment. 
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Section 13 Implementation Strategy 

Q Phasing and Priorities - Partnership with senior government, stakeholders, and 
the community: Vancouver Coastal Health is prepared and very interested in ' 
being a ·partner with the City to work on areas in the 2014 OGP that are of mutual 
concern, in setting priorities a!S well as developing joint actions. Our request to be 
included in the development of area and sub-area plans has already been made 
above. Furth~rmore, to recognize the links in the 2014 OCP to resident health 
and wenness, we respectfully recommend that Section 13.4, Objective 1, Policies 
(b) be amended to include mentlon of Vancouver Coastal Health as one of-the 
agencies the City will "continue to co-operate with In their planning~ . 

In summary, Vancouver Coastal Health is pleased to have had the opportunity to 
contribute to the development of the 2041 OCP. We believe the document Is a 
thoughtful high level blue print for the future of Richmond. We note the many places 
where the interests of VCH intersect with that of the City, particularly in the areas of 
health and weliness. We also recognize that the work. has just begun in achIeving the 
2041 OCP vision of a Sustainable Richmond. Implementing the 2041 OCP thus provides 
an opportunity for taking the existing partnerships and collaborations between the City 
and Vancouver Coastal Health to higher levels. The Richmond Community Wellness 
Strategy is an example of a collaboration that is facilitating synergy In program 
development between VCH and the City. We can db more. One way is to transform the 
many current ad hoc referral and consultat'ion processes into a fOOTlai partnership ' 
agreement. A more structured approach to our collaboration will enhany6 the timeliness, 
the consistency, as well as the quality of the dialogue between the City and VCH. We 
would be. pleased to 'explore this further. While directly and 41directly both the Public 
Health Act and the Local Government Act require the health 'authority and the local 
government to work together, at the end of the day, it is simply the right thing to do for 
the benefit of the people we serve. We thank you for this opportunity to provide 
comments to the 2041 Official Community Plan. 

Respectfully 

~. 

Dr. James Lu Mike Nader 
Medical H~alth Officer Chief Operating Officer 
Vancouver Coastal Health - ~ichmond Vancouver Coastal Health - Richmond 

alt. 

cc: David Weber, Director, City Clerk's Office, City of Richmond 
Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, City of Richmond 

CNCL - 26



.#' •. 

Vancouver · ___ 
:0';< .:;)1 Health 

...... ,." ·.·l~·"".\v,~""", 

December 14, 2009 

Terry Crowe 
Manager, Policy Planning Division 
Richmond City HaJi 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond BC V6Y 2C1 

Dear Mr. Crowe: 

Office of the Chief Operating Officer 
Rlchmohd 

7000 Westminster Highway 
Richmond, Be vex 1A2 

(604) 244-5537 

Vancouver Coastal Health Is very interested In participating in the updating of the Official 
Community Plan (OCP) for the City of Richmond. The purpose of this letter Is to provIde 
some high level comments on the OCP, and also, to convey to City Staff and Council our 
desIre and readiness to be an active partner throughout the City's process. 

In the past 10 years Richmond has experIenced very slgnfficant population growth, 
demographic shit\:, cultural dlverslficallon, and urbanf2:eUon. It would be Important for the 
OCP 2041 to provide a constant vision and a robust framework for our community to 
continue to grow and to be the most appealing, livable and well· managed community in 
Canada. . 

General Feedback on tho OCP foy 'Clty Staff and Council Consideration 

Vancouver'Coastal Health has been (and continues to be) a partner to the City on a 
number of initiatives over the past decade, including the Richmond Substance Abuse 
Task Force, the Richmond Poverty Response Task Force, the Parks, Recreation and 
Culture Services Master Plan, and the soon to be completed Richmoi'td Community 
WeUness Strategy. These are initiatives that shoUld Inform the CX;P update. 

As well, there Is Increasing evidence that a "healthy built environmenr is critical to 
achieving a sustainable oommunity. The characteristics of Our human-constructed 
physical environment - the built environment - have sIgnificant effects on population 
health. This is especially Important as Richmond grows. We respectfully submit that 
the following areas, vlhere population health and the built environment !ntersect, requIre 
conslderat~on as the OCP Is updated: 
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• Physical activity 
• Access to healthy foods 
• Ambient air quality and noise 
• 1njury and safety 
• Housing and home!essness 
• Sense of belonging and well-being 
• Recreation choices and access 
• Transportatlon choices 
• Social and health services access 
• Public Infrastructure 
• Child and age friendliness 

We are pleased to note that many of these topic areas have been identified In the 
documents and displays produced for the first round of pubUc consultation. The 
challenge for Council and City staff would be to achieve the best possIble balance 
beM'een competing priorities. As an example, we draw on the need to pay attention to 
the sense of be!onging among Richmond residents. Research has shown thai people 
who have a strong sense of belonging are healthier and are more engaged In their 
community. As the City contemplates fo~lng future resIdentIal and business 
dev~opmentl denslfication along the major transit corridors, and in the city centre, there 
is a need to consider how sucn a strategy might sustain or change the nature of existing 
'neighborhoods and what Impacts ·there may be to residents' sense of belonging across 
the different neighborhoods. 

Request to' be an Act ive ~a rtne r Throughout the Process 

We respectfully ask City Staff and Council to consider the formal inclusl~n of a . 
Vancouver Coastal Health representative in the OCP update process, for the purpose of 
working directly with City staff throughout the process. Although not specifically referred 
to as such, the OCP Is the type of public health planning envisaged in sectIon 3 of the 
new Be Public Health Act. Areas where Vancouver Coastal Health can add value to 
the OCP update process include: 

1. Population health and health service data and related Interpretive expertise. 
Vancouver Coastal Health is prepared to share wfth the Crty infonnaUon we have 
and use to evaluate population health and health service needs. In particular, 
Vancouver Coastal Health recognizes that as RIchmond grows: the existing health 
care infrastructure wit! need to be renewed and·expanded. Our long range acute 
care facility planning can benefit from mutual understanding o.f each other's needs 
and prIorities. . 
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2. Assistance in public engagement actfvlties. Through the office of our Medical 
Health Offi~r. Vancouver Coastal Health can assist City staff In providing publJc 
presentations to incte"lse community awareness on the v.ltal links between health 
and wellness and the buill environment 

3. Assistance to City staff In translating population health and wellness pre
requisites into achiovable objectives with'in the OCP. VCH can.work in 
partnership with the qlty towards a healthy and sustainable Richmond. 

In summary, ltie OCP update could have -a significant impact on population health and 
wellnes'3, as well as health services infrastructure. Vancouver Coastal Health 
respectfully submits thaI greater inclusIon of the Kealth Authority, a Key stakeholder In 
the OCP Update process, can bring significant behefits to the City, to Vancouver 
Coastal Health, and, most Importantly, to the residents of Richmond. The OCP update 
is an excellent opportunity to further strengthen the partnership between the City of 
Richmond and Vancouver Coastal Health. 

Yours truly, 

"-
"'M ~, " . Jt. 
'J~mei' UJ: ' tf 
Medical Health Officer 
Vancouver Coastal Health - Richmond 

/;i .' 
.--' ",' ~ ":;'I..~..e~ ~a~; Wanl1amaker, BS ,MHA 

Chief Operating Officer 
Vancouver Coastal Health - RIchmond 

CC' Mayor and Council Members, City of Richmond 
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November 6,2012 

City of Richmond 
City Clerk' s Office 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 
Attn: David Weber. Director 

Dear Sir: 

To P~bIiC Hearing 
O.t. , OJ 1"1 2/)11 .. 
Item , 3 
Re: ~\t:IW '"1m2 E, 

Schedule 3 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday. November 
19,2012 

RE: OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN - ECOWASTE INDUSTRIES LANDS 

I am writing on behalf of Ecowaste Industries Ltd. in response to the City's request for 
further input into its Draft Official Community Plan ("OCP") with our request that the 
area consisting of Ecowaste's four properties described below be the subject of further 
study by Ihe City: 

• 150 .. acre parcel legally described as 1 SEC 15 BLK4N RG5W PL LMP 40687 
and 2 SEC 15 BLK4N RG5W PL LMP 40687 (Parcel 1) 

• 79 .. acre parcel legal ly described as SEC 21 BLK4N RG5W PL Part N l'< (Parcel 
2) 

• 62 .. acre parcel legally described as H SEC 28 BLK4N RG5W PL 19680 (Parcel 
3) 

• 16 .. acre parcel legally described as SEC 10 BLK4N RG5W PL 723 Parcel A 
Except Plan 9341, EXP 723 (Parcel 4). 

These parcels total over 300 acres. They are located in a very dynamic part of 
Richmond adjacent to Ecowaste's significant industrially-zoned lands (currently being 
developed), the Fraser Port Lands, key transportation corridors and a broad mix of other 
uses. Ecowaste believes these parcels warrant further study because of their unique 
size and strategic location, and because of: . 

1. the wide variety of past and present uses - and the potential for future uses of 
properties in this area; 

2. the long history of Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) decisions allowing peat 
removal, landfill, industry, port, golf courses, transportation and other uses on these and 
other properties in the area; 

3. the lack of significant farming activity in the immediate vicinity of our properties, 
except for the cranberry operation to the west and some farming to the north; 

4. the recent designation of parts of our four properties as ESA and its impact; 

ECOWASTE INDUSTRIES LTD. 200 ~ 10991 Shellbrldge Way, Richmond, British Columbia V6X3C6 Page 1 
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5. the extensive port development and emerging traffic changes in the area, including a 
new bridge extending Blundell Road from the east into the Ecowaste properties; 

6. the pending industrial development on other Ecowaste properties adjacent to these 
four parcels; 

7. the lack of other properties in Richmond of similar size to meet the Citys long-term 
needs in a number of areas, including employment and, 

8. the benefits of a comprehensive and integrated land use plan that incorporates 
agriculture, industry, recreation, port, transportation and other uses that serve the long
term needs of the City. 

Ecowaste Industries Ltd. 

Ecowaste is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Graymont Limited . Ecowaste has 40 years of 
waste management experience in the City of Richmond . From 1971 to 1986 the 
Company operated a municipal solid waste landfill on 160 hectares of land owned by 
the Fraser River Harbour Commission (FRHC). As that land became filled Ecowaste 
purchased 160 hectares of land next to the FRHC site where it currently operates a 
landfill for construction, demolition and excavation materials. Since 1992 Ecowaste has 
been involved in many waste management initiatives aside from construction and 
demolition waste land fi lling , including yard waste composting , partnerships for soil 
bioremediatian, custom soil manufacturing utilizing Metro Vancouver biosol ids and, 
more recently, wood processing to create biofuels. 

Ecowaste's Properties in Richmond 

Ecowaste has substantial property holdings in East Richmond totaling 476 acres (192 
hectares). These properties are located between No. 6 and No. 7 Roads and 
between Granvil le Avenue and Williams Road. 

Our properties are bordered by Port Metro Vancouver (PMV) lands to the east and 
southeast on which PMV operates a large industrial park and logistics facility. There is 
a CN Rail right-of-way bordering the southeast side of the Ecowaste property. 
Properties to the north, west and south of Ecowaste consist of a variety of uses, 
including vacant land , golf courses and agricultural use. The property is bisected by 
the Blundell Road right-of-way. 

Two of Ecowaste's properties are zoned industrial (one 140-acre and one 29-acre 
parcel) and are currently in the process of being developed for industrial use . The 
remaining four parcels are zoned agricultural and are located within the Agricultural 
Land Reserve (ALR). 
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All four of Ecowaste's ALR parcels have historically been used for purposes other than 
farming. From 1948 to 1970 peat was harvested commercially from most of them. 

Ecowaste's current landfill operation is on Parcel 1. The landfill has been operating 
since 1986 under certificates and licenses issued by provincial, regional and local 
governments including MR-04922 (BC Ministry of Environment), GVS&DD license #L-
005 (for the landfill) and GVS&DD license #C-007 (for the compost operation). The use 
of the parcel as a landfill was encouraged by local, regional and provincial officials at 
the time because the former Fraser River Harbour Commission lands to the east· which 
had previously been used to deposit fill - were at capacity and a new landfill was 
required to meet the regional construction industry's need to dispose of construction 
and demolition (C&D) waste. 

There will continue to be a need for this type of facility in the future as identified by 
Metro Vancouver in its new Integrated Regional Solid Waste and Resource 
Management Plan. While that Plan calls for significant improvements in recycling in the 
C&D sector it also recognizes the long-term need for Ecowaste's type of disposal facility 
in the region. We anticipate the landfill has several years of useful life remaining. 

In 2007 Ecowaste acquired Parcel 2 on NO.6 Road. This parcel had also been mined 
for peat and was substantially depleted at the time of purchase. Its surface was 
irregular and lower than adjoining properties and many sections were under water. 
Ecowaste has been working to determine the best options for this property. 

Parcel 3 is empty except for a broadcast facility currently under a long-term lease. 

Parcel 4 is not currently leased but has historically been used for residential soil 
blending and bagging purposes. 

In summary, for all of the reasons described above, we ask that the area consisting of 
Ecowaste's four ALR properties be the subject of further study by the City over the next 
2 - 3 years, and that this be noted in the City's new Official Community Plan. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Thomas Land 
Vice President & General Manager 

cc: Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning & Development 
Wayne Craig, Director of Development 
Holger Burke, Development Coordinator 

ECOWASTE !NDUSTR!ES LTD. 200 - 10991 Shellbrtdge Way, RIchmond, British Columb!a V6X3C6 Page 3 
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November 6, 2012 

Mayor Malcolm Brodie 
City of Richmond 
5911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be 
V5Y lel 

Dear Mayor Brodie: 

Re: 2041 Official Community Plan By law 

Sched ule 4 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19, 201 2 

TEL: tI04·66I1-tiOOO 

www.sd3B.bc.C8 

To P~bIiC Hearing 
Data: t>.n~· I~ 2lJ12 
Item ' .2 
Re: at kLIQ "7000 

On behalf of the Board of Education, I would like to thank City Council for the 
opportunity to comment on the 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw that will be 
the subject of a Public Hearing on November 19, 2012. We have reviewed the 
2041 oept and have the fo llowing comments to make: 

It is our belief that schools are Integral parts of the community and are 
often the focal point for communIty gatherings. We are pleased to note 
that the OCP reflects this, in particular the reference to schools as being 
"hearts of the communIty"; 

• The population growth and dwelling unit Increases that are set out in the 
OCP are consIstent with those used in our recently completed Long Range 
Facilities Plan (LRFP). Our LRFP indicates that, while some of the growth 
will be accommodated wIthin existing school district faci lities, there will 
also be a need to provIde additional school facilities, especially in City 
Centre. Funding for new school facilItIes Is provided by the Ministry of 
Education, and while we make every attempt to ensure that facilities are 
available when needed, It may not always be possible to do so . 

The IdentificatIon of potential school sites in the OCP is a key component 
of planning for sustainable infrastructure. To this end, it is noted that 
OCP Chapter 3.0 "Connected Neighbourhoods With Special If 

addresses the planning of schools, as follows: ~ \,-ICHMo.l\( 

Board of Education ; 
Donna Sargant · Chairperson 

Gractl Tsang - Vice Chairpe rson 
Rod &/Uel/J Kenny Chiu NOfm Goldstein 

Debbie Tablomey Eric Yung 

"OUR FOCUS IS ON THE LEARNER" 

o \l~1" ~ 
2:
o 
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Page 2 

- OBJECTIVE 3: 
Recognize the importance of schools in neighbourhoods (e.g., 
education, day care, recreation, health, literacy and community life). 

- POLICIES: 
a) continue to consult with the School Board to ensure that Richmond 

residents have access to a range of educational, jobs, recreation, 
sport, special event and community weI/ness opportunities, 
includIng where new school sites may best be located and how 
closed school sites may be used; Page 3-10 

• We suggest that the City Centre section of the "Connected 
Neighbourhoods with Special Places" chapter reflect the need for an 
additional school, and that consIderation be given to amending the City 
Centre Area Plan to facilitate the Board developing potential school sites 
(e.g. certain text and map references). 

The partnership between the school district and the City is highly valued, and Is 
essential to ensuring that the residents of Richmond are well served. We look 
forward to the continued close working relatIonship between our two 
organizations. 

Sincerely, 

Mrs . Donna Sargent, Chairperson 
On Behalf of the Board of EducatIon (Richmond) 

CC Trustees / 
D. Weber, Director, City Clerk's Office V 
M. Pamer, Superintendent of Schools 
M. De Mello, Secretary Treasurer 
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Del~a 
Schedule 5 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday. November 
19,2012 

Community Planning & Development 

File: P09-2S 

November 8, 2012 

David Weber 
Director, City Clerk' s Office 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2(1 

Dear Mr. Weber: 

Re : 2041 Official CommunIty Plan - City of Richmond 

To Public Hearing 
Oet.: No" 1'1, aOIO! 
Item '=:-'737."..,--'-
Re: Qfr)s.ip.\ CQh-\lWJnIb 

P1"t'l T 
Bulo.w qoo. p.-'~ 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 2041 Official Community Plan for the City of Richmond. 

The 2041 Official Community Plan is a comprehensive document outlining the vision for a more 
complete and sustainable community for t he fut ure and the implementation process to achieve it. 
We note that the consultation process was extensive and the proposed Official Community Plan is 
consistent with the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy which Delta signed off on. 

With the recent announcement of a new crossing of the Fraser to connect Delta and Richmond, we 
wonder if any necessary accommodations for this are needed within your Official Community Plan 
given this will be considered in the next 10 years. The Corporation of Delta has no further concerns 
or comments at this time. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 604.946.3381. 

Yours truly, 

~~~ 
Director of Community Planning and Development 
lR/cd/wl 

cc: Mayor and Council 
Central Registry 

G:\Currl':lIt Developml':tlt\P FILES\P09\P09-25 Richmond OCP\CorrespondellCe\RJ(hmond OCP revlew.dOOC 

The Corpor.ltlon 01 Oeh 
4500 Clarentl': T~vl or Crescent 
Oelta. Be V4K 3f2 
604.946.4141 
_w.corp.deIU.bc.c.a CNCL - 35



PORT METRO 

vancouver 

November 13, 2012 

David Weber 
Director, City Clerk's Office 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2el 

Dear Mr. Weber: 

Re: 2041 Offici al Community ,Plan - City of Rich m ond 

To Public Hearing 
Dot.: I>\ov t9~.o 1 2-

~:~i~l~ 
Plan Armi/iliflf ~ 

SCHedule 6 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,201 2 

Thank YQu for your.letter of September 26, 2012 to Cra'tg Neeser, Port Metro Vancouver Board 
Chair, regarding the City of Richmond's proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP), Port 
Metro Vancouver and other agencies have been asked to comment on the draft OCP, which Is 
targeted for Public Hearing on November 19, 2012. 

The City of Richmond's new OCP has been under development since October 2009. The result is 
a proposed plan that Is both comprehensive and forward-thInkIng In scope and its application of 
sustalnability themes and best practices. There are many elements of the proposed plan that 
relate to or have an Impact on Port Metro Vancouver's Interests. The role of the Port and other 
stakeholders In implementing the Plan is acknowledged in Section 13, and we agree with the 
policy statement that would see continued cooperation between our agencies In future planning 
in itiatives., 

The Port supports the proposed planning .dlrectlon to Intens!fy the use of employment lands, 
which Is expanded on In the sectIon' on a Resilient Economy, where a key objective Is to "foster 
a strong and competItIve Asia-Pacific Gateway enabling sector that capitalizes on Richmond's 
strategic location, Industry infrastructure and Asia's economic growth." We also support the 
associated policies to protect the Industrial land base and continue to coordinate long-term 
community planning with neighbouring j urisdictIons vital to long-term employment and 
a resll1ent local and regional economy (Includ ing the Port), 

The Port supports the proposed transportation goals that would see t imely roadway 
improvements for goods movement to support economic activity, and the use of Innovative 
transportation technologies to optimize the overall performance of the transportation system 
while reducing vehicle emissions and energy use. We note that there may be occasions where 
Increases In physical road capacity may Qe warranteQ to support the movement of goods, In 
addItion to efforts to optfmlze the use of existIng capacity. We generally support the proposed 
road classifications, as well as the specific pollcles and actions that would improve the 
movement of goods ~Ithln the community and to/from Port lands, 

... 2 

100 The Pointe, 999 Canada Place, Vancouver, B.C. Canada V6C 3T4 
portmetrovancouver.com 

100 The Pointe, 999 Canada Place, Vancouver, C.-B. Canada V6C 314 

Canaaa 
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Mr. D. Weber 
Page 2 
November 13, 2012 

The proposed plan includes a poHcy (13.4.e) that would discourage Port Metro Vancouver from 
using Agricultural Land Reserve (AlR) lands for Port purposes and encourage the Port to use 
lands within the urban footprint. land use deSignations and policies, together with the Port(s 
overall vision for future growth, are at the heart of the process of updating our Land Use Ptan. 
City of Richmond staff have been partiCipating In our consultatlo,n activities in this regard, and 
we very much encourage contInued participation in the process through 2013. 

In cloSing, Port Metro Vancouver would like to thank the City of Richmond for seeking the Input 
of the Port In finalizing Richmond's OCP, and we look forward to. continued, positIve 
collaboratton with the City in future planning. Initiative. 

Yours truly, 

~~W 
PORT METRO VANCOUVER 

Robin Silvester 
President and Ch ief Executive Officer 

c: Craig Neeser, Port Metro Vancouver 
Tom Corsie, Port Metro Vancouver 
Peter Xotta, Port Metro Vancouver 
Jim Crandles, Port Metro Vancouver 
Greg Yeomans, Port Metro Vancouver 
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~ AUTHORITY 

November 9, 2012 

David Weber 
Director, City Clerk's Office 
City of Richmond 
6911 No 3 Road 
Richmond, Be 
V6Y 2C1 

Dear Mr. Weber: 

To Public Heerlng 
Dot.: NovlS 2012. 
Item. 3' , ~ 
Re:OfELcrffl. CgyHumij 

flllN f/lr/fNDtr7&JT 
'BY! "" 0 

Schedule 7 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings beld on Monday, Novemher 
19,2012 

Re: 2041 Official Community Plan: Vancouver Airport Authority Comments 

Further to your letter dated September 26, 2012 to Mary Jo rdan, thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on Richmond's 2041 Official Community Plan IOC?). 

Vancouver Airport Authority supports and shares in the City of Richmond's 2041 vi sion 
articu lated in the DCP. Indeed. the current and future success of Vancouver 
International Airport (YVR) and the City of Richmond are inextricably linked. As such, 
we need to work toget her to meet our common goals and manage areas of potential 
conflict. 

YVR 15 a key differentiator and provides a competitive edge for Richmond in attracting 
jobs, tourism and investment. With 23,000 jobs at the airport, YVR is a major employer 
and source of significant tax revenue . The presence of YVR increases land values in 
Richmond benefiting the City through opportun ities for redevelopment and taxes. Many 
businesses and res idents choose to locate in Richmond because they are part of the 
supply chain that supports YVR or they need to be close to the in ternational connectivity 
provided by YVR, 

Airports are no Longer single-purpose facilities on the edge of the city but increasingly a 
multi-purpose node of the regionaL economy and the whole notion of what is 'airport 
related· is changing as regionaL economies re-organize around globalized enterprises 
and supp ly chains. We think of YVR as a multi-product, muLti-service enterprise or 
platform where Richmond to uches the world . The OCP definition of airport and airport 
use should be updated accordingly. 

P.O. BOX lJUO 
AI~f'(I ~1 fOSTALOUl l U 
RICHioIO~O. Be C4tlAtlA vIa Irl 

'llOIlOHI ~.Z1 •. 6S0) 
.... ' .. 'e. ~'. llU~C5 

Page 1 of 3 
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We think that there are opportunities for the City and the Airport Authority to 
collaborate on the planning of Richmond City Centre and the east side of Sea Island to 
identify potential complementarities. For example, could the Russ Baker Way lands 
become the Neighbourhood Shopping Centre for the new residential communities 
across the river? Are there other commercial developments suitabLe for that land that 
would be considered a community amenity? 

An integrated look at future demand on the transportation network [tranSit, roads and 
trails) from the collective plans of Richmond, Vancouver and YVR is needed. In 
particular, given the significant growth in population forecast for the City Centre we are 
concerned about increasing commuter use of Russ Baker Way corridor negatively 
impacting airport related traffic, 

The Templeton field near Burkeville is not a City park and the designation on page 10-2 
should be removed, This is a temporary, interim use on land desig nated for commercial 
development in the Airport Authority Land Use Plan, 

While new generations of aircraft will be quieter, we also expect an increase in the 
number of aircraft operations both day and night. We support the continued inclusion of 
the Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy [ANS DP! in the OCP. Mitigating the 
impact of airport noise is a key task and shared responsibility for the Airport Authority 
and the City. For example, on page 3-64 in paragraph [hI. the City reserves the right to 
make final decisions about the ANSDP. This should only happen after timely and 
compLete consultation with YVR. Changes to the ANSDP have recently occurred without 
appropriate early involvement of the Airport Authority. The concept of reallocating 
areas within the ANSDPA has emerged without prior consultation and without 
consideration of aircraft operations and noise levels. The OCP should be amended to 
require early input from the Airport Authority prior to any final interpretation. 

Both the City and the Airport Authority agree that it is important to work closely to 
ensure that the zoning and regulations concerning development are appropriate and 
preserve safe, twenty-four hour aircraft operations and the eminent livability of 
Richmond. Recent changes to Transport Canada standards and long term plans fo r a 
future runway both lead to a requirement to further limit building heights in certain 
areas. The City should ensure that development does not affect current operations or 
preclude the option of building a south parallel runway at YVR. The Airport Authority will 
work with the City to identify additional areas where building heights need to be further 
restricted. 

Page 2 of 3 
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We look forward to collaborating with you to finalize the 2041 OCP. Please call me at 
604-276-6357 or Mike Brown at 604-276-6309 if you have any questions or would like to 
discuss our comments further. 

Yours truly, 

r Anne Murray 
Vice-President, Community and Environmental Affairs 

Page 3 of 3 
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CityClerk 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc : 

Karen Barry {bcprograms@bsc-eoc.org] 
November 15, 2012 3:16 PM 
Weber, David; CityClerk 
Christy, June 

Schedu le 8 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

IN f -

OW 
Iv I", 

Su bject: 
Attachments: 

Submission for Richmond DC? update from Bird Studies Canada 
RlchmondOCP _BSCcomments_Nov2012.pdf 

DB 

Categories: 12-806()"20-9000 - 2041 OffICial Community Plan 

Hello, 
Please accept the attached lette r which provides our comments and suggestions for consideration in Richmond's Official 
Community Plan update. Can you please forward this letter to Mayor and Council and other City staff as necessary for 
inclusion In the public hearing agenda? 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input and we are happy to provide additional Information and details about 
any of these recommendations. 
Please feel f ree to contact me with any questions. 
Thank you, 
Karen Barry, M.5c., R.P. Bio. 

Bird Studies Canada 
5421 Robertson Road, RRl 

Delta, BC V4K 3N2 
toli-free: 1-877-349-2473 
phone: (604) 940-4688/ fax: (604) 946-7022 
email : bcprograms@birdscanada.org 
www.birdscanada.org 

.. To find out more about SSC and support science and conservation in action, visit http://www.bsc-eoc.org/support/ 
•• Keep updated on bird conservation news and events by signing up for BSC's free e-newsletter at hnp:/Iwww.bsc

eoc.org/organization/hscnews.html 

1 
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Dear Mayor Malcolm Brodie and Council, City of Richmond 

To Public Hearing 
D.te, Nov J 'I, .:1DI;l 
Item ' 3 
Re, 6:;;C<'pi--AA-",-e-no(T"'-.,,-;t 
~lAw '10C\:> 

November 15, 2012 

RE: Commen ts and Recommendations on the 2041 draft Official Community Plan 
ICCP). 

On behalf of Bird Studies Canada, please accept this leiter with our suggestions and 
recommendations for consideration in Richmond's 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 
update. Bird Studies Canada (SSC) is Canada's leading non-government conservation 
organization focused on bird monitoring and research (www.birdscanada.org). With our 
partner Be Nature, we are implementing the Important Bird Areas (ISA) program in Be 
(www.ibacanada.ca). The IBA program is international in scope and recognizes sites that 
are of global importance 10 birds (www.birdlife.org). At BSC, we also manage several 
moniloring datasets (eg. breeding birds , coastal waterbird abundance, nocturnal owls) that 
are freely available to governments, biologists and managers for use in planning, 
environmental assessment or sensitive areas mapping projects. 

We are currently undertaking a project with local governments to incorporate information 
regarding birds and biodiversity conservation Into municipal policy and planning initiatives 
including Official Community Plans. As outlined below, the information we provide can 
address several themes including: the Natural Environment, Environmentally Sustainable 
Development, Parks and Greenspace, Economic Benefits of Ecotourism, and Identifying 
and Mapping Environmentally Sensitive Areas. We reviewed Richmond's 2041 draft OCP 
focusing primarily on those sections that addres;s the environment and natural features 
and offer the following input and suggestions. 

Overall, the OCP contains many valuable goals and policies aimed at protecting and 
enhancing the natural resources of the area. The City's Environmentally Sensitive 
Development Permit Areas (Intertidal, Shoreline. Upland Forest, Old Field and 
Freshwater) are beneficial mechanisms to protect habitat and biodiversity. It would be 
useful to mention the Important Bird Area designation covering the estuarine and wetland 
areas of Sturgeon Banks, and waters of the south arm of the Fraser River to highlight the 
global significance of this area for birds. These areas are also part of the newly 
announced Fraser R.iver Detta Ramsar SHe designation, or Wetland of International 
Importance (WWYtf.ramsar.org). The City may also want to encourage the use of new 
building guidelines to minimize bird mortality from window strikes, as well as measures to 
reduce light pollution at night. A bylaw or an educational program '0 reduce disturbance to 
overwintering waterbirds from boats, off: leash dogs or other causes may be warranted. 

The 2012 updated version of the provincial Develop with Care Guidelines has recently 
been released and there rnay be some useful recommendations for planning and building 
design, see http://www.env.gov.bc.calwld/documentslbmp/devwithcare2012Iiodex.htm! 

Bird Studies Canada Be Projects 5421 Robertson Road, RR1, Delta, Be V4K 3N2 
Phone: 604-940-4696 "Foil-free: 1-877-349-2473 (BIRD) Fax: 604-946-7022 

www.blrdscanada.org 
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Our specific recommendati?ns are below: 

Section 2.0. Climate Change Response 
• With predicted increasing temperatures, existing shoreline structures could be 

affected by sea level rise, and future developments must consider this during the 
planning stage. We suggest adding a policy that installation of hardscape 
shoreline armoring to protect waterfront homes and other buildings is not 
supported. A Green Shores approach is encouraged to address shoreline 
stabilization issues (www.greenshores.ca) . 

Section 4.0: Vibrant Cities 
• Pg. 4-12 , Objective 5: Suggest adding a policy to enhance or develop a network of 

walking trails and pathways that can be used by a variety of groups including 
families with small children and people with disabilities to allow for increased 
access and exposure to outdoor recreation, 

Section 6.0 Resilient Economy 
• Suggest mentioning ecotourism as part of the local economy, such as wildlife 

watching , nature experience (including ben.efits to human health .of regular 
exposure to natural surroundings) and related activities . We are happy to supply 
background reports about the economic benefits of these activities, if interested. 

• Marketing Richmond as a premier birdwatching destination based on the 
internationally recognized Important Bird Area and abundant local parks and 
natural areas could have substantial economic benefits to the City. 

Section 7.0. Agriculture and Food 
• Suggest mentioning that agricultural lands provide important wildlife. habitat 

especially for migratory waterfowl in winter 

Section 9.0 Island Natural Environment 
• Overview: Insert reference that Richmond is located within an internationally 

recognized Important Bird Area and that the shoreline marshes, mud fla ts and 
shallow water areas of Sturgeon Banks are one of the most significant wetland 
habitats in North America. 

Background information on the IBA: 
The undeveloped land in Richmond and the surrounding shoreline areas and waters are 
part of an internationally recognized Important Bird Area (IBA), called Boundary Bay
Roberts Bank · Sturgeon Bank (Fraser River Estuary) lBA. It was designated because the 
area supports globally significant numbers of numerous species, including Western 
Sandpiper migrating in spring, Dunlin and several other shorebirds, In fall and early 
winter, counts of over 100,000 waterfoWl use the area. At least two nationally vulnerable 
species breed here: Great Blue Heron ssp. fannini and Barn Owl. The marshes of 
Roberts and Sturgeon Banks support breeding American Bitterns, Soras ; Virgin ia Rails , 
waterfowl and Northern Harriers, and outside the breeding season, large numbers of 
feed ing swallows, Bald Eagles, Northern Harriers, and Peregrine Falcons. The area also 
supports large numbers of Short·eared Owls, Red-tailed Hawks and Rough-legged Hawks 
in the winter (www.ibacanada.ca). 

Bird Studies canada BC Projects 5421 Robertson Road, RR1, Delta, BC V4K 3N2 
Phone: 604-940-4696 Toll-free: 1-877-349-2473 (BIRD) Fax: 604-946-7022 

www,blrdscanada.org 

CNCL - 43



' " , ,.,' t·' .. 
IRDSTUDIES • 

" 

, '~'1' ,'"suu,CANADA 

. 

With reference to this Important Bird Area, it has been noted that there is constant 
pressure In this region from non-agricultural development such as housing, recreational 
and industrial expansion. Since the banks ,are situated adjacent to large urban areas, the 
pressure to expand industria l, residential, and port facilities (for example Jetlles and 
causeways) is intense, Recent airport expansion has brought alrp1ii3ne flight paths 'Closer to 
the birds. There is also the potential for water pollution from urban and industrial 
developments along the Fraser River, as well as the risk of oil and baliast pollution arising 
from shipping in the Georgia Stra~ , Roberts Bank and the Fraser River. Zostera japonica 
(an exotic eelgrass) has been introduced and invasive Spartina is a non-native saHmarsh 
cordgrass that has been spreading in recent years. 

• Pg. 9-3, Ecological Network Management Map: it would be benefICial to include 
the boundaries of the lBA as another type of conservation land designation. We 
are happy to supply a GIS shape file for this purpose. The shoreline areas of the 
ISA should be identified as an Environmentally Sensitive Area if they are not 
already. 

• Suggest adding a policy that the City will support education programs to increase 
public awareness about local natural areas and ways to reduce impacts from 
development. disturbance and pollution. 

• Suggest adding a policy that land clearing should be minimized for new 
developments as much as possible and the disturbed areas replanted with native 
vegetation. Trees and shrubs should not be cleared during the active bird nesting 
season, from April1-August 1. 

• Suggest adding a policy that states the use of invasive horticultural ornamental 
planls Is discouraged, for example English Ivy, Vinca, English holly, Bishop's 
weed (Lamlum) .. ' The City could state its support for programs to increase public 
awareness of the benefits of using native plants for landscaping. 

• Large older trees provide habitat for Bald Eagles as well as other raplors such as 
Red-tailed Hawks and Peregrine Falcons. Suggest adding a policy that removal 
and topping of native shoreline trees to enhance viewsca~s is discouraged. 

• Suggest adding a policy that building standards using materials and designs to 
reduce bird window strikes are encouraged 

• Suggest adding a policy that use of appropriate lighting 10 reduce light pollution at 
night is supported 

• Suggest adding a policy that free-roaming house cats are discouraged. For 
information on the negative impacts of outdoor cats to wild bird populations. see 
htlp://www.abcbirds.org/newsandrepods/releases/120806.html 

Bird Studies Canada Be Projects 5421 Robertson Road, RR1, Delta, Be V4K 3N·2 
Phone: 604-940-4696 Toll-free: 1-877~349-2473 (BIRD) Fax: 604·946-7022 

www.blrdscanada.org 
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Section 10.0 Open Space and Publ ic Realm 
• Enhancing connectivity between parks and green space wi tt benefit witdli fe and 

increase biodiversity conservation 
• Suggest adding a policy that the City wilt support events to celebrate local natural 

areas , such as Nature festivals , World Migratory Bird Day 
• The Cily could work towards developing new partnerships and collaborations with 

other organizations to increase opportunities for people to experience and enjoy 
nature (eg , guided walks, tours, outdoor leaming evenls , collaborat ive signage 
projects) 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to Richmond's draft OCP and trust you find 
this information useful. We would be happy 10 provide more details about any of our 
comments. Please contact me if you have any questions or if further information is 
requ ired . 

Sincerely, 

~'-(~~J ' 
Karen Barry 
Bird Studies Canada 
Email: BCprograms@birdscanada.org 

CC: June Christy, SenIor Planner 
David Weber, Director City Clerk's office 

BIrd Studies canada Be Projects 5421 Robertson Road, RR1, Delta, Be V4K 3N2 
Phone: 604-940-4696 Toll-free: 1-877-349-2473 (BIRD) Fax: 604·946-7022 

WNW .blrdscanada.org 
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Schedule 9 to the minutes of tbe 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

City of 
Richmond 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

I live in Richmond. /if'ves 0 No 

1 have the following comments about the proposed 2041 OCP . 

.K~: Iz i c ... de~ I "'II i? 5 

<: '1(,.[; dl h We. Vtb ~('aed / ;;. ;1; 
~een r-~;!}J;t."e4 bv ~ =O"';Mr 

All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 OCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Public Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing which is anticipated1o-be-fl81~November 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, pleas call JU~:~hristYI Senior Planner,~liCY Planning at 
604-276-4188 or email atjch·ty@richmond.ca. ______ 
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City of 
Richmond 

Name:\2",,,,, v;..,l£) 
I live in Richmond. l»""Yes 0 No 

Sched ule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19. 201 2 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

691 1 No. 3 Road, RIchmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

1 have t he following comments about the proposed 2041 OCP. 

Z IP '=If • 

All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 OCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Public Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing which is anticipated to be held on November 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Planning at 
604~276~4 1 88 or email at jchristy@richmond.ca. 

3656780 I Sep!cmber 24, 2012 CNCL - 47



City of 
Richmond 

Sc hed ule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,201 2 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond , Be V6Y 2C1 

Name:. ____________ ~-------------

I live in Richmond, ~s o No ;<;2/ '1eax,,; . 
I have the following comments about the proposed 2041 OCP. 

- fJ ' --
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All written comments concerning the roposed 2041 OCP will be rwarded to Ric mond Git 0 
Council at the Public Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Publ ic Hearing which is anticipated to be held on November 19, 2012. Nt j ~ 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Plann ln~~ 1:;;: ,~ • 
604-276-4188 or email at jchristy@richmond.ca. "-~ CJ'><-(/-tu. U>rr<.~ 
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City of 
Richmond 

Schedu le 9 to the minutes of the 
Regu lar Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19.2012 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

Name:~Lt) f1uw1Mv 
I live In Richmond. ~s 0 No 

I have the follow ing comments about the proposed 2041 OCP. 

~ f'Y,/OYI& 7.s -10 ?o~ e.at{; w{Hv 

do '--Itt/ tooztnlLlI tf!t-/,c&>-/lnfAl.J,IIt~izes 

- CJ~Vvlt ~ < --I6.L l1tfjOt' aAw/q! roccds 

~ ~ ~d/~, ~ /lL4w! 
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All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 DCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Public Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing which is anticipated to be held on November 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Planning at 
604-276-4188 or email at jchristy@richmond.ca. 
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City of . 
Richmond 

Name: 'ftH-u-- »VLL;'l 

I live in Richmond, (lJ")tes 0 No 

Scbedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting ror Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

6911 NO. 3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

I have the following comments about the proposed 2041 OCP. 

I. ;gtdoeJ /lai=/oo f.:.. @. 1/v<e4~ UQ{is -trCafT ~O( ::/ee;n~ 
-zf, tvou/ ~ O~ ad-<"dh<ce . 
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~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~6!<Jtucak 
All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 OCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Public Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing wh ich is anticipated to be held on November 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Planning at 
604-276-4188 or email at jchristy@richmond.ca. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council M eeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,201 2 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

Name: YOV9 Zuko(~):Sl<j 
I live in Richmond. ~ D No 

I have the following comments about the proposed 2041 OCP. 

All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 OCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Publ ic Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing which is anticipated to be held on November. 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Planning at 
604-276-4188 or email at jchristy@richmond.ca. 

l6S67&O I September 24, 2(112 2- I! 3 If' feiV5" ",4 CNCL - 51



City of 
Richmond 

I live in Richmond. ~ Yes 0 No 

Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday. November 
19, 2012 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

6911 No;-3·Road , Richmond, BG- V6Y 2C1 

I have the following comments about the proposed 2041 ~C? 
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All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 OCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Public Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing which is anticipated to be held on November 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Planning at 
604-2764188 or email at jchristy@richmond.ca. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Name: (l1tff)< Heat h 
I live in Richmond. III Yes 0 No 

Sched ule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

-- 6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2G1 

I have the following comments about the proposed 2041 OCP. 

/1J~ Rt'& +ec..frlPvt a pnn.;;1 01 hi r;/c:r !icy C( c.@c. 

£0 S/A9'Ie. -{!aM ely nee: ryfiztfCu,,-h& (9)5 , 

M /( -{ I.e:?' C dey, c& /7 S r' !."e- I g m ;UZe-t- I ~ 
G')((lceer.J CYG,lru.; j,ule> 

All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 OCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Public Hearing . They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing which is anticipated to be held on November 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Planning at 
604-276-4188 or email at Jchristy@richmond.ca. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Name: {,r" ~ f'/'N>€W EO. 

I live In Richmond. dVes 0 No 

Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19.2012 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

691-1 NO.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6V- 2C1 

I have the following comments about the proposed 2041 OCP. 

&?A? .:;: SaS~", IS ""Nffi\JM\..-~ 
~, \'\ 'S \.\,0 0'-0 't':>~ If-SA: . 

All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 OCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Public Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing which is anticipated to be held on November 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Planning at 
604· 276-4188 or email atjchristy@richmond.ca. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Counci l Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday. November 
19,2012 

Comment Sheet 
Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, BC-V6'? 2C1 

Name: $8e Cii?,~Jv> / 
I live in Richmond. 0 Yes r.:J No 

I have the following comments about the proposed 2041 OCP. 

All written comments concerning the proposed 2041 OCP will be forwarded to Richmond City 
Council at the Public Hearing. They will also be made available for public inspection during the 
course of the Public Hearing which is anticipated to be held on November 19, 2012. 

If you have questions, please call June Christy, Senior Planner, Policy Planning at 
604·276-4188 or email atjchristy@richmond.ca. 
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Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 

5 Hearings held on Monday, November 
=w;.;a",n"" ,.;C;.;a"'th"'y....,.(P"I"a;,,;n;,,;n"'in;,;9"')_________________ 19, 2012 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bang The Table [admin.ca@mail48.us4.mandrillapp.comjon behalf of Bang The Table 
{admin.ca@bangthetable.com] 
Tuesday, 02 October 201208:55 PM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 
Gudrun ~ompleted 'Comme~t Sheet· Proposed 2041 Official C~m~unity Plan Final Draft' 

Gudrun just submitted the form 'Comment Shect • Proposed 2041 Official COlnm~ty Plan Final Draft' with 
the responses below. A full report of all form submissions is available within the activity report. 

Name: 

I live in Richmond 

1 have the following 
comments about the 
proposed 2041 OCP 

Gudrun 

Ycs 

How will you compare yourself to Vancouver, Burnaby, Coquitlam and Surrey? I 
travel through Vancouver to Burnaby to work. I travel to Coquitlam to visit friends. 
It seems to me that you need to look around you. A~ I am a frequent pool and park 
user, I compare Richmond's fees, opening hours, service, etc. (Richmond could use 
some adjustments that are more friendly to working people .. and that suit the 
seasons and temperatures better.) Where in your plan does Steveston crop up (I live 
in Steveston)? What is the long term plan for our coml)1unity in terms of fitness and 
recreation? OUf library and community cenlre are too small. The pool is under~ 
utilized. A large aging community is in place ... Rents are stupidly high and small 
business barely hang on, while young people can't afford our neighbourhood. How 
will you create balance in Steveston? Please don't leave it up to Onni 9r other 
landlords ... 

1 . 
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Swan, Cathy {Planning) 

Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting fo r Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19, 2012 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bang The Table [admin.ca@mai!55.us4.mandriliapp.comjon behalf of Bang The Table 
(admin.ca@bangthetable.com] 
Thursday, 11 October 2012 01 :27 PM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 
lifelongres.seafaircompleted 'Commenl Sheet · Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final 
D~ . 

lifeiongrcs.seafair just submitted the form 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 204 1 Official Community Plan FinaJ 
Draft' with the responses below. A full report. of all form submissions is available within the activity report. 

Name: 

I live in Richmond 

I have the following 
comments about the 
proposed 2041 ocp 

lifelongres.seafair 

Yes 

With aquatic facilities becoming overloaded (especially when one of the pools is 
closed for mtnce.), serious consideration should be given to covering Steveston 
Pool. This would enhance the S.C.C.ILibrary amenities year round and definitely 
ease traffic issues in the City core and at the Steve.'non Hwy.99 overpass as 
resident~ in the area would not need to commute. Personally, I have resorted to 
purchasing a New Westminster Active Living card for their Canada Games Pool in 
order to be able to lane swim on weekends. And I used to swim in Centennial Pool 
before it was covered!! 

1 
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Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearin'gs held on Monday, November 

.::S~w;.::a~n .. , .::C.::at;:.h:.tY..l(:..P;.;la~n.:.:n::,i n:,;9l,i,)________________ 19, 2012 

From: 

Sent; 
To: 
Subject: 

Bang The Table [admin.ca@maiI55.us4.mandrillapp.com] on behalf of Bang The Table 
[admin.ca@bangthetable.com] 
Friday, 12 October 201209:06 PM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 
can completed 'Comment Sheet - p'roposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' 

can just submitted the form 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' with the 
responses below. A full report of all form submissions is available within the activity report. 

Name: 

I live in Richmond 

I have the following 
comwents about tbe 
proposed 2041 OCl' 

Can 

Yes 

The city core is already very populated. During rusp. hours there are traffic jams on 
Westminster Hwy. lt looks like the plan has no intentions to build more roads or 
somehow to widen the existing ones. I wonder how you are going to solve this 
problem in the future with so many people coming in, as the situation is already 
pretty bad now. Thank you 

1 
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Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 

~S:.;w::.::a:.;n .. , ~C::a:.:t;;h:LY":(i;.P..:I::a;;n;;n::.il::"l!g!..) _ _________________ Hearings held on Monday, November 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject : 

Bang The Table (admin.ca@bangthetable.comJ 
Monday, 15 October 201'2 09:36 AM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 

19,2012 

brunov completed 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' 

brunov just submitted the form 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official ConununityPlan Final Draft! with the 
responses below. A full report of all fonn submissions is available within the activity report. . . 

Name: 

I live in Richmond 

1 have tbe following 
comments :\bout the 
proposed 2041 ocp 

Bruno Vernier 

Yes 

I like the general focus on resilience and sustainability. Blundell Neighbourhood 
Centre is shown centered on Blundell and Gilbert ... which one block away from the 
current Blundell Centre mall and about as far from the Garrat Wellness Centre ... 
What is the thinking behind the proposed location? Letstalkrichmond software is 

. not sufficiently user-friendly and we need collective feedback software that is 
turned on all the time .... because citizen participation is valuable au the time as a 
feedback m~chanism. 

1 

CNCL - 59



Swan, Cathy (P lann ing) 

Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regu lar Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bang The Table [admin.ca@bangthetable.comj 
Tuesday, 16 October 2012 03:30 PM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 
keilhadams completed 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' 

keithadams just submitted the fonn 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 204 1 Official Community Plan Final Draft' 
with the responses below. A fulJ report of all form submissions is available within the activity report. 

Name: 

J live in Richmond 

I have the following 
comments about the 
proposed 2041 OCP 

Keith Adams 

Yes 

With all the building currently going on in Richmond - illy daughter has summed it 
up for me - "Dad, why do they want Richmond to be so busy?" Do we really have 
to continue adding high rises and townhouses at this pace? I think we need to slow 
the pace of development. I foresee crowed spaces and lineups aplenty in this city's 
future. We are sacrificing quality of life in order to satisfy the developers. 

1 
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Swan, Cathy (Planning) 

Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19, 2012 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bang The Table [admin .ca@bangthetable.com] 
Wednesday, 17 October 2012 06:21 PM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 
nasah9 completed 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Oraft' 

nasah9 just submitted the form 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' with the 
responses below. A fu ll report of all form submissions is available within the activity repOlt. 

Name: 

I live in Richmoild 

I bave tbe following comments 
about the proposed 2041 ocp 

Hasan 

Yes 

Make the existing roads wider. More population means more traffic. Not 
everyone will rely on buses, their bike, e.t.c. Also ave more office 
buildings in your selected areas. . 

1 
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Sched ule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 

~S:.;w::.::a;;n::., ~C::a:;t;:,h:.ly~(~P..:I.:a;;n:;.n:;.i;;n~g~) ___________________ Hearings held on Monday, November 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bang The Table ladmin.ca@bangthelable.comj 
Thursday, 18 October 2012 08:50 AM . 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 

19,2012 

derek williams completed 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final 
Draft' 

derek wilhams just submitted the [ann 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' 
with the responses below. A full report of all form submissions is available within the activity report. 

Name: 

I Jjve in Richmond 

I have the following 
comments about tbe 
proposed 2041 ocr 

• 

Derek Williams 

Yes 

If you could put into action all that is planned, it would be a wonderful thing. But 
we need to start somewhere, connecting neighborhoods, creating local employment, 
and increased transit and way less use of the car would go a long way to meet the 
lower emission standard. Reaching sustainability·is a must and we have to make it 
happen. A method of getting this started is to take giant steps with bicycling 
infrastructure, and totally changing peoples attitude to how a bike can be used . 
Richmond is flat, its easy to ride here, there is lots of space on the roads, cut down 
heavily on on street parking, put in many more bike lanes, and make sure they are 
continued right into the heart of all the industrial sites, ·this is where people work, 
create more bike parking, less car spots. Make driving more expensive and less 
convenient, Use other cities as an example eg: Copenhagen, Amsterdam. they still 
go to work and play just like us, but biking is a way of life, lets work towards that 
here and many of the problems, like greenhouse gas emissions, driving congestion 
on the streets will be eliminated. Bike infrastructure is cheap and long lasting, with 
less maintenance than roads. Be forward thinking, even ifunpopular because in the 
big picture it makes sense. Our agricultural land must be saved We must buy local 
food even if it costs more. Bringing food from China does not make sense and its 
not sustainable. Housing should be built as green as possible, with more smaller 
units available, and a walking and biking environment tile main focus, parking for I 
car max and limited access to park any where else on the site. Light rail transit 
coupled with buses and bike lanes should be the norm and encouraged, and driving 
our kids to school totally discouraged, If we educate them to bike and ride the bus, 
it will be normal to them in 2041. 
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Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) Regular Council Meeting for Public 
'::';::':::':"'::::'::;:,!_~_I:..,;:::::::':::.:.lii~ __________________ Hearings beld on Monday, November 

From : 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bang The Table (admin.ca@bangthetable.com] 
Thursday, 18 October 2012 05:45 PM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 

19,2012 

nasah9 completed 'Comment Sheel- Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' 

nasab9 just submitted the form 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' with the 
responses below. A full report of all form submissions is available within the activity report. 

Name: 

I live in Richmond 

I have thc foUowillg 
commcnts about the 
proposed 2041 ocp 

HASAN 

Yes 

Hello i am a grade six student and a member of me to we. J plan to live in 
Richmond for the early years of my life so i think i should have a say in this. First 
of make the roads wider. The major roads will not handle so much traffic in the 
future. Add a SUBWAY that takes you around Richmond and maybe neighboring 
cities. Lastly you should find more sources of income otherwise you will go greatly 
into debt. 

1 
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Swan, Cathy (Planning) 

Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

Fro m: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bang The Table [admin.ca@bangthelable.com] 
Sunday, 21 October 2012 04:17 PM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 
none completed 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' 

none just submitted the fonn 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan FinaJ Draft' with the 
responses below. A full report of al l form submissi.ons is available within the ac~vity report. 

Name: 

I )jve iullichmond 

r have the foll owing 
comments about the 
proposed 2041 ocp 

AmieOna 

Yes 

r have a suggestion about building a bridge 011 No.8 and Boundary road in 
Burnaby .. .Ifthere's a bridge on that area .. maybe we could build the Jet Fuel Tank 
Farm somewhere at the end of No. 8 because it's far from residential area .. Goods 
can be moved from Delta Port,River Port and the warehouses in Richmond with 
ease, because the trucks won't have to pass on residential area. If you would look at 
the road map ... No. 8 Road is close to BOlUldal'Y Road in Burnaby where the Oil 
Refinery is located. From No.8 Road maybe we could build the pipeline from there 
to the Airport. Also it could ease the traffic in George Massey TUJUlel because the 
public will have the option .to use the Alex Fraser Bridge to go to the Border 
Crossing and other places. 

1 
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Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) Regular Counci l Meeting for Public 
'::":;:';;;'::'':;'::'::':'''~;::;':':':':.:.ll_.!... ___________________ Hearings held on Monday, November 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Let's Talk Richmond Team [admin.ca@bangthetable.com] 
Tuesday, 3D October 2012 02:02 PM 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 

19,2012 

Ajit completed 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Orafl' 

Ajitjust submitted the fann 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' with the 
responses below. A full report of all form submissions is available within the activity report. 

Name: 

1 live in Richmond 

I h ave the following 
comments abo ut the 
proposed 2041 OCP 

Ajit Tbaliwal 

Yes 

I think City should re-visit the granny flats idea, as it seems no incentives have 
been given to the developers to build this product and considering all the costs 
associated with this type of development it does not make economical sense. If 
staff think. all the builders are going to start building these granny flats and incur all 
the extra cost of solar panels and rainwater collection and others costs without city 
contributing and giving builders a better incentive, no one will buy into this 
programme, the ultimate goal oftbe granny flats and the OCP update is to provide 
more afardable housing stock and our group of builders ensure Staff and Council 
this move will not promote afordable housing stock. Staff and Council really need 
to consult with the builders who will be building this product in more detail. 

1 
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Schedule 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 

~S;.;w:.:.::a::n,-, C;;.::a.::th:.:.Y!..,!;(P~I:;:a:;.n:;.n:;.in:.:.g .. ),-______________ .,... ___ Hearings held on Monday, November 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Let's Talk Richmond Team [admin.ca@bangthetabJe.com) 
Tuesday, 06 November 201212:15 PM . 
Swan, Cathy (Planning) 

19,2012 

elianachia completed 'Comment Sheet· Proposed 2041 Officia l Community Plan Fina l Draft' 

clianachiajust submitted the form 'Comment Sheet · Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' with 
the responses below. A full report of all fonn submissions is available within ll-le activity rc~ort. 

Name: 

I live in Richmond 

I have the folJowing 
comments about the 
proposed 2041 ocp 

Eliana ehl. 

Yes 

Hello, my name is Eliana erua and I am a current graduate student at UBC's School 
of Community and Regional Planning. My comments regarding the proposed OCP 
are less oriented around its content and more about the community participation 
process that has been practiced in its drafting. My concern is about the lack of youth 
engagement and participation in the writing oftbe OCP. At the Open House I 
attended on Oct. 20, I noticed the absence of individuals under the age of25 in the 
audience. 1 remember hearing about the high school art competition to design a 
cover for the OCP, and I think that is a positive step in raising youth awareness 
about planning projects. However, my question lies in how much consultation has 
taken place in partnership with youth in the community regarding how they would 
like Richmond's future to be shaped, I would love to see more outreach 'to the 
younger generation in Richmond in order to generate more interest and value in 
civic engagement. I was told that the OCP Open House was advertised through the 
local Richmond newspapers and the City of Richmond's website, and I think that 
has played a role in the absence of youth. I believe the use of more social media, . 
such as a 204 l OCP Facebook group and Youtube videos, would be beneficial in 
engaging younger participants. My last comment is on the LetsTalkRichmond 
website. On the home page, points arc made about how the website can help COIU1ect 
users with like-minded people and provide ways to easily interact such as discussion 
forums. However, as a registered user, I am having a difficult time finding these 
features, Is there an online forum or message board incorporated into this website? 
Thank: you for your time. 
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Scbedu le 9 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 

"C"'h"'"is;,t"y",,,J"'u"'n"'e;;... ______________________ Hearings bcld on Monday, November 
- 19,2012 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subjoct: 

Anotheronel 

Swan, Cathy (Planning) 
Monday, 05 November 20121:19 PM 
Christy, June 
FW: Ric,hMan completed 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final 
Draft' 

--.-.---------- ---_.-._-------------
From: Let's Talk. Richmond Team [mailto:admin.ca@bangthetable.com] 
Sent: Monday, as November 2012 13:18 
To : Swan, Cathy (Planning) 
Subject: RichMan completed 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' 

RichMan j ust submitted the form 'Comment Sheet - Proposed 2041 Official Community Plan Final Draft' with 
the responses below. A full report of,all form submissions is available within the activity report. 

Name: 

I live in Richmond 

I have the fo llowing 
comments about the 
proposed 2041 OCP 

Wendel 

Yes 

Some suggestions to tile City's future: 1) Add another Skytrain station down - It 
doesn't really make sense to have the busiest station in Richmond as the very first 
or last stop. Too packed & congested. Better examples: The busiest station in 
Downtown is either Burrard or VanCity Centre, 2nd last stop before·Waterfront. Or 
Surrey Central, 2nd last stop before' King George. Get the idea? It would be nice to 
to bui ld another station further down to ease the congestion on Brighouse Station. 
I'd suggest around No.3 and Bennett Rd. where the McDonalds is since there's a 
vacant lot. Or go further down to Blundell Rd. 2) Can Skytrain handle the capacity? 
- Riclunond's plan, as are most other City p~ans, mentioned increased developments 
along the transit routes, especially Skytrain. Great idea, but - What has Translink 
said about being able to handle the increased capacity, especially over the coming 
years? How are you co;,ordinating this issue with Translink? - Case in point: r 
moved to Richmond not long ago, and get on the Brighouse Station to Waterfront to 
work in downtovm Vancouver. I remembered my first reaction was, why were theJe 
only 2 cars per train, and why is the station so small? I used to live by the New 
Westminster Station, which can accommodate up to a 6-car skytrain, as are most 
other .stations along the Expo Line. 1 find No foresight by Translink. You don't 
build for yesterday's demand I You build for tomorrow's. Translink already spent 
$billions on the infrastructure. What's a little more just to make each station 
bigger?? ! Result is, every morning I get on the very 1st station, and it' s already 
packed like sardines!! Some people cannot even get in, and wait for the next train. I 
would hate to get on the later stations, which will only get worse with all the major 
developments coming, eg, Lansdovme, Matine Drive, and Oakridge which is 
proposing another huge development there. Capacity is already maxed out today! 
How can Skytrain handle tomorrow?! Or do they expect riders to always wait for 
the next train?! 3) More developments West of Aberdeen Station - Until the 
capacity issue is addressed, I'd suggest more development West of Aberdeen 
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station. along No.3 Rd. from Cambie Rd . all the way to Capstan Way. There's very 
little meaningful retail in that area, mostly auto shops and couple small car 
dealerships. East side is nicely developed, but the West side is a little wasteful for 
such a prime location. 4) Don't want public washrooms arowld Brighouse Station -
Generally a bad idea. Who hangs around skytrain stations? Street people! Having a 
Y{ashroom there ~nly makes it more convenient for them, which attra~ even more 
street people or bums, wbich gives the Skytrain another bad reputation! Ask 
YOURSELF this question - Will YOU use it?? Not me! Will just be another filthy 
place you'd avoid. - T always use the wa<;hroom at home before leaving for work. 
When I'm done at work, I always use the office washroom before going home. 
Guess what, I noticed most of my co-workers do the same! Just natural human 
behaviour. And even if you have to go, Richmond Centre isjust across the street! 
Why create an U1ll1ecessary expense? I 5) Widen pedestrian walkways along NO.3 
Rd. - One way to encourage walking, and to increase vibrancy & safety on the 
streets, is to widen the pedestrian walkways. No.3 Rd. is the busiest street in aU of 
Richmond, and people like to walk on a busy street with all the retail shops & malls 
.nearby. I found myself walking along No.3 Rd. often on a sunny day. However, 
except for around Westminster Hwy, majority of the curb lanes along No.3 are 
quite narrow, much like on a quiet side street. I'd suggest to widen the curb Janes, 
especially on the West side. At least along the busiest blocks from Granville Ave. 
all the way to Cambie Rd . . Make No.3 Rd. n10re inviting for walking. Then more 
local residents will leave their cars home. 6) There are practically. no office 
buildings in Richmond along the skytrain line except the VanCity and another 
building, both around Westminster & No.3 Rd . .! think having more office 
buildings along or near skytrain will add to the mix and vibrancy of the community, 
and encourage transit use for those going to work. Yes, most of these suggestions 
cost money'. but you are building a 30 year infrastructure plan, and that will cost 
money regardless. Thank you, Wendel wcen@ymail.com 
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Schedule 10 to the minutes of the J 0 ~ P "'-\A (C. \-\eo.-v":J 
Regular Counci l Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

UDI-

Nove mber 19, 2012 

His Worship Mayor Malcolm Brodie and Council 
City of Richmond 69 11 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

jJ(hl 11 / 2o l 2-

~3 

UR8AN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE - PACIFIC REGION 
'zoo - 602 West H~stlrlg5 Str~et 

Vancouver, British Columbia V6B lP2 "'nllda 
-- - T. 604.669.9585- 1': 604~689.8691 

Iofo@ud! Oeg 
WWW·udl,bc·ca 

Re: Draft 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

For the past three years, Council, staff, stakeholders and the public have been working to 
map and plan Richmond's future through the draft 2041 OCP-Moving Towards 
Sustain ability. The new Officia l Commu nity Plan is particularly important to the members of 
the Urban Development Institute (U OI), as they build the yis ions laid out in these types of 
plans. 

We wo uld like to thank staff for involvi ng UDI and our members thro ughout the process. The 
OCP has been on the agenda of ou r UDI/City of Richmond Liaiso n Committee meetings since 
the process began, and there have been several special sessions with the industry at various 
stages of the development of the Plan. We had a positive meeting on October 30, 201 2 with 
staff on the draft OCP, which forms the basis of our comments regarding the document. 

In ge neral UD I is very supportive of the OCP process and the Plan itself. There are some 
issues that we would like to bring to the atte ntion of Counci l . . 

Chapter Z (Climate Chanee Response); 

We are pleased that the City recognizes that wood-frame construction, compact 
communities and Transit Oriented Development (TOO) are important prescriptions for 
reducing community greenhouse gas emissions. Th is is especially true in Richmond wi th its 
access to the Ca nada Line. UDI also looks forward to working with staff and stakeholders on 
Important issues such as climate change adaption. 
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Chapter 3 (Connected Neighbourhoods): 

UDJjs_ ve(y s_upp'pJtive ofth.e_ p-ro.p~o_sals t.o_enable_mQre_d.eyelopmenUhr.o_ugh neighbourho.o.d 
centre/shopping mall densification and arterial road policies. An additional opportunity for 
the City to consider is approaching communities, where schools are in danger of being 
closed, to discuss increasing densities so local schools do not have to be shut down. Our 
industry would be pleased to work with the City, the School Board and local communities on 
such plans. 

UDI would be pleased to work with staff and the Richmond Centre on Disability to improve 
. accessibility in projects throughout the City. We believe that the focus of this work can be on 
apartment buildings as these types of projects, by their nature, are accessible. In these 
projects, units are generally one level, and elevators provide easy access to units. We also 
believe that it is important to ha:-,e a database of accessible units. Many of our members are 
finding that these units are not being purchased by those who need them, and then after a 
few years, the inventory of already built accessible units in Richmond.is being forgotten. 

We would also like to thank staff for including in the OCP definitions of accessible, adaptable, 
convertible, and barrier free housing as well as visitability and agi ng in place. UDl members 
have requested more clarity regarding these terms and h~w they apply to housing. 

Chapter 4 (Vibrant Cities); 

UDl supports the City's efforts to improve its cultural, artistic, recreational and heritage 
assets and programs. We particularly endorse the proposal to prepare Public Art Plans, as 
our members provide direct funding the Arts Program . . We would be pleased to discuss the 
use of incentives to support the provision of cultural, art and heritage space with staff and 
other stakeholders. 

Chapter 6 (Resilient Economy): 

UDl would -like to work with the City on specific policies to promote economic and job 
growth in Richmond. 

Chapter 8 (Mobility and Access): 

UDI would like to work with the Ctty on identifying future funding sources for the 
infrastructure and amenities such as roads and trails outlined in the-Mobility C'hapter. We 
note that the top three funding sources outlined are primarily development industry related. 
As the OCP is implemented, it will be important to discuss how various types of amenities 
and infrastructure will be funded. 

Our industry supports the efforts of municipal ass.ociations such as the Union of British 
Columbia Municipalities and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities to increase 
infrastructure funding from the Federal and Provincial governments. It is not approp,riate 
that local governments only receive 8¢ of every tax dollar. 
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We also believe it is important to link increased densities and improved transit services. As 
cOQlmJ!!1 ities densify there is aJlQRP_ortunity for Jhe CiJ;y~and TransLink to work tog~t.b~I to 
increase transit services to them. The public will be more accepting of growth if they see 
improved services resulting from that growth. 

There are three additiona l issues in the Mobility Chapter that City staff and ind ustry have 
agreed to further discuss as the OCP is implemented: 

• Car-share spaces; 
• Electri c Vehicles; and 
• Trans portation Demand Management. 

We look forward to those discussions. The industry needs additional clarity on some of the 
policies, and there are some oppor tunities to meet the objectives set out by Council through 
alternative ap proaches. 

Chapter 9 (Island Natural Enyironment): 

We are pleased that staff have confirmed that the designations and gu ideli nes Development 
Permits for Env ironmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) will not impede development, as the use 
and density will be not be altered by the ESAs. One issue that needs fur ther discussion is 
how the ESA process is incorporated into the development review process for projects. UDl 
and Richmond staff will be discussing this at upcoming meetings of the Liaison Committee. 

Chapte r 11 (Socjallnchlsion and Accessibility): 

In Chapter 11, there is a proposed policy to: 

"Establish mechanisms to assist non-profit agencies and community groups to secure office or 
program space, or funding (e.g., through senior governments, NGOs, the lease of any surplus 
City space, negotiation with developers in the rezoning process)." 

Staff have indicated that more disc ussion is needed on how developers could be incentivized 
to provide office space for non-profit agencies and community groups. UDllooks forward to 
these discuss ions. 

Chapter 12 (Sustainable Infrastructure and Resources); 

One of the poliCies proposed in this Chapter is conducting waste audits. UO I has been 
worki ng with Metro Vancouver on this issue for two years. Metro recently released a Sample 
Municipal Bylaw for the Management a/Waste and Recyclable Materials from Demolition 
Work. As UDI noted in an October 30th retter to Council, we would li ke to discuss this 
approach further with staff before it is implemented in Richmond. We are pleased that staff 
have agreed that further consultation is needed with stakeholders, including VOl. 
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Chapter 13 (Implementation Stratee:Y)j 

~--.~- - ~=---c-----,-,-

UDI is ·pleased that staff confirmed front-end financing and latecomer charges would 
continue to be utilized in consultation with our industry. 

Chapter 14 (Deyelopment Permit Guidelines) j 

A few of our members noted that some ofthe Guidelines appeared to be very specific a nd 
restrictive (e.g. Itemizi ng desired building materials in multi-unit residential projects). The 
Guidelines could be made more flexible by replacing restrictive words such as "require" with 
words like "e!1courage", 

We agree with staff that these matters can be addressed after the OCP is approved through a 
future review of the Development Permit Gu idelines. 

Chapter 15 (ReelonaJ Context Statementlj 

UD I recommends a less detailed and restrict ive Regio nal Context Statement (RCS). In 
particular, there are some designated industrial and employment lands in the RCS that our 
members believe are of marginal utility for industrial and/or job-generating land uses. As we 
have noted in the past, redesignating these lands may prove difficult for future Councils 
because it requires approval from the Metro Board. 

Overall, the Urban Development Institute is very supportive of the new OCP, and we 
congratulate staff on preparing a positive futu re vision for the City of Richmond. We would 
also like to thank them for their efforts throughout the consultation process - especially 
Terry Crowe who kept our members informed about developments in the OCP and reviewed 
and discussed industry comments with us over the past three years. 

At.the October 30th meeting, it was agreed that if Council adopts the OCP, UDI and City staff 
would continue to work together to explore more fully the items noted above. We look 
forward to those discussions as we implement Richmond's Official Community Plan. 

Yours tru1r, 

Anne McMullin 
President and CEO 

S:\Publlc\ MUNICIPAL L1AISON\ Rlchmond\ OCP\ UDI Letter -Richmond OCP - November 19, 2012.doc:x: 
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Weber, David 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

City of Richmond Website (webgraphics@richmond.ca] 
Monday, 19 November 2012 02:45 PM 
MayorandCouncillors 
Send a Submission Online (response #722) 

12-8060-20-9000 - OCP (2041) 

Send a Submission Online (response #722) 

Survey Information 
- Sife~ City Website . 

, 
.. , , , - -

Schedule 11 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
12,.lllJ£2 _______ _ 

- I - -' yo, Pag~ ntis,· SeJ)d "a Submission Online , 
:: , - ~-i -

I _ .-' t: URL 
bit];'! :lIgm§ ,rl!i:bmond.caIPage 1793, a~Qj!! 

. ' SUbmr=-:elDate 11/19120122:50:54 PM 

-Survey Response 

Your Name: Andrew Murdoch 

-. .-

Your Address: , 9211 Glendower Drive Richmond Be V7A 2Y4 

--
Subject Property Address OR Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 9000 Bylaw Number: 

This short-sighted plan is doomed to fail as it 
embraces ideology over reality. To make such a 
broad goal as having 40% of trips by citizens made 
by public transit fails to take into consideration the 
abyss mal slate of transit in Greater Vancouver or , its shronic under funding and under service. As 

I I such the only way such a goal cna be ach ieved is 
, Comments: through punishing the use of cars as they have 

ebgun to do in Vancoiuver through punitive 
parking, planned reduction in vehicle capacity , and 
toils . This document could be conSidered, at best, 
laughable unworkable, at worst and most cynically, 

, as a way to squeeze as much revenue for council's 

~--~ 
re-election projects out of a highly-densified 

I 
population as possible, . 

L 
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Schedule l2 to the minutes of the 
Reglil ar Counci l Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 

~M:::a::oYt,;o:::r:.::a:::n:.::d::C:::o:::u:::n::c::.;:::II:.::o::.rs::..._____ 1 9, 20 12 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond,caJ To ~,ublic H!~~Ing 
Monday, 12 November 2012 5:26 PM 08te~ NO\l!'\ :.nl? 

From: 
Sent: 

Categories: 

MayorandCo~nc,il lors . Item /I 'f' 
Send a SubmiSSion Online (response #715) R.:~2~o~n~.\n<>~~~~~:~ 
12·8060·20·8922· Edgemere·Burkevilie Granny Flats & Coach H uses !?a\ai:f 8~¢~ 

To: 
Subject: 

Send a Submission Online (response #715) 
Survey Information 

I • --...,..- . 
':. --

Site: C'lty Website 

l.------ • \ -----
I Page Title: Send a Subm1ssion Online 

r ---
URl: http:Ucms,richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 

1-- - --
Submission Time/Date: 11/12/20125:32:24 PM ~ ~-

Smvey Response 

YOUrN_. _m_e_: _____________ ~~r-s-c-o--tt-s-te-e-v--es ------------------------1 
I Your Address: 10400 dennis cres 

~Ubj.ct Property Address OR I ~~law Number: 
8922 

[ com-;;;;;;;ts ---+--; -w-o-u-Id-b-.- ;-n-f.- v-o--u-r-o-f -th-;s- a-m- e- n-d-m--e- n-t-------I 
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Schedule 13 to the minutes of the To Public Hearing 
Regular Council Meeting for Public N I ~ ""\ ~ 

Date: ~y 7, oN "" Hearings held on Monday, November 
..:C~ity~C~I~er~k~ ___________________ 19,2012 i~lti·m~'~~~::~::~ 

,"e ' 
From: Carol Day (carol@cafsigns.caj 'ZO"\05 AYr\~m(ff\ 
Sent: Monday, 12 November 2012 23:28 IlL' 
To: MayorandCouncillors; CityClerk; RiehmOlid Review aw 
Subject: Edgemere Granny flat and Coach house zoning amendment BYLAW 8922 

~Attach-ments: --'-Edgemere'zoning-amendment Granny·Flats-Coach·houses;docx;-GRannyFlat·Coach-house~··· 
survey.Jpg; Coach house.Jpg 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8922 ~ Single Detached with Granny Flat or Coach House Zone for Edgemere 

Please see my letter , survey and photo attached 

Carol Day 

T 604.240.1986 
F 604.271 .5535 
carol@catsigns.ca 
www.catsigns.ca 

r-

-

1 
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To Richmond City Counci! Nov 12th,2012 

----------
Regarding BYLAW 8922 Edgemere Neighbourhood with lanes 

Create new Sing le Family Granny Flat or Coach house 9REl) zone 

Major changes in the character of a neighbourhood should require major involvement from the 

residents. No answer, is not a YES. Many people living In Edgemere think that they have no say, that the 

decision is already made by Richmond City council so why waste their time. Ambivalence Is not support, 

lack of involvement is not agreement .Untll the City of Richmond receives expressed support from the 

residents, they don 't have it . 

I spoke to staff in the City of Delta and they have a much better process, more letters are sent out to 

homes and they do not have confidence in surveys because the results are often ~ questionable ". An 

excellent example of. a faulty survey is the one done by the city of Richmond in April 2012 whereby the 

staff concluded there was" High support for Granny flats and Coach houses in Burkeville and Edgemere 

" I disagree, in Burkeville 42 people voted yes and in Edgemere only 22 people voted yes . The questions 

where worded to ind icate the decision was already made and the best the public could hope for was 

some say In the guidelines. 

City Of Richmond Public Survey-Granny Flats and Coach Houses 

Burkeville and Edgemere-2041 OCP Update 

Due Thursday AprilS, 2012 

Question" 1 Do you support the proposed Development Permit Guidelines to control the form and 

character of granny flats and coach houses in Burkeville and Edgemere ? 

Question II 2 Do you support the proposal that the City of Richmond amend the Zoning bylaw to permit 

and regulate granny flats and coach houses in Burkeville and Edgemere by Development Permit and 

Building Permit only ( no rezoning)? 

We could learn alot from the City of Delta, they take longer to make decisions and they make better 

decisions. 

But if we are going to talk about survey results then it ,is.up to council to sift through the results because 

staff will not point out that in the 2041 OCP Concept Comment sheet feedback that 29% of people who 

responded disagree that ~' The vision and objectives in the OCP concept provide the direction necessary 

to prepare the 2041 OCP update." Almost one third of people said the city was doing a poor job. 
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ACTION ITEM : 

Please consider sending out a new survey to every home in the Edgemere neighbourhood and require 

--- -----'. - that at least 50%·of homes-respond -and- a-minimum-of-60 % give-expressed approva l for the_zoning 

amendment. The survey should not be worded to garner support but rather to inform residents that 

access to the granny fiats and coach houses will be through-the lanes and tbat they can expect an 

increase in traffic and th ey ca n expect increased densification. If after the public are informed they 

support the denslficat ion of the Edgemere neighbourhood then and on ly then should Richmond City 

council vote to change the zoning. 

We only have one chance to get it right, so let 's take the time necessary to engage the people living in 

Edgemere and wait for their response, what's the hurry ? 

Carol Day 

11631 Seahurst rd Richmond BC V7A4K1 6042401986 
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Schedule 14 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 

"M;;;.;;.y"o:.r"'.;;;n;.;d:.C:.o:.u:.n;;;c:.i;;;II"'o;;;rs;;... _________________ Hearings held on Monday, November 
- 19.2012 
From: 
Sent : 
To: 
Subject : 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 
Thursday, 15 November201210:36 AM 
MayorandCouncillors 
Send a Submission Online (response #718) 

Categories: 12..a060~20·8922 - Edgemere-Burkeville Granny Flats & Coach Houses 

To Public Hearing 

~:~?lrl ~ 11[< 
Survey Information 

Send a Submission Online (response #718) 

---------=_-______ ._ _ s;;IC~_~~bsit~ ____ ._ .. _. 
Page Title: ! Send a Submission Online 

R.: t~ Arn<.r<Im<ot 
-~I<4tcl 8%29-

_____ " ____ ._'==1,----...J 

f - --- - -;;-:1--- --

h
URL:! hnp:/lcms,richmond.calPage1793 .aspx 

S~brriission TIm;n);ie: .11 /15/20;;;·oillz-;;---------------1 
L 
Survey Response 

r Yau'r N;m;----- greg munsie ' 

~
-------- . ___ J j - .. -- ~.--

I 
Subject Property Address O~··-'I- ~9-2-2- -- -- -. _. ----.... -- ···----i 

I Bylaw Number: , 

r Comrnents: ----I" i am in ;avo;o;;~e~;;;-endment - .. --1 
l _ _ _ __ _,__ ______ _ __ . ________ --.J 

I 10071 wilkln$on 
I 

Your Address: 
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MayorandCouncillors 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

City of RIchmond Website (webgraphics@richmond,ca) 
Thursday, 15 November 201210:35 AM 
MayorandCounciliors 
Send a Submission Online (response #717) 

12-8060-20-8922 - Edgemere-Burkeville Granny Flats & Coach Houses 

Send a Submission Online (response #717) 

Your Name: greg munsie -----] 

------J Your Address: 10380 dennise eres 

-----f -----

I 
---1 , 

.J 

! Subject Property Address OR l .. :Iaw N~m~e~ 
r Comments: 

l 

8922 -----r ~ ;mi~ ;~~ oft~e ;~~-nd-m-e-nt---
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Scbedu le 15 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday. November 

;,;M;.;a"'y.;;o;.;ra"'";.;d"'C"'o"'u"'";.;c;,;i;,;II"'o;,;rs'-_______________ 19,2012 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject : 

Categories: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca) To PUbliC l 9He8-.oori nlg~ 
Wednesday, 14 November2012 10:41 AM N' L ,-_ 
MayorandCouncillors o ete: NO" I I.:..L. 

Send a Submission Online (response #716) Item #.~-=~q =L:::-::---; 

--1- 2-8060-20-8922 _ Edgemere-Burkev-ill-e G- ra- n-ny -FI-.'-' &- C-oach- H fieJ ZCr\l \7.lAme~~· 
o'~0b1 Mil). 

Send a Submission Online (response #716) 
Survey Information 

SIte: City WebsIte 

----
Page Title: Send a Submis~ion Online 

URL: h!!Q :II~ms . richmond.caJPag!ll17~~ .as~ 

SUbml~sion Tlm~·h1 /14/201210:47:13 AM 
-

_1 
Survey Response 
- 1 .-
Your Name: Jodi Robertson 

Your Address: 10695 Aiintree Place 

Subject Property Address OR 8922 
Bylaw Number: 

1 really like the idea of granny flats as a concept. 
However, after thinking about how it would affect , . 
my neighbourhbod, I have quite a few reservations. 
If they were used to house aging parents, that 
wou ld be very valuable. But, we all know that they 
will be rented out as suites. This would increase 
traffic substantially. In a neighbourhood that has no 
sidewalks for pedestrians, I would be even more 
nervous walking to the park with my toddler if there 

Comments: were even 20% more cars zooming by at close 
quarters on the roads. Perhaps you should look at 
some of the many traffic concerns before thinking 
about adding more people to the area. Other traffic 
conerns: - there have been close to a dozen 
accidents at the corner of Wi lliams & Shell in the 
past 2 years since there is no light and it's difficult 
to see oncoming traffic -why are there no street 
lights along the very dark walking path along Shell 
Road? -No train crossing arm at such a busy 

'-------_. intersection? That's a m.ajor accident waiting to 

1 
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happen Thanks for your consideration in this 
matter. Jodi Robertson 

-~-------------------. -

, 
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MayorandCouncillors 

From: City of Richmond Website (webgraphics@richmond.caj 
Sent : Friday, 16 November 201212:14 FlM 
To: MayorandCouncillors 
Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #719) 

- - - ~ -- -

Schedule 16 to the minutes of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19 2012 , 

~ -
To Public Hearing 

Data, NO\) I:] LI2 
:i. Item • 

Ro, 2Qn;n::'!! AMeMI",,,,l 

Categories : 12·8060·20·8922· Edgemere-Burkeville Granny Flats & Coae 
~O+J 8~~ ~~:l 

He 

Send a Submission Online (response #719) 
Survey Information 

-
Site : City Website 

------ - ---
Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

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

- - -
Submission Time/Date: 11/16/201212:19;00 PM 

---- -- -.-
Survey Response 

Ivour Name: ------'·-D-a-n-D-u-e-c-km-a-·n--a-nd~-S~a--ndra Dueckman 

l-------~--r--------------I 
L_ Yo~r Address: 10408 Dennis Crescent 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

zoning amendment bylaw 8922 

Comments: We are both in agreement with this bylaw 

_~L-___ ~_ 

1 
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MayorandCouncillors 

From: City of Richmond Website \webgraphics@richmond.caj 
Sent: Friday, 16 November 2012 12: 14 PM 
To: MayorandCouncillors 
Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #719) 

-- - - ---- -- -~-

Sched ule 16 to the minu£es of the 
Regular Council Meeting for Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19 2012 • 

~ -
10 Public Hearing 

o.t.: NO\} l:l L 1.2! 
!:i. Item « 

Ro: 2Qn;n~ AM"""'",,,, 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8922 - Edgemere-Burkeville Granny Flats & Coa 
- ~~~ 81 1J.~:t- ~ 
Hd'O~-

Send a Submission Online (response #719) 
Survey Information 

I City Website 

t~= - -
Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URl: htt~::IB;;m~ ·ri~bmond .calPi!g~1793 .as~x 

l--. SUb";ission TimelDa'" 11/16/20121.2 :19:00 PM 

. -Survey Response 

!v0urName: 
- --------

Dan Dueckman and Sandra Oueckman 

i 
L~~r Address: 10408 Dennis Crescent 

I Subject Property Address OR 
zoning amendment bylaw 8922 

~WNumb~ 
Comments: We are both in agreement with this bylaw , 

~ --~-- I 

1 

-.-
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To Ridvnond City Council 

ReganJing BYlAW 8922 Edgeme<e Neighbourhood _ lanes 

Create new Single Family Granny Flat or Coach house 9RE1) mne 

Schedule 17 to the minutes of the 
Regular Counci l Meeting fo r Public 
Hearings held on Monday, November 
19,2012 

Nov 19th,20U 

Council is being asked tonight to make a decision to fundamentally change the character of the 

Edgemere neighbourhood and I believe there is not enough accurate and sufficient information to 
make that decision. There has been very poor imrolvement from the residents of Edgemere and I think I 

know why. 

They befieve that the mning cha,.e to allow for Granny Flats and Coach houses is a done deal. 

Reason # 1 City survey Question' 1 PH l.J34 

Do]lOU support the ptr>pOSed Deve/opmm! Permit GuitJerures '" COIItmI thefrxm 0IId cho_of 

granny flats and roach houses;n Burkeville and Edgemere ? 

This question does not allow fOf" a yes or no as to the densific:ation only guidelines as to the 

appearance, Any rational person would conclude that the decision to densify Edgemere is already made. 

Reason 1/ 2 City Survey Question. 2 

Do you support the proposoJ that the city of Richmond amend the zoning I/y/l1w ., """"it and regular. 
granny fiats and Coach houses in Burkeville and Edgemere by Development Permit and Building Permit 

only ( no rezoning) 

This .- is confusing to most people who do not speak tile languace of pia"""", !hey have asked 

me , -can we choose not to have any change o r is this a done deal?-

Reason 113 City Survey result are questionable wflich ~ confusjon and empathy. 

PHl138 previous survey results states there are S45 households in Edgernere and PH nos staff survey 

resutts stlte there are 391 households we lost 154 households.. Only 57 surveys have been submitted 

by the residents and that is not enough to gage support for this massive cha,.e in zoning. I can 

guarantee you that Edgemere residents are not - " 79 in Support of Granny Flats and Coach HouseS

as staff has indicated on PH 11.05... This is a dassic: example of SUJVeY results that are not reliable and I 

urge councilo~ to listen to the people of Edgemere when they say they are concerned about traffic:,. 

densffication. safety and their quality of life. 

Major changes in the character of a neighbourhood should require major involvement from the 

residents. A No answer, is not a YES. Until Richmond city roundl receives expressed support from the 

residents, they don't have it. CoWKibrs should not be forced to make a decision under these 

drcumstances. 
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In the 2041 OCP Concept Comment sheet feedbact 29% of people who responded disag:reethat - The 

vision and objectives in the OCP mncept provide the direction nece:ssaryto prepare the 2041 OCP 

update-The fact that 29% of people have no confidence in the pcocess speaks to a muc:h larger problem 

---'aootnat must be orgreaE concem to CoiiiCilOiS. 

Most residents have not read the city staff report they have not realized that the densificoJtion will 

allow fo..- a primary house with a secondary suite. and a mach house Of Granny flat. three residences in 

an a..-ea originally designed fo..- one residence pel'" lot. Most people do nat realizethat the· Permitted 

lot Coverage is 70" foI'" bwldings. structures and non-porous surfaces.-PH 1l.54 

When the densffication of existing neighbourttoods came up. Richmond Gardens said aloud NO and 

now the Burkeville community has asked for a delay of two years to better" study the densification of 

then- neighbourhood to allow Granny Flats and Coach houses. Edgemere shoukI also be given a 2 year 

reprieve to better lMlderstand the proposed zoning and make informed decisions. 

Councilors are overwhelmed with binders of information and cannot be expected to sift tIvough and 

decipher all the infonnation provided by staff. tt is not possible for councilors sua:eed in their fiduciary 

responsibility when some of the infonnation they receive is questionable. 

Edgemere also deserves OJ d1ance to better ooderstand the ramifications of the change in zoning and 

they deserve a new stWYeY worded in such iii way that allows for their answer- can be dear and concise. 

Edgemere also deserves the same two year extension that Burkeville has asked for. I think Richmond 

Council also needs and deserves a chance to talk to the people in Edgemere and really hea..-tbeir 

concerns. These are some of the concerns from the sunrey mmpiled by staff. 

See 2012 OCP Pubfic consuhation PH 1132 

ACnONITEM , 

Please consider sending out a new survey to every home in the Edgemere neighbourhood and require 

that at least 50% of homes respond and a minimum of 60 "give expressed approval fo..-the zoning 

amendment. The survey should not be wonIed to gamer support but rather to infonn residents. If after 

the public are infunned and they support the densification of the Edgemere neighbourhood then and 

only then should Rkhmond Oty cooocil be tasked with making a decision to mange the zoning. 

See attached sample of SUrvey 

lhank you very much 

carol Day 

11631 Seahurst rd Richmond BC V7A4K1 6042401986 
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Survey Questions for Granny Flats and Coach houses 

11 

Do you support: densification ... the Edgemere neighbouhood with 

Coach houses (Two Storey with Ga""", on ground floor) Yes 

Grannyflats ( Onestoreywith parking beside ) Yes 

12 

If your answer is yes to II, do you support 

• re-zoning o f the entire area 

·orone lot at a time?' ___ _ 

Choose one 

__ No 

__ No 
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......... metrovancouver BOA R DIN B R IE F 
..,. SERVICES AND SOLUnONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION 

<1330 King sway, Burnaby. Be, Canada V5H 4GB 604-432-6200 www,metrovilncouver,org 

For Metro Vancouver meetings on November 16, 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 Morrelf, 604-451-6107, Bill.Morrell@metrovancQuver.om or 
Glenn Bohn, 604-451-6697, Gfenn.Bohn@metrovancouver.orq 

Greater Vancouver Regional District 

Experience the Fraser: Final Concept and Implementation Plans Approved 

The Board endorsed a concept and implementation plan to connect communities, parks, 
natural features, historic sites and cultural sites along the Fraser River, from Hope to the Salish 
Sea. The Canyon to Coast Trail- a trail on both sides of the river - will create a 550 kilometre 
recreational network. 

Matsqui Trail Regional Park Management Plan Deferred 

The Board referred the draft management plan back to the Environment and Parks Committee, 
for further review. The draft management plan outlines a linear park with river connection 
points , new trails, park nodes and strategic landscape interventions designed to preserve 
parkland, create and enhance habitat and support agriculture. The concept provides a 20 plus
year vision for the park, at an order-of-magnitude cost estimate of $8.5 million. 

Review of the Parks Function Approved 

The Board directed staff to examine the long-term regional parks function, the relevance of the 
regional parks function in the future, and how the growth of this function will be managed. 

Greater Vancouver Regional District Regional Parks Regulation 
Bylaw No. 1177, 2012 

Approved 

A re-written Parks Regulation Bylaw provides information to the public on acceptable conduct 
within regional parks and enhances general enforcement powers for bylaw enforcement 
officers to provide for safe public use of regional parks and the protection of park resources. 
The bylaw also includes permit fees and charges. 

The animals part was re-written to strengthen the ability to deal with disruptive, aggressive or 
dangerous dogs more effectively. Park Officers can now clearly require an owner to muzzle, 
leash, remove their animal or prohibit the animal altogether. 

The bylaw also allows staff to effectively manage long boards, kite boards, electric bicycles 
and motorized wheelchairs. It also incorporates recent policy changes, such as the smoking 
prohibition implemented this January. 

CNCL - 89



Greater Vancouver Regional District Ticket Information Utilization 
Amending Bylaw No. 1169, 2012 

Approved 

The Board approved a bylaw that enables Metro Vancouver to enforce compliance with its 
regulatory bylaws through the use of MTls or Municipal Ticket Informations. Although 
compliance with Metro Vancouver's regulatory bylaws is primarily promoted through non
punitive means such as education, advisories and warnings, in some cases and for some 
offences, punitive measures are warranted, and the use of MTrs is an effective alternative to 
other ticketing and legal options. Tickets can be used to enforce a number of bylaws, including 
parks and air quality bylaws. 

Notice of Bylaw Violation Enforcement and Dispute Adjudication 
Amending Bylaw No. 1159, 2012 

Approved 

A Notice of Bylaw Violation provides an administrative ticketing option alternative where 
disputes can be heard and resolved in-house through the adjudication process instead of 
Provincial Court. The amending bylaw provides a current offence and fine schedule for the 
Regulation Bylaw and the Electoral Area A Zoning, Building Administration and Unsightly 
Premises Bylaws. 

Amendments to Boilers and Process Heaters Emiss ion Regulation Bylaw Approved 

The Board authorized staff to consult with stakeholders and the public about proposed 
amendments to the Greater Vancouver Regional District Boilers and Process Heaters Emission 
Regulation Bylaw No. 1087, 2008. The proposed amendments are to clarify modeling and 
emission monitoring requirements for biomass projects authorized by the Bylaw. 

Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Update Approved 

The Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory was developed over the past three years to meet the 
growing data needs of Metro Vancouver, member municipalities, and other regional agencies. 
SEI mapping is a Geographic Information System (GIS) based method that identifies rare and 
fragile ecosystems in a given area. 

The Board endorsed a Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Communications and Outreach 
Program. 

Terms of Reference for a New Transportation Committee Approved 

The Board approve the terms of reference for a new Transportation Committee. The mandate 
of the new committee is to expand the scope of the existing Port Cities Committee to include 
important elements of regional transportation systems, including TransLink, the Province, Port 
Metro Vancouver, airports and rail within the region , and the Gateway Council. The creation of 
the new committee was driven by the lack of an appropriate forum to discuss the challenges 
arising from accommodating population growth, the expansion of the southern component of 
the Asian Pacific Gateway, the expansion of transit, and the related transportation funding 
formula within Metro Vancouver. 

Kinder Morgan's Proposed Trans Mountain Pipeline Expans ion Approved 

At its Oct. 25 meeting, the Port Cit ies Committee discussed the National Energy Board 
application by Trans Mountain Pipeline ULC/Kinder Morgan Energy Partners L.P. (collectively 
"Kinder Morgan"), June 29, 2012, seeking approval of contract terms and toll structure for 
proposed expansion of Trans Mountain Pipeline Systems. Concerns were raised regarding 
proposed plans to transport refined oil from British Columbia to China and the United States, 
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the lack of national policy protecting domestic oil supplies and the economic impacts for British 
Columbia if the Burnaby Chevron refinery were to close. 

The Board approved a resolution to: a) Write a letter to the National Energy Board supporting 
priority destination status for the Burnaby Chevron Refinery; and b) Invite the Federal Minister 
of Energy to meet with the Port Cities Committee to discuss potential implications to British 
Columbia's oil supply and concerns regarding a lack of national policy protecting domestic oil 
supplies. 

Convening a Multi-sectoral Joint Policy Panel on Infrastructure and 
Transportation 

Referred 

The Board referred the following draft resolution to the new Transportation Committee: 

That a multi-sectoral ~Joint Policy Panel" be convened comprising representatives from key 
transportation stakeholders including the federal and provincial governments, airport 
authorities, Port Metro Vancouver, TransLink, Gateway Council , the two health authorities and 
the two rail authorities. 

Barnston Island Agricultural Land Use Inventory Approved 

The Board requested that staff work with the Ministry of Agriculture and Agricultural Land 
Commission on policies and actions to increase the amount of actively farmed land and prevent 
future non-farm use on Agriculture Land Reserve parcels in accordance with the findings of the 
report titled "Barnston Island Agricu[tural Land Use Inventoryn. 

A Metro Vancouver Position Paper on Bill S-8: The Safe Drinking Water 
for First Nations Act 

The Board approved a resolution to : 

Approved 

a) Endorse the report , dated October 26, 2012, titled «A Metro Vancouver Position Paper on Bill 
S-8: The Safe Drinking Water for First Nations Ace, for SUbmission to the House of Commons' 
Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development; 

b) Direct staff to arrange for a Metro Vancouver Board delegation to present to the Standing 
Committee on concerns identified with respect to Bill S-8; and c) Direct staff to forward this 
report, along with a covering [etter, to Member Municipalities for submission to their respective 
Members of Parliament. 

c) That the funding capacity for expansion of infrastructure funding on reserves, or to service 
reserves, be addressed by the federal government. 

Consideration of City of Richmond's Regional Context Statement Approved 

The Board accepted the City of Richmond's Regional Context Statement, as submitted to Metro 
Vancouver, on September 26, 2012. 

Corporation of Delta Request to Extend Regional Sewer Service Outside 
of the Regional Growth Strategy Urban Containment Boundary 

Approved 

The Board resolved that a proposed extension of regional sewerage services for Millennium 
Pacific Greenhouses, at 3760 Arthur Drive in Delta, is consistent with Regional Growth Strategy 
provisions. The Board approved an amendment to the Fraser Sewerage Area Boundary. 
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Best Practices for the Intensive Use of Industrial Land Discussion Paper Approved 

In 2011 , the Metro Vancouver Board and all local authorities in the regional district approved a 
Regional Growth Strategy that contains urban development, protects agricultural land for food 
production, and protects the supply of industrial lands. 

At current industrial land demand rates, Metro Vancouver expects the supply of industrial lands 
in the region will be depleted in the 2020s. Because the industrial land base is so limited, Metro 
Vancouver wants to encourage higher-density forms of industrial development and facilitate 
new growth through the re-development and intensification of under-utilized industrial lands. 

The Board authorized staff to release the discussion paper titled "Best Practices for the 
Intensive Use of Industrial Land Discussion Paper" as basis for further consultation with a 
broad range of public and private partners and report back with a final report in 2013. 
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RICHMOND PUBLIC LIBRARY BOARD 

ANNUAL REPORT TO COUNCIL 

Monday, November 26 , 2012 

Table of Contents 

• 2011 Report to the Community 

it Richmond !II Public Library 

100-7700 Minoru Gate 
Richmond 
British COlumbia 
canada V6Y IRS 

Tel (604) 231-6422 
Fax (604) 273-0459 

www.yourlibrary.ca 

• Richmond Public Library Compared to Other Lower Mainland Libraries 
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2011 REPORT TO THE COMMUNITY 

The Learning Place 

Do you have expertise and a program idea? Let us know! 

Richmond 

Public Library 

We want YOU! Our community is full of experts on all sorts of topics, so share your knowledge with others and have fun while you're at it l 

Gelebrah'on of Chinese Culture Cllke Pops 101 Brlghllchlas Knitting 701 

Library Board 

L-R; Front- SllSlI1l Koch, Dulce Cuenca, Pal Watson (Chair). 
Counr;ilklrUnda Bames, Sanjiv Khangura, Simon Tang 

L-R. Back - Mark Bostwick, Diane COllsar. Peter Kafka (Vice-Chair) 

Check out our new Digital SelVlces 

Gel eBooks, music, magazines and newspapers! Plus great language learning softw"are! 

... =-:::.~-- .... -

Cash and In-Kind Donations Received Jan. - Dec. 2011 
Thank you to our many generous donors who help us improve and expand access to essential programs, collections and services. 
To donate, visit www.yourlibrary.caldonationsoranyRichmondPublicUbrarybranch. 

Donations $1 ,000,000 and up: Dr. and Mrs. Kwok-Chu Lee; Donations $10,000 and up: Friends of the Richmond Public Library; 
Donations $1,000-$9,999 : The Ben & Esther Dayson Charitable Foundation; Alan Bums; Pat watson; Donations $100-$999: Anony
mous; Linda Barnes; Richard and Jeanne Bushey; Greg Buss; Bernard Che; Gtitterbugs Book Club; Robbin Greig; Anil K. Gulati; 
Richard and Carolyn Hart; Ironwood Afternoon Book Club; Ladies of the Green Book Club; Connie Lau; Lu Lu Belles Book Club; 
Marilyn Meyer; Cyndi and Max Mintzberg ; Municipal Pension Retirees Association; Richmond Women's Resource Centre Associalion; 
Devra Faye Samson; Snacks Book Club; TELUS Corporation; Susan walters; Ya Ya Sisters Book Club; Donations up to $99: Anony
mous; Karuna Belani; Jerry and Estelle Bleet; Tami Bleet; Daiso Store Canada Ltd.; James Huang; Trevor and Dawn Hurwitz; Glen 
Kirkpatrick; Catherine Ko; Perry and Louise Mazzone; Richmond Go Kart Track; Alexis Rothschild; Peter Smolik; Christine Swanson; 
Amadou Toure; WorkSafeBC; Hanny Yang; Josh Yang. 
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Richmond 

Public Library 2011 REPORT TO THE COMMUNITY 

Message from the Board Chair - Pat Watson 

The library continues to connect people to information and each 
other. Today you can use books, magazines and newspapers in 
hard copy or online. You can come into the library to browse the 
collections or use the website anytime to find what you enjoy. 

The library is transforming into a Learning Place, where 
everyone can come to exchange knowledge and ideas. You 
can participate in a comfortable environment that encourages 
collaboration , learning and discovery. 

Our library staff are well trained and ready to help you with our 
new digital services. They can guide you on how to download 
eBooks, music and magazines. They can show you how to be 
part of online language learning with over 38 available 
languages. 

Our iPads for pre-schoolers ready them to explore eBooks and 
games·. IPads will soon be in other areas for everyone to enjoy. 

We also offer a wide range of programs to inform and inspire. If 
there is a program that you would like to see or you have special 
skills and want to share your knowledge leading a program, let 
us knowl 

(/ The library will be asking YOU 
what you want from your library. 

Soon there will be a widespread public consultation process and 
you will hear more about this in the library and through our 
community newspapers. The library will be asking you what you 
want from your library. 

Last fall , long-time library donors Dr. and Mrs. Kwok-Chu Lee 
generously donated 47,000 Chinese books, valued at nearly 
$1.2 million dollars. Since 1995 the total value of their donations 
is $1.53 million , including books and cash. Dr. Lee has also 
conducted 26 library programs attended by 2,635 participants. 
In honour of their latest donation, the library held a series of 
cross-cultural programs in celebration of Chinese culture. 

The Kronier family also continued their generous support of the 
library with a $10 ,000 donation to the Richmond Community 
Foundation, and we're very appreciative of their commitment to 
literacy and leaming. 

We are grateful to our Friends of the Library, who celebrated 
their 40th Anniversary in 2012. The Friends worked tirelessly to 
establish the Richmond Public Library and we are all thankful for 
their energy and vision. Over the years they have contributed 
more than $500,000 to the library. Thank you Friends, for your 
support, commitment and continued importance to the Library. 
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City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

Community Safety Committee 

\Vednesday,~overnber 14,2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Derek Dang, Chair 
Councillor Ken l olmston 
Counci llor Bill Mc~u1ty 
Mayor Malcolm Brodie 

CounciJlor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 

Councillor Chak Au 

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

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat tlte minutes of tlte meeting of tlte Community Safety Committee held 
on Wedllesday, October 10, 2012 be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday, December 11 ,2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

INTRODUCTION 

Phyllis Carlyle, General Manager, Law & Community Safety, introduced 
Edward Warzel, Manager, Community Bylaws and commented on Mr. 
Warzel's work experience. 

I. 
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3706175 

Community Safety Committee 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DEPARTMENT 

I. RCMP'S MONTBL Y REPORT - SEPTEMllER 2012 ACTIVITIES 
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3654308 v,J) 

Inspector Sean Maloney reviewed the Ricrunond RCMP's September 2012 
activities. He highlighted activities at the City Centre Community Police 
Office and commented on cell phone thefts. 

In reply to a query from the Chair, Insp. Maloney advised that as the holiday 
season approaches, the RCMP will be focusing on drinking and driving, 

It was moved and seconded 
That 'he report titled RCMP's Monthly R eport - September 2012 Activities 
(dated November 12, 2011, from 'lt e OIC, RCMP) be received for 
ill/ormatioll, 

CARRIED 

2. RICHMOND FIRE-RESCUE - SEPTEMllER 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT 
(File Ref: No. 09-5000·01) (REDMS No. 3679339) 

It was moved and seconded 
ThaI the staff report titled Richmond Fire-Rescue - September 2012 Activity 
Repol't (dated October 1 7, 2012, from 'lte Fire Chief, Richmond Fire
Rescue) be received/or ill/ormalion. 

CARRIED 

3. COMMUNITY BYLAWS - SEPTEMllER 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT 
(File Ref. No. 12.8060-01) (REOMS No. 3688016) 

In reply to a query from Committee in regards to the Grease Management 
Program, Wayne Mercer, Manager, Conununity Bylaws, advised that if a 
restaurant owner demonstrates an immediate effort to comply, a violation 
notice may be changed to warning. He stated that this process is documented 
and if a subsequent inspection of the same restaurant identifies the same 
contravention, a violation notice is issued. 

It was moved and seconded 
That tlte staff report titled Community Bylaws - September 2012 Activity 
Report (dated October 15, 2012 from the General Mauager, Law & 
Community Safety), be receivedfor ill/orlllatio". 

CARRIED 
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Community Safety Committee 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

4. POLICE SERVICES MODELS 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3685832 v. 25) 

Ms. Carlyle advised that staff received the RCMP report titled 'Richmond 
Detachment Service Delivery: The RCMP Advantage' late last Friday and as 
such, staff are not in a position to comment on the contents of the report. 

Ms. Carlyle clarified tbat the findings in Table 2 of the staff report titled 
Police Services Models in relation to transition costs are reflective of a 
gradual transition. She stated that a handover of police services would be an 
enonnous undertaking; therefore, in an effort to provide continuous service, 
transition time estimates are a minimum of two to three years. During this 
period, there would be a staffing overlap between the two agencies. 

Discussion ensued and Committee commented that a breakdown and analysis 
of the RCMP report titled 'Ridullond Detaclunent Service Delivery: The 
RCMP Advantage' is needed, in particular as it relates to one-time and 
transition costs. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Carlyle commented on the potential 
police services governance models. She noted that unless aU policing services 
are contracted out, a Police Services Board would have to be created. Council 
would be represented by the Mayor on this future Board; however, the 
Province would control the majority of appointments to this Board. Also, Ms. 
Carlyle commented on police services governance models outside BrHish 
Columbia, noting that no police services governance model provides Council 
with full autonomy. 

Ms. Carlyle provided background information regarding the Township of 
Esquimalt's police services model with the City of Victoria, noting that the 
Province overruled the Township of Esquimalt's choice to contract with the 
RCtvIP for policing services. Discussion ensued and it was noted that it may 
be beneficial for Richmond City Council to hear fTom members of the 
Township of Esquimalt's Council as it relates to their experience with 
establishing a new police services model. Also, it was suggested that 
Richmond City Council hear from a non-adjacent jurisdiction that has an 
independent police department and contracts out for external specialized 
services. 

Discussion ensued and it was noted that Richmond's consideration of 
alternate police services models does not reflect dissatisfaction with the 
Richmond RCMP. 

In reply to a query, Ms. Carlyle commented that the Delta Police Department 
provides in-house specialized services. 

As a result ofthe discussions, the following referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
ThaI: 
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(1) tlte staff report fitted Police Services Model, dated November 7, 2012 
from lite General Mallager, Law & Commullity Sa/ety, be referred 
back to staff to examine fh e finances for Option 2B (Indepellllelll 
Police Department lVitlt External Specialized Services) altd to 
provide: 

(a) a /tll'fh er analysis 0/ 'he olle-time and the transitioll costs for 
Optioll 2B; 

(b) a further analys;s of 'lte Vancouver Police Departmellt 's 
assumptions (IS they relate 10 Oplioll 2B; 

(2) staff analyse allli commellt 011 the RCMP repol't titled 'Richmond 
Detachment Service Delivery: Tlte R CMPA dvQII/age;' 

(3) staff ellier illio discussions to determille the prospecl of whe/lter a 
regional police/aree would be led by 'he Province; alld 

(4) COlillcilltear from representatives oj (i) tlte Towlls/lip oj ESlJlIimalt. 
amI (ii) auotlter II oll-adjacelltjllriwlictioll witlt (Ill Independent Police 
Departmelll with External Specialized Services. 

5. FIRE CHIEF BRIEFING 
(Verbal Report) 

(i) Fire Prevention Week Update 

CARlUED 

Kim Howell , Deputy Fire Chief, commented on various Fire Prevention Week 
initiatives and highlighted that this year's national theme was to plan and to 
practice two ways out of each room of the house. 

6. JOINT FIRE CIDEF & RCMP BRIEFING 
(Verbal Report) 

(iii) Pedestria" Safety Campaign 

Insp. MaJoney and Deputy Fire Chief Tim Wilkinson stated that a second 
Pedestrian Safety campaign would be launched on November 21, 2012 and 
would run in the momjng and in the afternoon at high traffic and pedestrian 
areas. This joint initiative is directed at pedestrians, drivers and cyclists to 
promote key safety messages when crossing and using the roads. 

(i) Remembrance Day Event Update 

Insp. Maloney and Deputy Fire Chief Tim Wilkinson spoke of the City'S 
Remembrance Day event. 
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(ii) Movember 

Deputy Fire Chief Wilkinson commented on Movember. noting that there will 
be a shave-off event for participating Richmond Fire-Rescue members on 
November 29, 201 2. 

It was moved and seconded 
Thai 'h e Joint Fire Chief & R CMP Briefing verbal reports be received f or 
i,,/ormatioll. 

CARlUED 

Councillor McNulty left/he meeting (5:06 p.rn.) and did not return. 

7. RCMP BRIEFING 
(Verbal Report) 

(i) Halloween 

Insp. Ma10ney corrunentcd on the number of service calls on Halloween, and 
stated that there were no major calls. 

(U) Operation Red Nose 

Insp. Maloney stated that Operation Red Nose will be runnmg from 
November 25, 2012 to December 21, 20 12. 

(iii) A ward.f - Queen 's Jubilee, Govemor Gelleral's AlVard, Punjabi 
Radio 

Insp. Maloney commented on members of the Richmond RCMP receiving 
various awards. 

8. MANAGER'S REPORT 

None. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
Tlrat lire meetiug adjourn (5:15p.m.). 

CARRIED 
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Chair 

370617S 

Community Safety Committee 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

Certified a hue and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Community 
Safety Committee of the Council of the 
City of Richmond held on Wednesday, 
November 14,2012. 

Hanieh Berg 
Committee Clerk 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Monday, November 19, 2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Bames 
Councillor Ken Johnston 
Conncillor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 

Minutes 

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

3708880 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
Tlrat tire minutes o/tlle meeting o/tlle General Purposes Committee Ireld 011 

Monday, November 5, 2012, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

1. RICHMOND CELEBRATES SCOTIABANK HOCKEY DAY IN 
CANADA 2013 
(File Ref. No. 11-7400-20-HDAYIf2012) (REDMS No. 3685824 V.6) 

A discussion ensued among members of Committee and Cathryn Volkering 
Carlile, General Manager, Community Services about: 
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• the impact of the National Hockey League (NHL) strike on the 
Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada 20 13 event. It was noted that 
discussions with CBe indicated that the event may not be televised 
nationally. and that there is no impact anticipated fo r the event as a result 
of the NHL strike; 

• the budget for the 2013 event in comparison to 201 2. It was noted that 
the budget had been reduced for 201 3; 

• how the event will be taking place on the Family Day long weekend as 
well as Chinese New Year. A brief di scussion took place about the 
feasibility of combining the event with Chinese New Year's events; and 

• the need to provide opportun ities fo r youth to interact with hockey idols 
and other celebrities. 

It was moved and seconded 
That: 

(1) the City contribute lip to $58,000 from the Major Event Provisiollal 
Fliud for tlte Richmond Celebrates Scoliablmk Hockey Day ill 
Canada event at the Richmolld Olympic O'lml 0 11 February 9, 2013; 
olld 

(2) Ihot the City's budgel for the 2013 Hockey Day evellt he included ill 
Ift e 5 Yea/' Fil/al/cial Plal/ (2013-2017). 

CARRIED 

2. RICHMOND OLYMPIC EXPERIENCE ADVISORY COMMITIEE 
COUNCIL LIAISON 
(File Ref. No. 01-0005-0112012) (REDMS No. 3702547) 

It was moved and seconded 
That Councillor Bill McNulty be appoillled as Coullcil Liaison to the 
Richmond Olympic Experience AdvisOlY Committee as olltlilled ill the staff 
report from tlt e Director, Arts, Cultllre allli Heritage Services dated 
November 6, 201 2. 

CARRlED 
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ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

3. 2013 UTILITY BUDGETS AI\'D RATES 
(File Ref. No.: 03-0970-0112012) (REDt"IS NoJ699344 v.3) 

S UZaIUlC Bycraft, Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs, accompanied 
by Jerry Chong, Director, Finance, highlighted the key impact on the budget 
as a result of challenges related to increasing costs outside of the City's 
control. 

A discussion then ensued about the various service sections and in particular 
on: 

• opportunities for expansion of the toilet rebate program; 

• opportunities for expansion of the residential water metering program. 
It was noted that participation in the water metering program was still on 
a voluntary basis, and discussion took place about the feasibility of 
making the program mandatory in tbe future; and 

• the increased annual operating costs of the solid waste and recycling 
program and how the associated costs reflected in the budget are pro
rated to correspond with the June. 2013 implementation date. 
Discussion also took place about the success and future expansion of the 
solid waste and recycling program. 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat: 

(1) tlte 2013 Utility Expenditure BEulgets, as outlined under Option 3 for 
Water, Sewer, Drainage & Diking, and Option 2 for Solid Waste & 
R ecycling as contained in tlt e staff report dated November 14, 2012 
from tlte General Managers of Finance & Corporate Services alU/ 
E ngineering & Public Works, be approved as tlte basis for 
establishing tlte 2013 Utility Rates alUl for preparing tlte 5 Yetlr 
Fillallcial PlalJ (2013-2017) Bylaw; 

(2) tlte Cltief A dmillis trative Officer alEd General Manager, Engineering & 
Public Works be authorized to llegot;ate and execute all amendment to 
Contract T.2988, R esidential So/ill Waste & Recycling Collectioll 
Services, to: 

(a) include acquisition, storage, assembly, labelling, delivery, 
replacement and related tasksJor tlte carts and kitclt ell cOlltainers 
associated witlt all expalldel/ yard trimmings/Jood scraps recycling 
program at a olle-time cost of lip to $3 million (excluding HS1); 
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(b) add yard trimmillgs/Jood scraps collection olltllarge item pickup 
services to towllltomes willt blue box service, effective JUlie 3, 
2013; 

(e) add col/ectioll of yard trimmillglfood scraps IIj';llg City-provided 
carts ami large item pickup services to r esit/ellis ill sillgle-/amily 
homes effective JUlie 3~ 2013; 

(d) r evise the allluw/ COIl/ract amoulll to approximately $5,788,664 
(depending 0 11 contract variables slIch as inflationary and IIllit 
COlillt il1creases), effective lillie 3, 2013; 

(e) extend lite term o/tlte cOIl/ract 10 December 31, 201 7; 

(3) lire existing agreement (dated September, 2010) with Neptune 
Tecllll%gy he extellded for olle year, eliding December 31, 2013, 
lisillg the 2010 ,wil rales wilh all adjustment made for the HST to 
GS TIPST conversion effective April 1, 2013. 

The question on the motion was not called, as a brief discussion ensued about 
the green cart prog~am. It was noted that a contingency fund has been build 
into the program to provide new residents with complimentary carts and for 
the replacement of damaged carts. Staff was requested to present a report on 
the implementation oflhe program before it is rolled oul. 

The question on the motion was then called, and it was CARIUED. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (4:29 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 tbe Council of the 
City of Richmond held on Monday, 
November 19,2012. 

Shanan Sarbjit Dhaliwal 
Executive Assistant 
City Clerk's Office 
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City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Placc: 

Present: 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

Planning Committee 

Tuesday, November 20,2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 
Counci llor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Counci llor Chak Au 
Counci llor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Linda McPhail (arrived at 4:01 p.m.) 

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

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat tlte miuutes of the meetiug of lite Plmmillg Committee held Oil 

Tuesday, November 6,2012, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday, December 4, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

I. 

CNCL - 109



37()51S78 

Planning Committee 
Tuesday, November 20, 2012 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

1. APPLICATION BY MATTHEW CHENG ARCHITECT INC. TO 
REZONE 7451 AND 7471 NO. 4 ROAD, A NO ACCESS PROPERTY ON 
GENERAL CURIUE ROAD, AND A LANE TO HE CLOSED FROM 
"SINGLE DETACHED (RSl/B) AND (RSl/F)" TO ''MEDIUM DENSITY 
TOWNHOUSES (RTM3)" IN ORDER TO DEVELOP A 20 UNIT 
TOWNHOUSE COMPLEX 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8 1981 8968; RZ 11-582929) (REDMS No. 3680513) 

Ii was moved and seconded 
(1) Tltat Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, Amendment 

Bylaw 8198 he aban doned; aud 

(2) Tltat Bylaw 8968 for ,lte rezolling 0/ 7451 No 4 Road, a No Access 
Property 011 General Currie Road, aud a Lane to be closed fro m 
"Single Detached, (RSLIB)" aud 7471 No. 4 Road from tlSillgle 
Detached (RS/IF)" to "Medillm Density Townhollses (RTM3)", be 
introduced ami given first reading. 

CARIUED 

Councillor McPhail entered the meeting (4:01 p.m.). 

2. APPLICATION BY CRESSEY (GILBERT) DEVELOPMENT LLP 
FOR REZONING AT 5640 HOLLYBRlDGE WAY FROM 
INDUSTIUAL BUSINESS PARK (IBl) TO RESIDENTIAL/LIMITED 
COMMERCIAL (RCL3) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20·8957, RZ 12'()02449) (REDMS No. 3699353 v. 2) 

Wayne Craig, Director of Development, highlighted that the proposed 
development would provide a 5,000 square foot child care faci lity and 
frontage improvements along all sides ofthe subject sileo 

In reply to a query fTom Committee, Mr. Craig stated that although the City 
prefers to see affordable housing units dispersed throughout a proposed 
development, it is not a requirement of the Ci ty'S Affordable Housing Policy. 

Discussion ensued and Corrunittee expressed concern regarding (i) the 
location of the proposed affordable housing units, (i i) access to the indoor 
amenity space for occupants of the proposed affordable housing units, and 
(ii i) the quality of materials utilized for the proposed affordable housing units. 

Also, it was requested that a proposed outdoor amenity space include adult 
play equipment. 
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In response to comments from Committee, Joe Erceg, General Manager, 
Plarming and Development, advised that staff are currently reviewing the 
City's Affordable Housing Policy, and noted that (i) the location of, (ii) 
access to amenity spaces, and (iii) materials used for affordable housing units 
could be reviewed as part of this process. AJso, Mr. Erceg stated that the 
concerns raised in relation to the proposed affordable housing units should be 
addressed prior to the application proceeding to Public Hearing. 

In reply to a query from Committee, Mr. Craig, advised that a provider for the 
proposed child care facility has nol been selected. Also, Mark McMullen, 
Senior Coordinator - Major Projects, commented on the proposed rain 
garden. Also, it was noted that the Applicant is committed to connecting to 
the proposed City Centre District Energy Utility. 

Hani Lammam, Vice President, Development and Land Acquisitions, Cressey 
Development Group, stated that the proposed affordable housing units have 
been grouped together to maximize efficiencies. Also, he stated that the same 
quality of materials and finishes would be used for the proposed affordable 
housing units. In response to comments regarding access to the indoor 
amenity space for occupants of the proposed affordable housing units, Mr. 
Lammam stated that it was detennined that no access would be provided in an 
effort to keep costs to a minimum. Mr. Lammam advised that by grouping 
the proposed affordable housing units together, an independent strata 
corporation could be created, which then could better manage its own costs. 
Mr. Lanunam stated that the Applicant is open to providing access to the 
indoor amenity space for occupants of the proposed affordable housing units. 

Discussion ensued and Committee queried the efficiencies between 
developments with affordable housing units scattered throughout with market 
units as opposed to developments with affordable housing units grouped 
together, separated from market units. In response to a query from 
Committee, Mr. Lammam advised that he would provide Committee with 
information related to the efficiencies of separate strata corporations. 

Discussion further ensued and in reply to a query from Committee, Mr. Craig 
advised that there are existing developments that have grouped affordable 
housing units. 

As a result of the discussions, the following referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That the applicatioll by Cressey (Gilbert) Development LLP to rezoue 5640 
Ilol/ybridge Way jl'Om "Industrial Busilless Park (IBl) " to ((Residential / 
Limited Commercial (HCL3)" be referred back to: 

(1) illtegrate aJ/ordable hOIlSillg "I/its with market writs throughout the 
project; 

3. 

CNCL - 111



3109518 

Planning Committee 
Tuesday, November 20, 2012 

(2) maintaill 'he same quality of materials om/finishes/or lite affo rdable 
housillg UllitS as those utilized/or the market mlits; ami 

(3) provide a/fordable hous illg tmils access to the illdoor amenity space. 

The question on the referral was not called as discussion ensued regarding 
the efficiencies of separate strata corporations. The question on the r eferral 
was then called and it was CARRIED. 

3. AMENDMENT TO SINGLE-FAMlLY LOT SIZE POLICY 5467 IN 
SECTION 23-4-7 APPLICATION BY V ANLUX DEVELOPMENT INC. 
FOR A REZONING AT 4691, 473.1 AND 4851 FRANCIS ROAD F ROM 
SINGLE DETACHED (RSl /E) AND LAND USE CONTRACT 
(LUC06 l ) TO SINGLE DETACHE D (ZS21) - LANCELOT GATE 
(SEAFAIR) 
(File Ref. No. 12.8060-20-8965, RZ 12-617436) (REDMS No. 3656893) 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) r hat Single-Family Lot Size Policy No. 5467 ill Sectioll 23-4- 7, 

adopted by Coullcil 0 11 March 15, 1999, be amended to exclude those 
properties fronting Francis Road between Lmtcelot Gate and R ailway 
Avenue as showll 0 11 A ltachmellt 4 to Ih e report doled October 23, 
20J 2,from the Director of Development; alld 

(2) Th at the provisio1ls of "Land Use COli tract 061" be discharged from 
4851 Francis Road aud that Bylaw 8965, 10 create " Single Detached 
(ZS21) - Lancelot Gate (SeafairF', aud fo r the rezollillg of 4691, 
4731 and 4851 Francis Road from "Si"gle Detached (RSIIE) ami 
Land Use COlltract (LUC06/) " 10 "Single Detached (ZS21) -
Lancelot Gale (Sea/air)", be introduced amI givellfirst reading. 

CARIUED 

4. MANAGER'S RE PORT 

(i) Upcoming Applications 

Mr. Craig provided Committee with an update on future applications. 

(ii) Drive-Throughs 

Discussion ensued regarding the provision of drive-throughs in the Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500 and how tIils provision relates to the City' s anti-idling 
initi atives. As a rcsult of the discussion, the following referral was 
introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
r hat slaff report hack 10 Committee 0 11 removillg drive-throllghs ill the 
Zoning Bylaw f or new applications. 
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The question on the referral was not called as staff was requested to provide 
Counci l wi th the number of existing drive-throughs in Richmond. The 
question on the referral was then called and it was CARRIED. 

(iii) Fill Deposit 011 Agricultural Reserve Lauds 

Discussion ensued regarding the City's authority to ban the dumping any type 
of fill on agricultural reserve land. Mr. Erceg advised that Community 
Bylaws staff can examine the situation. As a r~sult of the discussion, the 
fo llowing referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That stalf examine a bylaw to ball lite dumpillg of allY type of fill deposit 011 
agricultural reserve lalld. 

The question on the referral was not called as discussion ensued regarding 
the City's Soil Removal and Fi ll Deposit Regulation Bylaw_ The question on 
the referral was then called and it was CARRIED. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat tlte meeting odjoll", (4:39 p_m_)_ 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the PlalUling 
Committee of the Council of the City of 
Richmond held on Tuesday. November 
20,2012. 

Councillor Bill McNulty 
Chair 

Hanieh Berg 
Committee Clerk 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Cathryn Volkering Carlile 
General Manager, Community Services 

Report to Council 

10 c.£ - No, '9 (, "-

Date: October 31,2012 

File: 11-7400-20-
HDAY1 /2012-Vol 01 

Re: Richmond Celebrates Scotia bank Hockey Day in Canada 2013 

Staff Recommendation 

That: 

1. The City contribute up to $58,000 from the Major Event Provisional Fund for the 
Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada event at the Richmond Olympic 
Oval on February 9, 20 t 3; and 

2. That the City ' s budget for the 2013 Hockey Day event be included in the 5 Year 
Financial Plan (2013 -2017). 

Cathryn Volkering Carlile 
General Manager, Community Services 
(604-276-4068) 

Art. 1 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Finance ~ Intergovernmental Relations and Protocol Unit 

~~tz Communication GV 
Recreation Services of 
Richmond Olympic Oval ~ =---==--
Law & Community Safety 

REVIEWED BY SMT ";;t REVIEWED BY CAO INITIALS: 

SUBCOMMITTEE tJ-, ~ 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On February 11 ,2012 Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada was held at the 
Richmond Olympic Oval with the City of Richmond li sted by CBC as an official 'Satell ite 
Location' for the nationwide event. 

Attendance at last year's event was estimated at 16,000 with millions more getting a glimpse of 
the Oval in its 'natural sporting state' via national media coverage. Highlights of the event 
inc luded a Celebrity Ball Hockey Game including appearances by several popular NHL 
Vancouver Canucks Alumni , the first ever Pacific International Junior Hockey League (PlJHL) 
hockey game to be held at the Oval between the Richmond Sockeyes and North Delta Devi ls, 
NHL Hall of Fame trophies and exhibits, plus a large number of interactive games, 
demonstrations and exhibits . 

The content of this report addresses Council Term Goal Numbers 3.4 and 3.8: 

Goul3A 

Goal3.a 

"Update tlte City's economic development strategy, ensuring sport hosting amI 
events lire (I part of it. As part of this initiative, ensure tlte updated strategy is 
proactive alld clear 011 wit at kind of City we aspire to he, and what kind of 
businesses we want to attract amI retain. 

Develop II HStllY clition" appeal/or the City aud Region " 

The purpose of this report is to outl ine the opportunity to host a second Richmond Celebrates 
Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada at the Richmond Olympic Oval on February 9, 2013. 

Analysis 

The City, in partnership with the Richmond Olympic Oval has commenced planning for another 
"all things hockey under one roof' event on Saturday February 9, 2013 at the Richmond 
Olympic Oval. The City of Richmond will be the event executive producer and an event 
plarming team is comprised of City and Oval staff. "Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey 
Day in Canada" is expected to draw attendance of 16,000, similar to the inaugural 2012 event. 
The event falls on the new Family Day long weekend and will be a perfect opportunity for 
families looking for activities to fi ll the long weekend. 

The goals of the event are to promote hockey as a national passion, encourage and promote 
physical activity and wellness, promote the Oval as a centre of well ness and sport, expose 
Richmond to a national audience as a centre of excellence for well ness, sport and community 
engagement and to build on the City's growing festival and event program. 

The Oval and plazas will again come alive with a wide variety of games, exhibits and interactive 
displays celebrating hockey in all its fonns with fun experiences for hockey players, families and 
fans. 
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This is a spectator event with participatory activities including: 

• Ball hockey, table hockey, floor hockey, ice hockey, and road hockey. Visitors will 
experience the Oval in its natural sporting phase as all three zones on the Activity Level 
will be utilized as well as the plaza. Local hockey associations and teams will be invited 
to participate to ensure there is strong community engagement and support for the event. 

• The Oval's two ice rinks will feature a variety of hockey games, demonstrations and 
clinics, including a Vancouver Canucks Alumni game, while a large "road hockey" 
tournament is being planned for the Oval's riverfront plaza. 

• Montreal Canadiens legend Guy Lafleur will make a special appearance at the event. He 
will take part in free public autograph signing sessions for the public as well as meet and 
greet sessions for our sponsors and VIP guests. Additionally, a selection ofCanucks 
Alumni would be available for public and private autograph sessions plus media 
interviews. 

• An addition to the free event this year, will be a paid, ticketed hockey game between 
NHL alumni of the Vancouver Canucks vs. a team/group (yet to be determined) featuring 
many of the Canucks most famous players from their magical playoff run in 1994. The 
Alumni event will be hosted by the Richmond Olympic Oval with an anticipated gate of 
1000 spectators. Ticket prices are recommended to be set at $15 with 10% of gross 
proceeds ($1,500) going to the Richmond KidSport charity. 

• Floor hockey competitions, hockey skllis games, demonstrations and other interactive 
programs are being planned for the Oval's court and track zones to emphasize the legacy 
commitment to support sport, recreation and wellness . The track zone will also feature 
several performances for the band Odds (the Vancouver Canucks house band during 
games). 

• Discussions are underway with a major hockey trade show organizer to stage an 
exhibition and marketplace of hockey memorabilia and collectibles. Further donations to 
Richmond KidSport will come from a silent auction ofa selection of these memorabilia 
and collectibles. Additionally, local and professional coaches will run a variety of sport 
clinics, providing unique and exciting learning opportunities for dozens of local sports 
teams. 

Due to the Canucks Alwnni game, media coverage of the 2013 event is expected to meet or 
exceed that of last year. Though not an official host of Hockey Day in Canada on CBC, the CBC 
has confirmed they will send a camera to provide taped updates of the event to the national 
audience. The Alumni game will be timed to ensure we receive national media coverage 
throughout prime time viewing that day. CBC has confinned that they will be broadcasting 
Hockey Day in Canada on February 9, 2013 regardless of whether the NHL remains in its 
current lockout situation. This is expected to increase prominence on that day. 
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Producing this event in 2013, is part of a strategy to become the main host of Hockey Day in 
Canada 2015 on CBC. featuring a day-long national broadcast of live hockey related segments 
from the host city, plus a variety of satellite host cities across Canada. and games involving all 
seven of Canada's teams in the National Hockey League. 

The main host for Hockey Day in Canada 2013 is L1oydminster, Alberta and the 2014 host will 
be chosen from Eastern Canada. 2015 represents the first opportunity to become the main host 
city. Richmond will be bidding on this event. 

City Council Hosted Reception 

Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada 2013 provides substanlialleverage to 
advance the partnership opportunity and media exposure for the City. Richmond has the 
opportunity to invite community sport organizations. community leaders. Hockey Day and City 
sponsors, local and potential business partners, media and government leaders and others to 
continue to advance long-term City objectives for partnership development. 

To accomplish this, two Council hosted components are planned, a celebrity ball hockey game 
and a community reception: 

• The ball hockey game would mark the opening of "Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank 
Hockey Day in Canada" and be an opportunity for interested council members, the 
media, community leaders, sponsors, retired professional hockey alumni, government and 
business, and local sport enthusiasts to participate in a short game. Mayor Brodie would 
drop the first puck. 

• The ball hockey game will be followed by a reception for invited guests in the Legacy 
Lounge. The Legacy Lounge will be set up to host a buffet style reception for about 140 
guests from the community as well as other key strategic partners and sponsors. Alumni 
from the Canucks will also be present at this reception. The reception will have a small 
formal component to include introductions and recognition of key guests, event sponsors, 
as well as highlighting some of the recent successes of Richmond hockey teams. 

Community Involvement 

The staff organizing team will again be working closely with local community groups including 
RACA, the Richmond Sockeyes and the Richmond Olympic Oval to develop the Richmond 
Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada 2013 program. The Richmond Sockeyes have 
already agreed to shift their Pacific lnternational Junior Hockey League game versus the 
Aldergrove Kodiaks from Minoru Arenas to the Oval on the day of the event. Richmond Arenas 
and the Oval staff will be working with Richmond Minor Hockey Association, Seafair Minor 
Hockey Association and the Richmond Ravens girls' hockey team, who all participated in the 
event in 2012, to ensure they are actively involved again in 2013. This will allow more than 100 
10caJ youth to participate in games, demonstrations, skills clinics and other on- ice and off-ice 
activities . A sizeable contingent oflocal volunteers will support the event. In addition, 
community partners will be invited to the City ' s reception. 
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Financial Impact 

The financial impact to the City will not exceed $76,500 in event, hosting costs, marketing and 
other related costs. City funding is available in the Major Event Provision ($58,000) and current 
Operating Budget ($18,500). Funding in the amount of$69,000 will be obtained from external 
sources, including ticket and sponsorship revenues and the remaining funding of $22,500 is 
covered in the Oval's budget. Any surplus from the event will be transferred back to the Major 
Event Provision. 

Conclusion 

This truly Canadian event at the Richmond Olympic Oval is a great opportunity to showcase the 
legacy fo rmat of the Oval to the community and the region. It also provides community 
engagement and partnership enhancement opportunities through a celebrity ball hockey game 
followed by a Counci l hosted reception for key community partners. Local community groups 
will be involved in the program as well as creating opportunities for many community 
volunteers. If approved, City staff will begin planning for the Council reception at this event and 
make plans for providing in kind City services to support this event. 

Cathryn Volkering Carl ile 
General Manager, Community Services 
(604-276-4068) 
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Attachment 1 

Scotia ba nk H ockey Day In C ana da 
Budget 

February 9, 2013 

REVENUEIFUNDING 
Internal Sources 

City of Richmond 
Ma· or Event Provision $ 58,000 
City Budgel 18,500 

$ 76,500 
Oval 

Marketi ng $ 12,500 
Sport 10,000 

$ 22,500 
Total Interna l $ 99,000 

Exter na l Sources 
Sponsors $ 52,000 

Ticket Sales 15,000 
Booth Rentals 2,000 
Tota l Externa l $ 69,000 

TOTAL S 168,000 

EXl'ENSES 
Programming $ 72,500 
Infrastructure and Fumiture Fixtures & Equipment 32,500 
Marketing 25 ,000 

Production 19,475 

Extemal Workforce 7,000 
Traffic and Parking 9,500 
Safety, Securi ty and Risk 2,025 

TOTAL S 168,000 

Net S -
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Jane Fernyhough 

Report to Committee 

I'" GoP - Nov . \9 119 

Date: November 6, 2012 

File: 01-0005-0112012-Vo\ 
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage 01 

Re: Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee Council Liaison 

Staff Recommendation 

That a Council Liaison be appointed to the Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee 
as outlined in the report from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services dated November 
6, 2 12. 

___ ;:;Ja" e Fernyho h 
Director, Arts Cultur 
(604-276-428 ) 

AtL I 

3702547 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

£V~ ~~ 
/' 

REVIEWED BY SMT INITIALS; 

SUBCOMMITIEE K 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At the City Council meeting of October 22nd
, 2012, Council endorsed the project concept and 

design for the Riclunond Olympic Experience (ROE) at the Richmond Olympic Oval (ROO). At 
the General Purposes meeting prior to the Council meeting the CAD suggested that an Advisory 
Committee be created to provide input to the development and operation of the ROE. This 
report provides information on the Advisory Committee and requests a Council liaison be 
appointed to this committee. 

Analysis 

The ROE is a multifaceted experience integrated into and around the ROO. While this is a 
project of the Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation (ROOC) and managed by a Project Team 
there are many aspects of the project operation and development that could benefit from the 
expertise provided by a broad based Advisory Committee. Attached for information is a draft 
Terms of Reference that will be considered by the ROOC Board (Attachment 1). 

Areas envisioned that an Advisory Committee could have input into include: 
• Providing advice with respect to concepts, components and materials; 
• Operational considerations such as pricing strategies and tour options; 
• Marketing and promotion strategies; 
• Subject matter for futu re temporary exhibits; 
• Assisting with connecting with private collectors and athletes; 
• Telling the story of the History of Sport in Richmond 
• Building community connections to the ROE 

Members of the Committee should come from a variety of backgrounds such as business, sport, 
tourism and attractions, arts and culture. It is also recommended that the committee include a 
Counci l liaison. 

Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact to this recommendation. 

Conclusion 

A Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee made up of members from a variety of 
backgrounds can provide valuable assistance to the development and ongoing success of the 
ROE both in the community and as a tourist destination. A City of Richmond Council liaison 
ensures connection between the ROE and Cit~ounciJ. It is reconunended that a City 
Co ci llor b appointed to the Advisory Committee. 

Director, Arts, Cui 
(604-276-4288) l.J<'----_-' 

ge 
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Attachment 1 

Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation 
Terms of Reference for the Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee 

Committee Name: Olympic Experience Advisory Committee (the "Committee") 

Responsible To: Olympic Experience Project Team (the " Project Team") 

Purpose: 

The Committee reviews and makes recommendations to the Project Team on technical and 
operational matters related to the Olympic Experience Project as requested and/or required 
with a particular emphasis on facilitating the creation of a world class Olympic experience. 

The term of this Committee shall be from January 1, 2013 to October 31, 2014. 

Composition: 

The Committee shallije composed of five members, a majority of whom are neither officers nor 
employees of the RichmOnd Olympic Oval Corporation (the "Corporation"), and one of whom 
wi ll act as the Chair of the Committee (the "Committee Chair"). The Committee Chair is 
appointed by the CEO of the Corporati on. 

The members of the Committee are appointed by the CEO and serve until such member's 
successor is duly apPointed or until such member's earlier resignation or removal. 

The Richmond Olympic Oval CEO will be an exofficio member of the Committee. 

The Project Team assigned by the CEO wi ll support the Committee. 

A City Council liaison w ill be appointed annually to the Committee by Richmond City Council. 

Members will be chosen from a variety of backgrounds including. but not limited to, business, 
tourism and attractions, and will also include an Olympic athlete. 

Page 10f2 
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Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation 
Terms of Reference for the Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee 

Meetings and Reporting: 

Meetings of the Committee are held as required and at the ca ll of the Committee Chair as 
requested by the Project Team. 

The Committee may meet either in person or by telephone, and at such times and places as the 
Committee determines. 

A quorum of the Committee is a majority of the members of the Committee. 

The Comm ittee reports to the Project Team through the Project Team liaison. 

Other Resources: 

Outside Advisors 

City of Richmond: City staff have expertise in various aspects of this project and will be made 
available to the Committee and project, as required or needed. 

Exhibit Designers: The Project Team has retained outside advisors for the primary purpose of 
exhibit design, development and construction. 

The Olympic Museum: The Project Team has curatorial and museum expertise available 
through the Olympic Museum in lausanne. 

Olympic Museums Network: Through the Olympic Museums Network, the Project Team has 
estab l~ed contacts fer advice and assistance in creating and operating an Olympic Museum. , 
Canadian Olympic Committee: The Project Team has established liaisons from the Canadian 
Olym pic Committee to deal with. both the acquisition and displays of artifacts and the approvals 
needed with respect to branding and use of the OlympiC Marks (i.e., Olympic Rings). 

Code of Conduct 

Olympic Experience Advisory Committee members are expected to be respectfu l towards each 
other and work cooperatively. 

Olympic Experience Advisory Committee members are drawn from a broad spectrum of 
community interests. The expectation is that each member will conduct themselves in the best 
int erest of the Corporation. 

If there is a conflict of interest, it will be up to the member to remove himself or herself from 

the discussion. 

Page 2 of 2 
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To: 

From: 

Re: 

City of Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Andrew Nazareth 
General Manager, Finance & Corporate 
Services 

Robert Gonzalez, P. Eng., General Manager, 
Engineering & Public Works 

2013 Utility Budgets and Rates 

Report to Committee 
=(0 s;t ~Jj,,," 1« I,,, 

Date: November 14, 2012 

File: 03-0970-01/2012-VoI01 

Staff Recommendation 

That 

I. the 20 13 Utility Expenditure Budgets, as outlined under Option 3 for Water, Sewer, Drainage & 
Diking, and Option 2 for Sol id Waste & Recycl ing as contained in the staff report dated 
November 14,2012 from the General Managers of Finance & Corporate Services and 
Engineering & Pub lic Works, be approved as the basis for establi shing the 20 13 Utility Rates and 
for preparing the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) Bylaw; 

2. the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, Engineering & Public Works be authorized 
to negotiate and execute an amendment to Conrract T.2988, Residential Solid Waste & Recycling 
Collection Services, to: 

i) include acquisition, storage, assembly, label ling, delivery, replacement and related tasks for 
the carts and kitchen containers associated with an expanded yard trimmings/food scraps 
recycling program at a one-time cost of up to $3 million (excluding HST); 

ii) add yard trimmings/food scraps collection and large item pickup services to townhomes with 
blue box service, effective June 3, 2013; 

iii) add collection of yard trimming/food scraps using City-provided carts and large item pickup 
services to residents in single-family homes effective June 3,20 13 ; 

iv) revise the annual contract amount to approximately $5,788,664 (depending on con(ract 
variables such as inflationary and unit count increases), effective June 3, 2013; 

v) extend the tenn of the contract to December 31,2017. 

3. the existing agreement (dated September, 2010) with Neptune Technology be extended for one 
year, ending December 31, 2013, using the 2010 unit rates with an adjustment made for the HST 
to GSTIPST conversion effective April 1,2013 . 
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November 14, 2012 

Andrew Nazareth 
Genera l Manager, Finance 
& Corporate Services 
(4095) 

ROUTED TO: 

Finance Division 

REVIEWED BY SMT 
SUBCOMMITTEE 

369934~ 
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Robert Gonzalez, P. Eng. 
General Manager, Engineering 
& Public Works 
(4150) 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Ii!' ~(-:: ::::> 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

This report presents the recommended 2013 utility budgets and rates for Water, Sewer, Drainage and 
Solid Waste & Recycling. The utility rates need to be established by December 31, 2012 in order to 
facilitate charging from January 1, 2013. 

Analysis 

Key issues of note pertaining to the utility budgets in 2013 include: 

• Metered rates have increased due to a number of variables. The primary driver relates to a 
revenue reduction due to an increasing number of residents converting from the flat rate to the 
metered rate, which requires redistribution of fixed water and sewer system costs. 

• GVS&DD sewer operating and maintenance costs are increased significantly, or by 
approximately 10% for costs relating to various projects including the lana and Lions Gate 
Treatment Plant upgrades, twinning of the GilbertlBrighouse trunk and various other 
infrastructure growth and maintenance programs. This increase represents a $1.576 m increase 
which must be collected via the sewer utility rate. 

• GVWD (Greater Vancouver Water District) regional water rates are increased in 201 3 - 1.2% 
(from .5980 per cubic metre to .6054 per cubic metre (blended rate)). The increase is 
significant ly less than previous forecasts as a result of lower debt charges due to Metro 
Vancouver's debt management strategy. 

• GVS&DD debt costs are reduced significantly or 55% ($1.1 m) as a result of debt repayments. 
As debt costs are recovered through property taxes, util ity rates wi ll not be affected. However, 
these savings will be realized through a reduction in the sewer debt levy on property taxes. 

• Metro Vancouver solid waste tipping fees have remained at $107 per tonne as a result of 
stabil ized waste flows at regional disposal facilities. 

A significant component of utility budget relates to infrastructure planning to replace ageing/deteriorating 
municipal infrastructure. As noted in the "Ageing IJtfrastructure Planning - 20 11 Update" report 
presented to Counc il on June 27, 2011, increases in the annua l capital funding contributions for sanitary 
and drainage are required, whereas the required annual capital replacement funding contribution for water 
has been met. The annual required contribution for sanitary is $6.2 million, whereas the current funding 
level is $4.25 mil lion. The annual required contribution for drainage is $9.8 million, whereas the current 
funding level is $6.77 million. The annual water reserve contribution is $7.5 million and is sufficient at 
this time to meet reserve funding requirements. Therefore, no increase in the annual reserve contribution 
for water is proposed. The 2013 budget ligures outlined represent options for infrastructure replacement 
increases in drainage and sanitary only. 

Recognizing the challenges of increasing costs outside of the City 's contro l and those associated with 
maintaining City infrastructure, staff have presented various budget and rate options for 2013. The 
budgets and rates are presented under three different options. Option I presents the minimum increases 
necessary to meet those demands placed on the City by external or other factors outside of the City's 
direct control (e.g. regional or other agency increases, contractual obligations, plant growth, fuel, 
insurance, etc.) based on the same level of service. Options 2 and 3 present various actions the City can 
take to either lessen or increase the budget and rates depending on the varying circumstances and needs 
within each budget area. The various options are presented for each of the utility areas in the following 
charts: 
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• Water • Sewer 
• Drainage & Diking • Sanitation & Recycling 

The concl ud ing summary of proposed rates for 20 13 is shown on pages 18. 

Water Services Section Chart 

2013 Water Budf!et - ODtions 
2013: 0 tion 1 2013: a lion 2 2013: 0 lion 3 

Key Budget Areas 2012 Base Level Non-Discretionary Recommended: 
J3udget Non-Discretionary Increases Plus Same as Option 2 

Increases Increase fo Toilet with Reduction to 
Rebate & Flushing Metering Program 

Prof/ram 

Operating Expenditures $7,614400 

• 20 12 OBI Ad'ustment $30,400 

• Salary $47,500 $77,500 $77,500 

• PW MateriallEquipmenti $27,300 $27,300 $27,300 
Monthly Vehicles 

• Internal Shared Costs $17,300 $17,300 $17,300 

• Power Costs/Contracts $8,300 $8,300 $8,300 

• Postage/SafelY $9,900 $9,900 $9,900 
Certifications 

Toilet Rebate Pro ram $100000 $0 $50,000 $50,000 

GVRO Water Purchases MV $2 1,205 100 5189,900 $31\,000 53 11,000 

Capital Infrastructure $7,5 50,000 $0 SO $0 
Replacement Program 
Asset Management System 

Firm PricelReceivable $ 1 748,200 $13,000 $J3,00Q 5 13,000 

Residential Water Metering $ 1,600,000 $0 $0 ($200,000) 
Program/Appropriated SurPlus 

Overhead Allocation $864,000 $0 $0 $0 

Total 2012 Base Level Bud et $40712100 $313 200 $514.300 $314.300 
Total Incremental Increase 
Revenues: 
A I Role Stabilization Fund 750,000 $0 $0 $0 
Investment Income ($427,000 $0 $0 $0 
Firm Price/Receivable Income [,748,200 13,000 13,000 13,000 

Meter Rental Income 1,176,200 ($18,200 ($18,200) ($18,200 

Miscellaneous Revenue ($/0,000 10 SO 10 
Provision (fo:~~ ($100,000) $0 ($20l,Joo) ($201,100) 
Rebate/Flushin 
Provision OBI Ad'ustmenl 30,400 $30,400 $30.400 $30,400 

Net Bud et SJ6470.300 
Net Difference over 2012 $3 12,400 SJI2,400 $ 112,400 
Base Level Budget 

A description explaining the increases and budget reductions in each of the areas identi fied above is 
described below. 
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Operating Expenditures 

Salary costs are increased associated with anticipated wage settlements as part of the non-discretionary 
Option 1 costs. Salary costs are increased under Options 2 and 3 as part of a recommended enhanced 
flushing program. It is proposed to offset these cost increases via a corresponding offset from provision 
funding. Public Works materials, equipment and vehicle costs are increased as a result of external cost 
factors, such as vendor increases. lntemal shared costs relate to anticipated salary adjustments to support 
the Public Works Patroller program. Power costs are increased per Be Hydro costs and contracts are 
increased associated with the water metering program. Postage and certification costs are increased for 
the mail out of the annual utility bill and to meet new certification requirements under the Drinking Water 
Protection Act. 

Toilet Rebate Program 

Option I retains the current funding level of $100,000 for 2013. However, due to the success of this 
program, it is recommended under Option 2 (and 3) that the rebate funding level be increased by $50,000 
to a total of $150,000. It is further recommended to offset this increase through a corresponding offset 
from the Water provision, thereby having no impact on the water rates. 

This program is one of the key markedly successful water conservation programs for existing apartments, 
townhomes and single-family homes. This program includes a rebate of $1 00 per toilet, with a maximum 
allowable rebate of$200 per household replacing a 6 litre (or more) toilet with a 4.8 litre or 4.1 litre/6 
litre dual-flush (or less) toilet. To date in 2012, approximately 1,320 (1,045 in 2011) toilet rebates have 
been issued, at a cost of approximately $132,000 ($100,000 in 2011). As this program is funded from the 
water provision, there is no net impact to the water rate charged since there will be a corresponding 
increase in the amount of money applied from the provision account. 

GVRD Water Purchases - Metro Vancouver 

Metro Vancouver has advised that water rates increased 1.2% for 20 13,or from .5980 per cubic meter to 
.6054 per cubic meter. This is less than prior projections due to declining debt charges. This assumes a 
certain degree of risk in terms of water consumption, which can be impacted by swings in the weather. 
Option I includes costs relating to the Metro Vancouver water rate increase only. 

Enhanced Flushing Program: Options 2 and 3 include an increase for water consumption as part of a 
recommended enhanced flushing program. This program, if approved, would be implemented over a 5 
year period commencing in 2013 for unidirectional flushing to remove sed iment accumulations due to a 
lack of filtering from some Metro Vancouver sources. This 5-year program will provide flushing of the 
City'S entire system to reduce instances of dirty water complaints. At the end of the 5-year program, it is 
anticipated that Metro Vancouver wiil have completed their phased program to filter all water supplied to 
Richmond, hence the flushing program will no longer be required. The increased cost associated with this 
program is recommended to be completely offset through a contribution from the Water Provision 
account, thereby having no impact on the water rates. 

Water Consumption Levels: The City has implemented a number of water conservation initiatives which 
have reduced consumption over several years. While very successfu l, we ~ave reached the point where 
our overall water consumption has now flat-lined despite popUlation growth. Going forward, we can 
expect consumption to increase over time commensurate with popUlation growth. 

Capital Infrastructure Replacement Program 

There are no increases proposed under any of the options for contribution to water capital infrastructure 
replacement. This is due to the fact that the annual capital contribution for water-related infrastructure 
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replacement has reached $7.5 million, which meets and exceeds recommended funding levels (the 
remaining $50,000 is eannarked for future upgrade/replacement of the asset management system). Per 
the June, 2011 "Ageing lnfrastructure Planning - 2011 Update" report, the minimum required annual 
funding for Water is $7 million. A reduction in the annual funding contribution is not recommended due 
to anticipated growth in water infrastructure over the next few years. Staff will continue to undertake 
further assessments to detennine infrastructure replacement requirements going forward and identify any 
recommended changes to the annual contribution, if required. 

Residential Water M eterillg Program 

Currently, $1.6 million is allocated annually to the residential water metering program. Expenses in 20 I t 
were approximately $1.75 million and to date in 2012 are approximately $1.6 million. The proposed 
budget under Options 1 and 2 maintains the allocation at $1.6 million to allow for further expansion of the 
residential metering program. Option 3 includes an option to reduce the metering program by $200,000 
(or to $1.4 million). While this will reduce available funding for water meter installations, staff feel this 
reduction can be accommodated in light of the significant progress that has already been made in meter 
conversions, i.e. 68% of Single-family households and 23% of multi-family households have meters 
installed. In addition, funding is available via accumulated funding balances from prior year's programs. 
As such, Option 3 is recommended. If Option 3 is approved, the 2013 capital program for water metering 
would be set accordingly and this amount would be incorporated into the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-
2017) Bylaw. 

Mulli-Family Water Metering Program: The City'S multi-family water metering program has been very 
successfu l. To date, the City has received approval from 104 volunteer complexes (comprising 6,637 
multi-family dwelling units) to install water meters. Of these, 87 complexes have been completed (5,674 
units), including 33 apartment complexes (3,999 units) and 51 townhouse complexes (1,373 units). These 
voluntary installations wil1 continue to be funded through the water metering program funding allocation, 
to a maximum of the funding level approved by Council . 

Volun/eer Single-Family Water Metering Agreement: The existing 3-year agreement with Neptune 
Technology Group to manage the Volunteer Single-Family Water Meter Program (3793P) expires on 
December 31, 20 12. The agreement allows for extension and staff recommends, as part of this report, 
that the agreement be extended to December 31, 2013. TIle existing unit rates will be used with an 
adjustment made for the HST to GSTIPST conversion, effective April 1,201 3. 

Meter Rate 

From inception, the water meter rate has included an incentive to encourage those on the flat rate to 
switch to meters. For example, the flat rate charge to residents in single-fami ly homes with no meter 
reflects more than double the consumption than that of a resident on a water meter (550 m3 vs average 
270 m\ In other words, the estimates of water consumption for flat rate customers is considerably 
higher than average metered customers as an incentive to move more residents toward metering. 

However, as more residents have switched to meters, this results in a higher than relative increase in the 
flat rate charge to compensate for the lost revenue. The proposed meter rates continue to offer that 
incentive over flat rate customers, however, the meter rate is increased by a higher percentage in 20 13 in 
order to begin closing the current gap that exists to move toward a more accurate reflection of the costs 
associated with providing high quality potable water. Eventually, as more residents switch to meters and 
there are fewer flat rate customers, the meter rate will need to increase more substantially to create greater 
equity and sharing the burden of costs for all programs (Le. capital replacement). The charts presented in 
this report detail both the impact of the budget increases on meter and flat rate customers in 2013 for 
clarity and comparison between metered vs. flat rate customers. 
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Water Rate Stabilization Contribution 

A rate stabilization fund was established a number of years ago by Council to help build a fund to offset 
the anticipated significant sp ikes in regional water purchase costs. These increases were anticipated due 
to Metro Vancouver infrastructure upgrades associated with water treatment and filtration requirements. 
The base leve l budget currently reflects a $750,000 draw down from the water rate stabilization fund. 
The proposed budget under all options maintains the $750,000 stabilization fund app lication. 

As of October 15, 20 12, the water stabilization account has a balance of $6,686,3 13 and any surp lus is 
appropriated to this account at year end. 

Regiollallssues 

The Regional District increases are for the drinking water treatment program. Metro's current 5-year 
projections for the regional water rate are outli ned as fo llows: 

Projected Metro Vancouver Water Rateim1 

% Increase over Prior Year 

20 13 
$.6054 
1.2% 

2014 
$.7000 
15.6% 

20lS 
$.7720 
10.3% 

2016 
$.8220 
6.5% 

2017 
$.8600 
4.6% 

Staff note that capacity exists with in the existing rate stab ilization fund to managellevel out required rate 
increases due to significant variations in Metro Vancouver increases. 

Impact on 2013 Water Rates 

The impact ofthese various budget options on the water rates by customer class is as follows. The first 
chart shows the various options for meter rate customers. The second chart shows the options fo r flat rate 
customers. As noted in the IIMeter Rate" section above, the impact to metered customers is increased by 
a larger percentage overall than flat rate customers due to the need to phase out the incentive program as 
more residents transition to meters. 

The impact of the Water budget options on metered customers is as follows. There is no change in the 
rates between Options 1 and 2 since cost increases under Option 2 are offset by a contribution from the 
water provision account for a net zero impact. Option 3 represents a reduced charge due to the proposed 
reduction in the annual metering program allocation. 

Rato 
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Similarly, the impact of the Water budget options on the flat rate customers is as follows. 

2013 Water Net Flat Rate Optiolls 
2013 Rate Optiolls wlllell lnclude 

Increase ldentified Below i ll l/alies 
Recommended: 

20J3-i)p-tion 3 Rate CustOT1U!r Class 2012 Rates 2013 ()ption / Rate 2013 Option 2 Rale 
Single Family Dwelling $559.36 $581 .22 $581.22 $577.95 

$21.86 $21.86 Sl8.59 
Townhouse $457.90 S475.79 5475.79 S473.11 

517.89 S17.89 S15.21 
Apanment $295.07 $306.60 $306.60 $304.87 

511.53 $11.53 59.80 

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

Advalltages!Disadvalltages of VariOIlS OptiollS 

Option I 

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

continue expanding this program. 
• Maintains the contribution from the rate stabi lization fund in the amount of $750,000. 

Option 2 

• In additional to the minimal increases necessary to sustain operations, includes fund ing increases to 
the toilet rebate program ($50,000) as well as funding for a new program for watermain flushing 
(- $151 ,100). These increases are offset by an equal contribution from provis ion, thereby having no 
impact on rates. 

• Maintains the contribution from the rate stabi lization fund in the amount of $750,000. 

Option 3 

• Represents a $200,000 reduction in the residential water metering program, reducing the annual 
funding for this program from the current budget level of $1.6 million to $1.4 million . This reduction 
will reduce the funding avai lable for this program but, at the same time, helps to mitigate the impact 
of rate increases. 

• Maintains the contribution from the rate stabilization fund in the amount of$750,OOO. 

Recommended Option 
Staff recommend the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 3 for Water Services. Th is allows for an 
increase to the toilet rebate program (offset from provision funding) as well as an expanded flushing 
program to remove sediment in water lines as the fi rst of a 5-year enhanced program (also offset from 
provis ion funding) . This option results in a reduction in the meter program funding (from $1.6 million to 
$1.4 million) to help reduce the impact on water rates. Staff consider this program funding reduction can 
be accommodated with no negative impact to the metering program. If approved, the 20 13 capital 
program for water metering would be reduced accordingly and th is amount wou ld be incorporated into 
the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) Bylaw. 
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Sewer Services Section Chart 
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A description explaining the increases and budget reductions in each of the areas identified above is 
described below. 

Operating Expendilures 

Salary costs are increased associated with anticipated wage settlements. Public Works equipment and 
vehicle costs are increased as a result of extemal cost factors, such as inflationary increases. Postage and 
intemal shared costs are increased for the mail out of the annual utility bill as we ll as increases to support 
the Public Works Patroller program. lncreases in power costs are due to hydro increases to operate pump 
stations, and are outside of the City's control. 
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GVS&DD O&M (Greater Valtcouver Sewerage and Drait/age District Openlting and Maintenance 
Costs) - Metro Vallcouver 

Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District operations and maintenance charges are increased by 
approximately $1.576 million, or 10%. These costs relate principally to the operation of the Lulu Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, since these costs are borne entirely by Richmond. Other projects of specific 
interest to Richmond include the GilbertlBrighouse Trunk Pressure Sewer twinning project, Digestor No. 
3 at the Lulu Island Wastewater Treatment Plant as well as ammonia removal to improve wastewater 
treatment quality at the Lulu Island Treatment Plan. 

GVS&DD Debt (Greater Vancouver Sewerage lind Draillage Distriel Debt) 

GVS&DD debt costs are reduced 54% per Metro Vancouver in association with debt reduction. These 
costs are recovered from property taxes and, therefore, do not benefit the sewer utility rates charged. 
There wi ll, however, be a corresponding reduction in the amount recovered from the sewer debllevy on 
the property tax bill ($1 ,082,446) for regional sewer debt. 

The overalVcombined net impact of regional costs (operating/maintenance and debt) to the City is 2.8%; 
however, since operating and maintenance costs are recovered via utility rates, this portion has a more 
significant impact on sewer rates. 

CapitalIllfrastructure Replacemellt Program 

Options I and 3 maintains the annual contribution to the sewer infrastructure capital replacement program 
at $4.25 million (the remaining $50,000 portion is eamlarked fo r future upgrade/replacement of the asset 
management system). The "Ageing lnfrastructure Planning - 20 It Update" report noted that the annual 
funding contribution for sewer to sustain the current infrastructure is $6.2 million, a $1 .95 million 
shortfall. Option 2 includes an option to increase the contribution by $200,000 for a total of $4.45 
million. Given the impact on the sewer rates, staff recommend the funding level be maintained at current 
levels or $4.25 million annually at this time given the Metro Vancouver cost increase. 

Sewer Rate Sttlbilizatioll Contribution 

As with the water budget, there is a sewer rate stabilization fund that was estab lished a number of years 
ago to offset any significant spikes in regional sewer treatments costs. The sewer levy stabilization 
account (as of October 15, 2012) has a balance of $5.2 million. 

Options I and 2 maintain the status quo where no funding is applied from the sewer rate stabilization fund 
to offset rates. Option 3 includes a proposed $500,000 draw down from the rate stabilization fund in 
order to mitigate the impact of regional rate increases on the sewer utility rate. If se lected, this amount 
will become part of the base level revenue portion of the budget, so wi ll impact the rates in future years 
by this amount when the stabilization funding is no longer ava ilable. 

Regiollallsstles 

The main budget drivers impacting the projected increase in Metro Vancouver costs include a variety of 
capital infrastructure projects, such as the GilbertlBrighouse trunk pressure sewer and digestor at the Lulu 
Island treatment plant; various treatment plant upgrades (1ona, Lions Gate, etc.); and various 
infrastructure upgrades and capacity improvements. Whi le Metro Vancouver projections indicate a 5% 
blended overall increase (combined debt reduction and operating cost increase), stafT estimate the regional 
impact on rates to increase an average of 8% per year in accordance with trends in regional operations and 
maintenance costs, which are recovered through utility rate charges. 
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Impact on 2013 S ewer Rales 

The impact of these various budget options on the sewer rates by customer class is provided in the table 
which follows. The fi rst chart shows the various options for meter rate customers. The second chart 
shows the options fo r flat rate customers. 

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

20.13 Sewer N et Meier Rate Optiolls 

lOll Rate Options witicltlllclllde 
Increase Jdentified Below ill Italics 

Recommended: 
Customer Class 2012 Rales 2013 Option I Rate 2013 Option 2 Rale 2013 Ovtion 3 Rate 

Single Family Dwelling 5225 .10 5255 .42 $257.26 $250.75 
based on avg. 270 ml)- $30.32 $32.16 525.65 

Townhouse $134.23 $152.30 $153 .41 5149.52 
based on aV2. 161 ml) S/8.07 519.18 515.29 

Apartment $110.05 $124 .87 $125.77 $122.59 
based on avg. 132 rol) SI4.82 515.72 512.54 

IMetered Rate ($1m ) SO.8337 $.9460 $.9528 $.9287 
S.1I23 S. /191 5.0950 

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

20.13 Sewer N el Flat Rates Options 

2013 Rate Optiolls wlticlt Include 
Increm,-e Idellfijled Belo H! ilt Italics 

Recommended: 
Customer Class 2012 Rates 2013 Option I Rale 2013 Option 2 Rale 2013 Option 3 Rate 

Single Family Dwelling $]60.2] $392.81 $395.82 $] 85.38 
532.58 $35.59 525./5 

Townhouse $329.60 $3 59.41 $362.16 $352.61 
529.81 532.56 $23.01 

Apartment $274.51 $299.34 $301.63 $293.68 
SU83 $27./2 SI9.17 

The rates outlined in the above tab les are net rates. Due to the bylaw provisions which provide for a 10% 
di scount if utility bi ll s are paid within a specified timeframe, the net rates shown will be increased by 
10% in the supporting bylaws to provide for the discount incentive wh ile ensuring cost recovery for the 
net budget requirement. 

Advantagcs/Disadvantages of Various Options 

Option I 

• Represents the min imal increase necessary to sustain operations, while mai ntain ing business as usual. 
• Does not meet the City's long·tenn infrastructure plan to increase the capita l program fo r replacement 

of aging infrastructu re. Capital replacement remains fixed at $4.25 million for 2012. The objective is 
to build the annua l in frastructure replacement for sewer to $6.2 mill ion, representing an annual $1 .95 
mill ion shortfall. 

Option 2 

• Represents the min imal increase necessary to sustain operations, while ma intaining existi ng service 
levels. 
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• [ncreases the annual contribution for capital infrastructure replacement by $200,000, or to $4,456,400 
to begin closing the current gap that exists for rep lacement of sewer infrastructure, i.e. reduces the 
gap to $1.74 mi ll ion (from $1.95 million). 

Option 3 

• Represents a lower cost option in light of the proposed $500,000 draw down from the sewer levy 
stabilization account thereby minimizing the impact of regional increases on the sewer rate. 

• Does not meet the City's long-tenn infrastructure plan to increase the capital program for replacement 
of aging infrastructure. Cap ital replacement remains fixed at $4.25 million for 2012. The objective is 
to build the annual infrastructure replacement for sewer to $6.2 million, representing an annual $1.95 
million shortfall. 

Recommended Option 
In light of the considerable impact of the Metro Vancouver operations and maintenance charges, staff 
recommend the budgets and rates as outl ined under Option 3 for Sewer Services. 

Drainage and Diking Section Chart 

2013 Drainage and Diking Net Rale Options 
2013 Rale Oplion,~ wh/cI, b,c/ude 

InCTease Idelltified Below '" Italics 
Recommended: 

Utility ATea 2012 Rutes 2013 Option J Rute 1013 Optioll 2 Rute 2013 Option 3 Rute 
Drainage $ 100.3 1 $ 100.3 1 $105.3 1 $110.31 

Diking $ 10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 

Total Drainage & Diking $110.31 $110.3 1 $115.3 1 $120.31 

Increase Over 2012 '0 $5.00 $10.00 

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

BaCkground 

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

As adopted by Council in 2003, the rate started at $ 1 0.00 (net) per property and is increased an add itional 
$10.00 each year until such time as the $9.8 million annual reserve requirement is reached -- expected to take 
approximately 6 more years. The net rate in 2012 was $100.31 resu lting in approximately $6.77 million 
being collected towards drainage services . The options presented above represent no increase under Option 
I, approximately one-half of the increase under Option 2, and the full increase of $1 0.00 under Option 3 per 
prior Council approvals. The recommended increase under Option 3 w il l result in approximately $8.13 
million in annual reserve contributions for drainage. A continued increase in capital contributions for 
drainage is recommended in light of the importance of drainage infrastructure in Richmond. 

Diking - An annual budget amount of approximately $600,000 was established in 2006 to undertake 
structural upgrades at key locations along the dike, which equated to a $10.00 charge per property. 
Continued annual funding is required to facilitate continued studies and upgrades as identified through 
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further seismic assessments of the dikes. No increase in the $10.00 per property rate is proposed for 
20 13. This will result in revenues of approximately $737,000 in 2013 , based on total estimated 
properties. 

Recommended Option 

Staff recommend the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 3 for Drainage and Diking Services. 

Solid Waste & Recycling Section Chart 

2013 Solid Waste & Recycling Budget - OPtions 
Optioll 1 Optioll 2 Option 3 

Key Budget Areas 20 12 Base Level Non-Discretionary Recommended: Same as Option 2 
Budget increases Expanded Organics with Existing 

Program/Large Drawdownfrom 
Item Colleetiall Provision 

Salaries $2,001,000 $56,700 $56,700 556,700 

Contracts $4,922,900 S169,000 $583,500 $583,500 

EquipmentiMatcrials $372,500 $ 16,000 $47,800 S47,8OO 

Metro Disposal Costs (MV) $1,815,900 (S76,500) (S I25,300) (5125,300) 

Recycling Materials Processing 5 1, 121 ,1 00 ($77,400) ($26,400) (S26,400) 

Container RentaVCollection $162,300 ($JS,000) (S",OOO) ($15,000) 

Operating Expenditures SI 41 ,600 S200 $6,700 $6,700 

Program Costs $ 197,100 $5,300 $5,300 $5,300 

Agreements $167,400 $3,900 $3,900 $3,900 

Rate Stabil ization $138,700 SO SO SO 
Total 2012 Base Level Dudget SII ,040,500 
Total Incremental Increase S82,200 $537,200 $537,200 
Revenues: 

Apply General Solid Waste & ($J92,JOO) (u'6{)(}) $106,600 $0 
Recycling Provision 

Recycling Material ($786,800) $5,400 $5,400 S5,400 

Garbage Tags (S 17,500) " SO " Net Budget $10,044,100 

Net Difference Over 2012 $83,000 S649,200 $542,600 
Base Level Dud2et 

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

Salary cost increases are associated with anticipated wage settlements under all options. 

Contracts 

Contract costs under Option I relate to non-discretionary increases for so lid waste and recycling 
collection services as outl ined in Council-approved agreements. Option 2 (and Option 3) includes an 
increased level of service to the community commenc ing June, 20 13 for organics and large item pick up 
services as outlined in a September 4, 2012 report (Attachment I) as noted in the following section. 

Additional Level of Service for Food Scraps/Large Item Collection Program: The report referenced in 
Attachment I was considered by Council at their September 24, 20 I 2 meeting at which the following 
resolution was approved: 

"That 

I. the new and enhanced recycl ing program service levels, effective June, 2013, outlined in Option 
2 ofthe staff report from the Director, Public Works Operations be referred for consideration as 
part of the 2013 utility and capital budget processes to : 

i) add a new level of service for food scraps and organics collection serv ices using City
provided wheeled carts for all multi-family townhome residents currently receiving the 
C ity's blue box collection services; 

ii) provide wheeled carts to all residents in sing le-family households for the storage and 
weekly collection of food scraps and organic materials; 

iii) provide kitchen containers for the temporary storage of food scraps/organics to all 
residents in single-family and townhome units who currently receive the City 's blue box 
collection serv ices; 

2. a large item pickup program, limited to four items per househo ld per year, as outlined in Option 
2a) of the staff report from the Manager, Fleet and Environmental Programs, be considered as 
part of the 2013 utility budget process for implementation in June, 2013 for all single-family and 
townhome residents in conjunction with the proposed expanded food scraps/organics recycl ing 
program; and 

3. staff rev iew and report on potential options for food scraps and organics collection services for 
residents in multi-family dwellings and commercial bus inesses." 

As outlined in the September 4, 20 12 staff report, the services outlined above would be provided through 
a contract amendment and extension to the City'S existing service provider, Sierra Waste Services Ltd. , 
under Contract T.2988 as this approach provides economies of scale for optimal pricing. Therefore, a 
contract amendment and extension to December 3 1, 2017 are recommended as part of this report. The 
current annua l contract va lue of approximately $4,932,000 wou ld be increased to approximately 
$5,788,700, subject to contract variables such as annual unit count and inflationary increases. 

To exped ite imp lementation of this project in order to meet the proposed June, 20 13 implementation date, 
it is further recommended that the contract amendments under T.2988 incl ude one-time services and costs 
associated with the acquisition, delivery, replacement and other tasks for the carts and kitchen containers 
required for the expanded program, at a cost of up to $3 million, exclusive of HST. Total capital costs 
associated with this project are $3.25 million and were approved by Counci l at their November 13, 2012 
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meeting as part of the "2013 Capital Budget" submission. Funding for the capital portion of this project 
is from the general solid waste and recycling provision, which was established a number of years ago for 
recycling program enhancements such as this. This fund will have approximately S4.75 million 
remaining after purchase o f the carts and other components associated with implementation of the 
expanded organics/food scraps recycling program. 

If this program expansion is approved, it is further recommended that a cart replacement fee cost of 
$25.00 be included in the rate amending by laws for residents requesting a change in their cart (size, 
suitability, etc.) The fee would only be charged post·implementation phase in situations where a cart has 
already been provided (not to new residents, etc.). 

Utility Budget Impact: The total increased annual operating cost of thi s program is $950,000, as outlined 
in the original September 4, 2012 staff report. The costs reflected in the budget outlined above have been 
pro·rated to correspond with the proposed June, 2013 start date, and represent approximately $550,000 
for 2013. 

EquipmentlAfateri(J/s 

Mate rial costs are increased associated with demand requirements under Option I . lncreased costs under 
Option 2 (and 3) include equipment cost increases as an ongoi ng annual allowance for replacement of 
carts due to wear and tear (breakage, damage, etc.) as well as to accommodate growth under tJle proposed 
organ ics/large item collection program expansion. 

Metro Vancouver Disposal Costs (MY,) 

The regional tipping fee is unchanged in 2013, i.e. remains fixed at SI07 per tonne. Regional waste 
volumes have stabilized, therefore, Metro Vancouver's so lid waste program costs are sufficiently offset at 
the $107/10nne amount. As such, an increase in the tipping fee is not required. Waste disposal charges 
are reduced in 2013 as a result of anticipated reductions in total waste disposed associated with improved 
waste reduction and diversion programs. Disposal costs are further reduced under Option 2 (and 3) due to 
the fact a higher volume o f food scraps/organic waste is expected to be diverted from waste disposal 
under the proposed organics/large item collection program expansion. 

The City's Green Can program has helped to significantly reduce disposal tonnages, helping to minimize 
total disposal costs. For example, had the Green Can/organics program not been introduced to divert more 
waste from garbage, the metro disposal costs noted above would have been an estimated $350,000 higher. 

Regional tipping fee projections have been reduced compared with prior projections due to adjustments in 
waste flows and timing associated with capital programs. Fo llow ing are the current 5-year projections 
from Metro Vancouver: 

Projecled Merro Vancouver Tipping FeeITonne 
% Increase over Prior Year 

Recycling Materials Processing 

2013 
$ 107 
0% 

2014 
$\08 
.9% 

2015 
$ 119 
10% 

2016 
$137 
15% 

2017 
$ 151 
10% 

Recycling materials processing costs are reduced associated with adjustments to corresponding tonnage! 
volumes rece ived for processing under Option 1. The reduction is not as great under Option 2 (and 3) due 
to the proposed organics/large item collection program expansion resulting in more materials, i.e. 
organics/food scraps - being diverted from the disposal stream to the processing stream. Note, however, 
that Metro Vancouver disposal costs are further reduced under this option . 
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CO'fta;ner RentaVCollection &: Operating Expenditures 

Container rental and operating expenditures are adjusted slight ly to align with servicing requirements. 
Annua l operating expendirures under Option 2 (and 3) are increased associated with anticipated cart 
replacements under the proposed organicsllarge item collection program. 

Progrllmllllternal COSJS &: Agreements 

Program costs are increased due to Patroller Program costs and agreement costs are increased sl ightly 
based on the consumer price index contractual increase with Vancouver Coastal Health Authority for the 
City'S public health protection service agreement. 

Reyenues - General Solid WasJe &: Recycling Provisioll 

There are on ly minor balancing adjustments to the amount applied against the overall budget from the 
general solid waste and recycling provision under Option I. 

The decreased amount under Option 2 is reflective of the fact that the townhouse Green Cart Pilot 
Program would cease at the end of May, 2013 if the decision is made to transition to a pennanent, full
scale and expanded organ ics/large item collection program commencing June, 2013. Under this 
expanded program, costs wi ll be assessed to all those el igible for the serv ices as opposed to being offset 
via a contribution from the provision (as was done for participants in the Green Cart Pilot Program due to 
the temporary nature of the program). 

Option 3 retains the current drawdown amount from the provision ($192, I 00) to mitigate the cost impacts 
of the expanded program to residents. As the cost increases are within that previously anticipated, Option 
3 is not recommended. 

Recyclillg MaJerial Reyellues 

Revenues from the sale of recycling commodities are increased slightly to align with amounts received 
over the course of the year. The City bears the market risk and therefore benefits from any increases in 
recycling commodity markets. On the flip side, should revenues be below expectations, the City wou ld 
be required to absorb the loss. As such, revenue amounts shown are estimates only. Revenues from the 
sale of recycling materials are applied against expenditures to help offset rates. 

ImpacJ on 2013 Rates 

The impact of the budget options to ratepayers is provided in the table which fo llows. It shou ld be noted 
that the cost increases in 2013 associated with the expanded food scraps/large item pick up program are 
pro-rated to correspond with the June, 2013 implementation date. 
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2013 Solid Waste & Recycling Net Rates Options 
2013 Rate Options which Include 

II/crease Idel/tified Below ill Itallc.f 
Recommended: 

Customer Class 2012 Ra/a 2013 Omiotl] Rale 2013 OD/iotl 2 Rate 2013 Oot;OIl 3 RUle 
Single Family Dwelling $24 1.95 $242.40 $251.40 $248.40 

$.45 $9.45 $6.45 
Townhouse $173.45 $17 1.90 $ 197.90 $195.90 

($1 .55 S24.45 522.45 
Apartment $52.25 $51.45 $51.45 551.45 

(S0.80 (SO,80 (50.80 
Business Metered Rate $25.86 $25.76 $25.76 $25.76 

(SO.10 (SO.IO (50./0 

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

Regional Issues 

As prev iously noted, the regional tipping fee has remain fixed at $107/tonne in 2013. Projected tipping 
fees have been reduced from prior estimates due to adjustments in expected waste nows as well as 
updates to capital programs and, in particular, updates to the projected timi ng for new waste~to-energy 

capacity funding requirements. Projections continue to be based on achieving approx imately 70% 
diversion by 201 5. 

Costs for regional and local government initiatives identi fied in the lntegrated Solid Waste and Resource 
Management Plan are other factors that will impact costs goi ng forward. Key focus over the next year 
will be in organics recycling program expansion as well as partnerships with producers under expanded 
product stewardship programs. 

Recommended Option 

Staff recommend the budgets and rates as outli ned under Option 2 fo r Solid Waste and Recycl ing as it 
allows the expansion of serv ices with full cost recovery to prov ide carts to residents in single-family 
homes for food scraps and yard trimmings, expands food scraps/organ ics services to all townhomes 
curren tly receiving blue box collection services and adds a large item collect ion program service fo r 
residents in single~fami ly homes and those townhomes currently serviced with City blue box collection. 

Total Recommended 2013 Utility Rate Option 

In light of the signi ficant chal lenges associated with the impacts of regional costs and new programs in 
the City, staff are recommending a combination of various budget and rates options as fo ll ows: 

• Option 3 is recommended for Water, Sewer and Drainage & Diking 
• Option 2 is recommended for Solid Waste & Recycling 

Th is resu lts in the fo llowing 2013 recommended utility rates as summarized in (he following tables. The 
first (able provides a summary of the estimated meter rate charge, based on average water and sewer 
consumption. The second tab le provides a summary of the flat rate charge. 
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2013 '1f!ii.. ROles) 

lOB , R.I. i,~::I;laU") 
lOll Rala Oalio. . 

~ Single-Family D" 
(based on avg. 270 ml) 

'641.2. 
(on City garbage service) 
(based on avg. 161 m3

) 

$6/.34 

"'0.92 
(not on City garbage service) $64.34 

(based on avg. 161 ml) 

Apartment ".,.,. 
(based on avg. 132 ml) $31.24 

Wale, ($/m' ) -; Metered Sewer (S/m-) >0."'7 

: Garbage m.'. 

~ , D . ,& D'king ' ''U.3O 

As 68% of single-family dwellings are on meters, the above charges are representative of what the 
majority of residents in single-family dwelling would pay vs. the flat rate charges outlined below. 

2013 Total Annual Utility - Recommended Flat Rates (Net Rutes) 
2013 Recommended Rate 

(Increase Idelltified Below in Italics) 
CuslOmer Class 2012 Net Rutes Totu/20J3 Recommended 

Option - Net Rates 
Single-Family Dwelling SI,271.85 $ 1,335.04 

563.19 
Townhouse $1,071.26 $ 1,143.93 
(on City garbage service) $72.67 

Townhouse $962.26 SI,037.93 

(not on City garbage service) $75.67 

Apartment $732.13 $770J I 
$38.18 

General OtherlBusiness 

Metered Water ($/m ) $1.0058 $1.0778 
$0.072 

Metered Sewer (S/m ) $0.8337 $0.9287 
SO.095 

Business: Garbage $25.86 $25.76 
"0.10) 

Business: Drainage & Diking $ 110J I $ 120.3 1 
SJO.oo 
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As noted previously, the rates highlighted in this report reflect the nel rates. This is the actual cost Ihal 
property owners pay after the 10% discount incentive is applied as outlined in the rate bylaws. The 
discount incentive prov ided in the bylaws is a very effective strategy in securing utility payments in a 
timely manner. To ensure fu ll cost recovery while mai ntaining the payment incentive, the bylaw rates are 
inflated by the discount amount. The recommended rates outlined above result gross rate charges to 
residents as outlined in Attachment 2. These rates would be reflected in the amending bylaws for each 
uti lity area, should they be approved by Counci l. 

Flal Rate altd Melered Customers 

The residential metering program has been successful in transitioning the majority of single·family 
households from flat rates. Approximately 68% of single· fam ily homes are now on meters. The majority 
of townhomes and apartments are sti ll on flat rate, however, the number with meters is starting to increase 
as we tum our focus to promot ing water metering in the multi-fam ily sector. The number of units by 
customer class, including those on meters, is shown below for Council 's informat ion. The number of 
units will vary to some degree based on the type of service (e.g. some units are not on sewer service), 
therefore, the following is based on the water services unit count: 

R esidential Unit Counts - Flat Rate olld Metered Customers 
2012 Counts 2013 Counts Difference 

Sillgle-Family Flat Rate (32%) 10,635 9,364 ( 1,27 1) 
Residelltial 

Metered (68%) 17,816 19502 1,686 

Towllflouse Flat Rate (91%) 14,308 13,366 (942) 

Metered (9%) 703 1,373 670 

Apartme"t Flat Rate (76%) 20,109 17,972 (2,137) 

Metered (24%) 1,715 5,674 3,959 

Total Residelltial Units 65,286 67,251 1,965 

Commercial Units Metered 3467 3470 3 

Farms Metered 49 49 No 
change 

Comparison of Recommended 2013 Utility Rate Option to Major Household 
Expenses 

In relation to other common household expenses, City utility expenses represent good value when 
compared with other daily major household expenses such as telephone, cable, internet, electricity, transit 
and others. Water, sewer, garbage and drainage utility services are fundamental to a quality lifestyle for 
residenls as well as necessary infrastructure to support the local economy. The following chart 
demonstrates the value of these services when compared to other common househo ld expenses. 
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Daily Cost Comparison of Major Household Expenses for a Single Family Dwelling 
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Financial Impact 

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

The key impacts to the recommended 2013 utility budgets and rates stem from the need to reallocate fixed 
water/sewer system costs over a smaller volume base due to increased residential metering, increases in 
regional water purchases and sewer treatment costs, and proposed increased levels of service for recycling 
and solid waste management. Option 3 is recommended for Water, Sewer and Drainage. Option 2 is 
recommended for Solid Waste/Recycling. 

Considerable effort has been made to minimize City costs and other costs within our ability to influence 
in order to minimize the impact to property owners. The following graph demonstrates the principal 
factors in the 20 13 budget in the area of regional costs, contract costs, net capital infrastructure 
contribution (drainage) and other City operating costs. 

36~344 CNCL - 144



November 14,20 12 ·21 . 

2013 Recommended Options Utility Budget 
% Net Increase by Category 

Capital 

r /'if""""ct''''' · 
21% 

_~_~"~--=~:::;::;:;;,,,,,_CilY Operaling 
..... CO.fIS 

Regional 
51% 

• Includes City's contribution (rom rale stabi1i7.ationlincome variations to mitigatc increases 
Reference Chart doc. 3706075 

Conclusion 

7% 

19% 

This report presents the 2013 proposed utility budgets and rates for City services relating to the provision 
of water, sewer treatment, infrastructure maintenance and replacement (including water, sewer and 
drainage) as well as the provision of solid waste and recycling services. Considerable measures are taken 
to reduce costs where possible in order to minimize the impact of increased costs. A significant portion 
of the City's costs relate to impacts from influences outside of our direct control, such as regional cost 
impacts, power and fuel cost increases, etc. Regional costs are expected to continue increasing as part of 
meeting demands for ensuring high quality drinking water and managing sewer treatment. This budget 
also presents an enhanced level of service for expanding food scraps/organics collection services as part 
of meeting new regional waste diversion goals, Le. 70% by 2015. 

Staffrecommcnd that the budgets and rates as outlined in this report be approved and that the appropriate 
amending bylaws be brought forward to Council to bring these rates into effect. 

Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs 
(3338) 
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To; 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Tom Stewart, AScT. 
Director, Public Works Operations 

Attachment 1 

Report to Committee 

Date: September 4, 2012 

Fi le; 10-6370-10-0512012-
Vol 01 

Re: Food ScrapsfOrganlcs Recycling Program Expansion 

Staff Recommendation 

That 

1. the new and enhanced recycling program service levels, effective June, 2013, outlined in 
Option 2 oftbe staff report from the Manager. Fleet and Environmental Programs be 
referred for consideration as part oftbe 2013 utility and capital budget processes to: 

i) add a new level of service for food scraps and organics collection services using 
City-provided wbeeled carts for all multi-family townhome residents currently 
rece iving the City's blue box collection services; 

li) provide wheeled carts to aU residents in single-family housebolds for the storage 
and weekJy collection of food scraps and organic materials; 

iii) provide kitchen containers for the temporary storage of food scraps/organics to all 
residents in single-family and townhoroe units who currently receive the City's 
blue box collection services. 

2. a large item pickup program, limited to four items per household per year, as outlined in 
Option 2a) of the staff report from the Manager, Fleet and Envlronmental Programs, be 
considered as part of the 2013 utility budget process fOI implementation in June, 2013 for 
all single-family and townhome residents in conjunction witb the proposed expanded 
food scraps/organics recycling program. 

3. staff review and report on potential options for food scraps and organics collection 
services for resident itt multi-family dwellings and commercial businesses. 

, 

Tom Stewart, AScT. 
Director, Public Works Operations 
(604-233-3301) 

"''''' 
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REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCU~R:ENCE OF GENERAL MANAGE.R 

wi ?C=- . 
Finance Division ::~ 

ReVIeWED BY SMT ItlmALS: REVIEWED BY CAO kr~ SUBCOMMITTEE /( p i .) 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At dlei r May 28, 2012 meeting, Council teceived a report on "Greea Cart Pilot Program Results" 
and approved the following resolution: 

1. That based on the successful results of the Green Care Pilot Program, starT report back on 
costs and options for an e:rcpandcd cart-ba$ed collection program for a food scraps and 
organics recycli.ng program for aU townhome units in conjunction with tbe introduction 
of a similar program for residents io SLngle-family homes; and 

2. That the Green Cart Pilot program be continued pending 8 determination by Council on 
actions relating to a permanent food scraps/organics recycling program for townbomes. 

This report respoods to this resolution. 

Analysis 

Background 

A principal strategy and action outlined in the regional [ntegrated Solid Waste and Resoltrce 
Management Plan (ISWRMP) is to divert organic waste, including food scraps, trOIn the single
fanu(y, multi-family and commercial sectors. Food wa.';.te comprises 21 % of waste disposed and 
can be composted along with yard and gardeo waste to produce a beneficial and marketabJe 
compost product. The TSWRMP also establishes an action to ban all cornpostable organics from 
the waste disposal stream by 2015. In Ught of this pending disposal ban, expansion of food 
scraps and organics programs to multi-family residents is a key next step in order to ensure 
residents have reasonable alternatives for recycling this aspect of their waste. 

further, on November 14, 2011, Council established the Solid Waste Strategic Program as a 
component of the City's Sustainabi lity Framework and as part of working to\"cm:! our target to 
achieve community-wide waste diversion of 70% by 20 15. Given that food scraps represent the 
largest remaining component of the waste disposal stream, food scraps and organics recycling is 
all important initiative in advancing overall community waste diversion. 

A.elicltS to Date 

$ingle-Family Homes: Richmond was one of tbe flfst municipalities in the region [0 implement 
food scraps collection starting in April, 201 0 for single-family homes. Through. this program, 
labelled as the "Green Cao" progrrun, an estimared additional 1,000 - 1,500 tonnes of material is 
being diverted. from disposal annually. The tob l amount of waste disposed by residents in 
single.-family homes h~s also reduced substantially, i.e. between 2,000-3,000 tonnes since the 
introduction of food scraps rccyc1i.ng. 

TownhQme§: A pilot program commenced in April , 20J 1 iovolviog approximately 3,200 
townhomc units as part of next steps in introducing food scraps recycling for multi-family 
residents. Thls program provided valuable iniomwlion to heJp guide potential future expansion 
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to this portion of the multi-fanti\y resideo.tial sector (outlined in the May 9, 2012 staff report
"GreeD Cart Pilot P,ogram Results"). 

This program resulted in estimated diversion of approximately 22% of total estimated WAste 
generated by to" uhomes involved in the pi lot programl or approximately J 40 kg. per unit peT 

year. Based on expanding this program to all 11,2 J 7 towllhome units currently serviced under 
the City's recycling program for blue box service, it is estimated that an additional J ,500 tonnes 
could be diverted from the waste disposal stream annually. iocreasing our overaJl diversion rate 
by 2.50/ •. 

The pilot program is con tinuing to maintain services to residents involved in the pilot program 
pending a decis ion on options for potential program ex.pansion. Due to the nature oftbe program 
being a pilot, the associated COSts have beec funded via the sanitation and recycling provision. 
This means that no fees have been charged to thtse to\vnhome residents, nor has the cost oftbis 
program impacted the solid waste and rocycling rates charged LO res idents. 

Oplionsj() r Program Expansion 

In the May 9, 2012 staff report on the "Green Cart Pilot Program Results", staff were requested 
to repon back on two options: 

1. lowllhomes only Food Scraps/Organics Collection Program Expansion (NOI 

Recommended): Amend the City's existin& waste management services contract (current 
expiry date December 3]. 2014) to include food scraps/organics recycling to al l 
rownhomes (those cun-eotly receiving City blue box recycling coUection service - o( 

apprOlcimately 11,2l7 un.its). Key elements of dtis program wouJd ioclude: 

• Wheeled carts provided by the City, where residenLS cboose behveen a 46.5 Lor 
80 L cart (one cart per townho..tXlC lIDit). Residents may use paper yard waste bags 
for any additional garden trimmings wltich may not fit ioto the cart 

• A kitcben container provided by the City as a one-time issue for temporary food 
scraps storagt inside the home to promote ongoing participation_ 

• Weekly service. with collection provided door-to-door on the same day as City 
bl ue box collection service. 

This oplion is Dot recommended due to the short-term nature of the contract (to 
December 3) . 2014), whicb wiU resuJt in higber annual operating costs 10 lO\.vnbome 
residents than that identified under Option 2, which follows. 

2, TQwnhQmu f'oodScraPS/Qrganics Co71ecllQn Prorram Expansion in Coni71nction with 
/lItmducing q Carl-Based Collection Program for Single-Famifv Homes (Recommended) : 

3699344 

Ex pand food scraps/recycling collection to all lownhomes currently receiving City blue 
box recycling collection service (1 1,217 units), in cOlljunction with a cart-based 
col lectioo program for residents in single-family homes_ Under this opt ion, the ex.i sting 
waste management services CODJJ'act is extended to December 31, 2011 to achieve 
economics of scale for optirnal pricing. Key elements of this program would include: 
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• As per Option 1 (above)· all townhomes currently receiving City blue box 
collection services are serviced with food scraps/organics recycling using whe~led 
carts provided by the City. 

• Wheeled carts provided by the City to single-family housebolds, where residents 
choose betwl!eD one 80L, 120L, 240L Ot 360L cart (one Cm1 per single-family 
household), Residents may continue to use paper yard waste bags for any 
additional garden trimmings which may not fit into the cart on an on-Boing basis. 
Residents may also continue to use lheir existing Grecn eMS as part of the 
program phase-in process, with the intent of phasing out the usc of Green Cans 
after the end of2013. 

• A kitchen contaiaer provided by the City as a one--time issue per household for 
temporary food scraps storage inside the home to promote ongoing participation. 

• Weekly service, with collection provided door-to-door on the same day as City 
blue box collection service for single~family and townhome residents on City blue 
box service. 

• Contract T.2988. Residential G3Ibage and Recycling Collection Services, is 
extended to December 31, 20 t 7 for all garbage and recycUng services. 

This option is recorMlcnded as it results in the least annunJ cost option for townhome 
residents and provides for cart·based collection for single~family households at minimal 
increased operating cost This approach: 

• ensures a consistent level of se,rvice for townhome residents and smgk .. frunily 
residents, 

• allows for reductions in waste disposed by residents in townhomes, which can 
translate into reduced costs for garbage collectioo servicing arrangements for 
those townhomes. This is particularly important in light of planned Metro 
Vancouver tipping/disposal fee mcreases. i .. e .. currently SI07/tonne and projected 
to increase to S20Sftonne by 2016, 

• is expected to increase the volwue of food scraps collected from single-family 
homes due to switching to wheeled carts since the carts offer greater 
animaVrodent .. resistance (encouraging greater participation in food scraps 
recycling), 

• will eliminat£ weight concerns since the carts "'ill be serviced using automated 
tippers, 

• \ .. ill reduce missed pick-ups due to lack of the Green Can labels bejng visible to 
collectors (with the phasing out of Green Cans) .. 
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a) Large 11em Pick-Up Program 

The. provision ofa new service to residents for collection of large items is 
opportune associated with the potcntinl extension of the existing service contract 
T.2988 through. December 31, 2017. Under this new service, residents in singJe
family borne.') and those townhomes with blue box coUection (and food 
scraps/organics collection - if approved) would ruse be eligible to have up to four 
large items collected per year. This could include items sucb as a mattress, couch, 
stove, refrigerator. household furniture (table, chair, etc.). 

Undcr this program, residents would contact the service provider and arrange for 
collection of up to four items at one time, or one item on fow different occasions, 
or n...-o items on nvo different occasions, etc. The additional collection and 
disposal costs would be paid by the City as part of the Saud Waste 8Jld Recycling 
utility. 

Tr is recommended that Item a) be included as part of an enhanced level of service 
associated with the inl[oductiOD of the expanded food scraps/organics recycling program. 

A summary of the c.osts of the options dl':Sc,ribed "bove is provided in the table below: 

Option S~rvict. Dm:rlption Caf!i~' C(lst Aooual OperatIng 2013 Operatlng 
(One-Jime\ Cost Cosl Portion 

I. Townhome Fnod Scraps! SS3S,OOO $742,500 $433,JOO 
Organics Recycling 
(10 December 31 2{')14) 

~ Townhome Food Sctaps/ $3,250,000 $100.000 $408,400 
Organics Recycling PLUS carl· 
bul!d collection for single· family 
bOOltS 

: ito December 11, 2017) 

'J Optional large Item Pickup $250,000 S145,8OO 
Program (loW1'lhomes IUld single· 
r..,illy) 

I ;::ltal-OPtiood~ a) $3,250,000 5950,000 $554,200 
t «lmnseuded , 

The total cost ofIhe recommended option, (Optioo 2 a), is S4 .2 million, which includes $3.25 
million ooe~time capital costs and $950,000 annual operating. The 2013 ponioo would be 
slightly lower ($3,804,200) based on costs prorated to a June J, 2013 start date. 

3. Starus Quo - No E't:pan.s;on of Programs (Not Recommended): Existing service levels for 
food scraps/organics recycling can be maintained, where residents in single-fa.mily homes 
continue to use the Green Can program . The existing pilot program for townhome 
organics recycling would need to be discootinued. and residents in lownhomes would 
thea be required to make independent arrang'cmeDts {or their food scraps/organics 
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recycling requirements to comply with the pending organics disposal ban. Under tbis 
Option, a large item eoHection service would not be offered, however, residents could 
continue to take advantage oftbe City's Garbage Disposal Voucher program. Under this 
program, residents purchase a voucher for $5 from aoy City facility and can use the 
voucber (0 dispose of up to .$20 worth of garbage items at the Vancouver LandtiU. 

This option is not recommended as if does no\ encourage gre&.rer recycling of food scraps 
from swgle-family homes through the use of a designated, secure container. It is also 
expected to result in higher costs to lOwnhomes associated with needing to make 
independent recycling arrangements for food scraps/organics recycling. Further, by not 
managing the program/se['Vlce for townhomes, the City would not get the recycling 
tonnage data in order to be able to measure recycling rates as part of tracking our 
diversion pmgre.. .. s. Fiaally. the lack of a City-coordinated collection program for large 
items contributes to illegal dumping and is inconvenient to residents who do not have 
vehicles large enough to take adv8Iltage aCtbe Onrbage Disposal Voucher program. 

!flu/Ii-Family and Commucial Propertiei 

The suggested Option 2 0.) provides for a comprehensive and full service food scraps/organics 
recycling program for those residents in townbomes (who currently receiving blue box collection 
scrvices) as well as residen(s in single-family homes, However. it does not address food 
scraps/organics collect ion service for residents in multi-family complexes or com.mercial 
properties. In light of the pending regional disposal ban fo r organics in 20 I 5. program options 
for multi·family food scraps/organics recycling should also be evaluated to provide \,ecycling 
services for these residents. Staff suggest a review of options be undertaken and reported back ro 
Council fo r consideration. To assist businesses, staff can also evaluate whether there might be 
opportunities ro frame a potential multi· family program expaJUlon to include optional servicing 
to interested. commercial properties. It is suggested that staff include trus in their review and 
repol1 back with fmdings and a suggested approach. 

Financial Analvsls 

Capital: Funding for the capital cost (carts, containers, and related items of $) ,25 ru) is proposed 
from the sanitation and recycling provision. hcnc.e there .... 'ould be 00 direet financial impact 
.reflected in the rates charged to residents for sanitation and recycling services. Ths reserve 
fuoding has been established with this type of program expansion/change envisioned. Staff will 
submit a 2013 capital budget reqo.est for consideration of the capital costs associated with this 
proposed program implementation, 

Operating: The annual operating cost is proposed (0 be funded from the sao.itation and recycling 
utility cates, and merefore. refl ected in the rates charged to residents who are eligible for the 
services. This would represent a Itew charge. to lownhome residents who received City blue box; 
service of approximately S49luniVyear and an increased charge to residents in single-family 
homes of approximately S tS .SO/uoit/year. These charges are summarized in the following table.. 
Note that residents in multi-family/apartment developments would Dot be assessed any charges 
for the organi cs services associated with thc new and enhanced recycling programs outlined in 
this report since the service is not available (0 them 81lhis time. Future charges for multi-family 
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developments would be applied if and when a food scraps/organics program is inuoduced for 
these residents. 

Antlcl aled Annual Utili Rate Increase 
Afl(lCipef8d Anticipated 

Resident Type CUrrtJnl -Ne! Incma&fl (or It'lCr.u. lor Large Toml AntJclp.t&d Tota/Annua l 
Otpaf)/c,s Oip8n;cs per Itsm Pick Up Incre.se Estim8ted 

ServU ChlJrva' Option 2 Program (118;; a of Organic.$ Cha~ 
Ootion'1 

Townl'lomes $0.00 $42.00 $7.00 I $49.00 
on Blue Box 
Single---Family SS8.50 $8.50 $7.00 I $15.50 
Residents 

I 

The rate impact in 2013 wouJd be pro-rated based 00 the June 15t implementation date, or 
approximately Doe-ball. The above rates are approximate and would be formalized upon 
completion of the sanitation and tecycling utility budget and rates. 

Financial Impact 

This report has no direct financial impact as the related costs will be considered as par1 of the 
2013 capital and 20 13 and future utility budget processes. 

Conclusion 

$49.00 

$84.00 

Expansion of food scraps and organics tecycling to resident's in multi-family residences is a 
priority in light of pending disposal bans for this material in 2015, The success of tbe pilot 
program undertaken during 20) I demonstrated that 22% of the wllste genern.ted in townhomes 
(01 approximately 1,500 tOMes) can be divt:rted by expanding food scraps/organics recycling to 
all townhomes. 

The provision ofwbeeled carts wiU make it easy and convenient for residents to partlcipatc in the 
program. For consistency in levels of service and to encourage greater participation in food 
scraps recycling by residents ill single-famiJy homes, this report tecomme.nds transitioning the 
existing Green Can program to cart based collectioo. In-home kitcben containers are also 
suggested to be provided as part of improving conveoience for residents and serving as a regular 
reminder to encourage ongoing parricipatioo. 

Tht: coutract expansion prt:sents the opportunity to also offer a large item coUection service for 
resident", whicb provides a convenient alternative to dispose of up to four large items annually at 
minimal increased cost. This would enhance the City'S level of service b)1 assisting residents 
wbo do not bave the ability 10 transport large items to disposaVrecycling facilities. 

It is recommeoded that these new and enh.aaeed recycling prOgram service levels be referrt:d for 
consideration as part of the 2013 capital and utilit}1 budget processes. It is further recommended 
that staff review and repoI1 baek on options to provide food scraps/organics coiJcction services to 

multi-family and potentially commercial businesses. 

""'" 

3699344 CNCL - 153



November 14, 2012 

September 4, 2012 

~ 
Suzanne Bycraft 
Manager, Fleet & EnvironmenlaJ Programs 
(604.133·3338) 

SJB: 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond City Council 

Andrew Nazareth 

Report to Council 

General Manager, Finance and Corporate Services 

Date: November 20, 2012 

File: 03-0970-0112012-Vol 
01 

Robert Gonzalez, P. Eng. 
Engineering & Public Works 

Re: 2013 Utility Rate Amendment Bylaws 

Staff Recommendation 

That the following bylaws be introduced and given first, second and third readings: 

a) Solid Waste & Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, Amendment Bylaw No. 8976; 

b) Drainage, Dyke and Sanitary Sewer System Bylaw No. 7551, Amendment Bylaw No. 
8977; 

c) Waterworks and Water Rates Bylaw No. 5637, Amendment Bylaw No. 8978. 

Andrew Nazareth 
General Manager. 
Finance and Corporate Services 
(604-276-4095) 

Alt. 3 

ROUTED To : 

Law 

REVIEWED BY SMT 
SUBCOMMITIEE 

Robert Gonzalez, P. Eng. 
General Manager, Engineering 
& Public Works 
(604-276-4150) 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

C ONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

e" 
INITW.S: REVIEWED BY CAO INmAlS: 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At their November 19,20 12 meeting, the General Purposes Committee approved the following 
recommendation as part of their consideration of the 2013 Utility Budgets and Rates: 

I. That the 2013 Utility Expenditure Budgets, as outlined under Option 3 for Water, Sewer, 
Drainage & Diking, and Option 2 for Solid Waste & Recycling as contained in the staff 
report dated November 14,2012 from the General Managers of Finance & Corporate 
Services and Engineering & Public Works, be approved as the basis for establishing the 
2013 Utility Rates and for preparing the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) Bylaw. 

Subject to Council's acceptance of the above General Purposes Committee recommendation, this 
report presents the amending bylaws required to bring the utility rates into effect for 2013. 

Analysis 

A summary of the proposed changes to each of the Solid Waste & Recycling Bylaw No. 6803, 
Drainage, Dyke and Sanitary Sewer System By taw No. 7551, and the Waterworks and Water 
Rates Bylaw No. 5637, as outlined in the "2013 Utility Budgets and Rates" report dated 
November 14,2012, follows: 

1. Solid Waste & Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, Amendment Bylaw 8976 

• Changes to implement the 2013 solid waste and recycling rates as outlined in 
Option 2 afthe above-referenced report. 

• Provisions to add a new level of service for food scraps and organics collection 
services using City-provided wheeled carts for all multi-family townhome 
residents currently receiving the City's blue box collection services; 

• The addition of wheeled carts to the list of acceptable containers for single-family 
and duplex dwellings for the storage and weekly collection of food scraps and 
organic materials 

• A cart replacement fee cost of $25.00 each for residents requesting a change in 
cart due to size, suitability, etc.; 

• Provisions to add a new level of service for a large item pickup program for up to 
four items per household per year for all single-family and duplex dwellings and 
townhomes which receive City blue box recycling collection service. 

2. Drainage, Dyke and Sanitary Sewer System Bylaw No. 7551, Amendment Bylaw No. 
8977 

37096" 

• Changes to implement the 2013 drainage, dyke and sanitary sewer rates as 
outlined in Option 3 of the above-referenced report. 
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3. Waterworks and Water Rates Bylaw No. 5637, Amendment Bylaw No. 8978 

• Changes to implement the 2013 water rates as outlined in Option 3 of the above
referenced report. 

Financial Impact 

The rates outlined in the proposed amending bylaws represent full cost recovery for each 
respective utility area. The impact to ratepayers is as outlined in the 2013 Utility Budgets and 
Rates report dated November 14, 2012. 

Conclusion 

The amending bylaws presented with this report require Council's approval to charge for the 
various utility services in 2013. These services include the provision of high quality drinking 
water for all residents and businesses, sewage conveyance and treatment, and solid waste and 
recycling services, including the provision of new and expanded services for organics collection 
as well as a convenient new service for residential large item collection. 

A strong fiscal management approach is applied in ensuring that on-going replacement costs are 
also included in the City'S rates as part of ensuring sOWld capital investment for infrastructure. 
This ensures a high level of consistent services for the commWlity. 

The costs and rates strategy outlined manage these competing costs effectively, while at the same 
time. balance with the fiscal challenges presented by increases in regional costs. 

Manager. Fleet & Environmental Programs 
(604-233-3338) 

SJB: 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8976 

Solid Waste & Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8976 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

1. The Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, as amended, is further 
amended by deleting the opening paragraph of section 1.6. 1 and substituting the following: 

"1.6.1 Notwithstanding the defmitions of garbage or the provisions of section 1.1 , the City 
will not arrange for the collection and disposal of, and no person may place, the 
following materials out for collection under Part One of this bylaw (except, if 
applicable, a large item in accordance with section 1.8):" 

2. The Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, as amended, is further 
amended by adding the following after subsection 1.7.1: 

)708024 

"1.8 Large Item Pick-Up Service 

1.8.1 The City, subject to subsections 1.8.2 to 1.8.5, will arrange for the pick-up of 
a maximum of four (4) large items per calendar year from: 

(a) a single-family dwelling or a unit in a duplex dwelling that receives 
City garbage collection service; and 

(b) a unit in a townhouse development that receives City garbage or 
City blue box recycling service, 

and every owner of a property referred to in subsection 1.8.1(a) and (b) 
above must pay the large item pick-up fee specified in Schedule A, which is 
attached and forms a part of this bylaw. 

1.8.2 The large item pick-up service established pursuant to section 1.8.1 shall be 
only for large items that were used at the single-family dwelling, duplex 
dwelling or townhouse development where the large item is placed for 
pick·up. 

1.8.3 The maximum of four (4) large items per calendar year per eligible single
family dwelling, unit in a duplex dwelling and unit in a townhouse 
development may be disposed of at the same time or on different occasions. 
If in any calendar year, an eligible dwelling unit does not dispose of four (4) 
large items, that eligible dwelling unit may not carry forward the collection 
of the remaining item or items into a future calendar year. 
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1.8.4 Large items will be picked up from an eligible single-family dwelling, lUlit 
in a duplex dwelling and unit in a townhouse development on that 
dwelling unit's collection day, provided: 

(a) the occupier contacts, by 5:00pm on the Thursday prior to the 
collection day, the person designated by the City to administer the 
large item pick-up service; 

(b) the large item is placed in the manner required by subsection 
8.1.1(b)(i), (ii) and (iii); and 

(c) if the large item is a refrigerator, freezer, icebox or other container 
that is equipped with a latch or locking device, the doors of such 
large item are removed and placed beside the large item. 

1.8.5 By no later than 9:00 p.m. on collection day, an occupier must remove 
from public view a large item placed out for pick-up if the large item is: 

(a) tagged as being inappropriate or unacceptable, in the sole discretion 
of the City; 

(d) placed for pick-up without the occupier contacting, by 5:00pm on the 
Thursday prior to the collection day, the person designated by the 
City to administer the large item pick-up service; or 

(b) missed for any reason. 

3. The Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, as amended, is further 
amended by deleting subsection 2.1.1(b) and substituting the following: 

"(b) arrange for the collection and disposal of yard and garden trimmings and food 
waste from all single-family dwellings, each unit in a duplex dwelling, and each 
unit in a townhouse development that receives City garbage or City blue box 
recycling service;" 

4. The Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, as amended, is further 
amended by deleting section 2.5 in it entirety and substituting the following: 

3701W24 

"2.5 Preparation of Yard and Garden Trimmings and Food Waste for Collection 

2.5.1 An occupier of a single-family dwelling or a unit in a duplex dwelling to 
which garbage collection service is provided and an occupier of a unit in a 
townhouse development to which City garbage or City blue box recycling 
service is provided, may place for collection on collection day: 

(a) yard and garden trimmings, provided that such materials are: 
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3'108024 

(i) 

(ii) 

Page 3 

securely tied in a bundle, provided the bundle is less than: (A) 
I metre (39 inches) in length; (B) 0.6 metres (24 inches) in 
width; (C) 0.3 metres (12 inches) in height; and (D) 20 
kilograms (44 pounds) in weight; or 

placed entirely within a compostablc paper bag which meets 
the criteria set-out in paragraphs 2.5. 1(b)(ii)(E), (F), (0) and 
(H); and 

(b) yard and garden trimmings together with food waste, provided 
such materials are placed entirely within: 

(i) a yard/food waste cart; or 

(ii) a container which meets the following criteria: 

(A) is made of rigid metal or plastic with a watertight, 
removable lid; 

(B) is marked clearly and visibly with a "FOOD SCRAPS 
AND YARD TRIMMINOS" label provided by the 
City, or such other label designated or provided by the 
City for such purpose; 

(C) is used solely to hold yard and garden trimmings 
and/or food waste; 

CD) has a shape and opening which permits emptying with 
minimum effort; 

(E) has handles or handling devices which pennit lifting 
and emptying safely by one person; 

(F) is strong enough to withstand normal handling and 
lifting; 

(0) does not exceed a gross weight of 20 kilograms (44 
Ibs) when full; 

(Il) is properly closed or sealed; and 

(I) has a capacity not more than 80 Iitres (2.82 cubic feet) 
and a diameter of not more than 0.6 metres (24 
inches). 

2.5.2 A person must not place or permit to be placed plastic bags, including 
biodegradable plastic bags, or bags which contain plastic, including paper 
bags lined or commingled with plastic a yard/food waste container. 
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2.5.3 The City will provide one (1) yard/food waste cart to each single-family 
dwelling and each unit in a duplex dwelling to which garbage collection 
service is provided, and each unit in a townhouse development to which 
City garbage or City blue box recycling service is provided. 

2.5.4 Every occupier of a dwelling unit that receives a yard/food waste cart [Tom 
the City must keep such yard/food waste cart in a clean and sanitary 
condition and use reasonable care and attention when opening or moving a 
yard/food waste cart. 

2.5.5 Every occupier of a dwelling unit who requests a replacement of a 
yard/food waste cart provided by the City must pay the yard/food waste 
cart replacement fee specified in Schedule B, which is attached and [anTIs a 
part of this bylaw. 

2.5 .6 All yard/food waste carts provided by the City to a dwelling unit remain 
the sale property of the City and the City may, at any time, collect or request 
the return of a yard/food waste cart. 

2.5.7 No person shall damage, tamper with or vandalize a yard/food waste cart, 
or place materials other than yard and garden trimmings and food waste in 
a yard/food waste cart." 

5. The Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, as amended, is further 
amended at section 15.1 by deleting the definition of OWNER and substituting the 
following: 

"OWNER means those persons defined as "owner" under the 
Community Charter." 

6. The Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, as amended, is further 
amended at section 15.1 by deleting the definition of Y ARDIFOOD WASTE CONTAINER 
and substituting the following: 

"Y ARDIFOOD WASTE 
CONTAINER 

means a bundle referred to in subsection 2.S.1(a)(i) , 
a compostable paper bag referred to in subsection 
2.S.1(a)(ii), yard/food waste cart, or a container 

referred to in subsection 2.S.1(b)(ii)." 

7. The Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, as amended, is further 
amended at section 15.1 by adding the following definition in alphabetical order: 

"LARGE ITEM 

3708024 

means furniture, appliances, small household goods 
(provided they are boxed or bundled in a reasonable 
size), barbeques (provided lava rock briquettes or 
equivalent, and propane tanks are removed), outdoor 
fumiture, weight training equipment, electric 
lawnmowers, mattresses, and similar items approved 
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YARD/FOOD WASTE 
CART 

Page 5 

for pick-up by the General Manager of Engineering 
& Public Works, but does not include: 

(a) a vehicle or part of a vehicle; 
(b) tree stumps; 
(c) carpet or pieces of carpet; 
(d) lwnber, demolition or home renovation 

materials; 
( e) hazardous waste; 
(f) propane tanks; 
(g) tires; 
(h) gas lawnmowers; or 
(i) other items excluded by the General 

Manager of Engineering & Public Works. 

means a wheeled cart provided by the City for 
the disposal and collection of yard and garden 
trimmings and food waste." 

8. The Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, as amended, is further 
amended by deleting Schedules A through D and substituting the schedules attached to and 
forming part of this Bylaw. 

9. Sections 1,2, 3,4,6 and 7 oftrus bylaw come into force and effect on June 3, 2013, and the 
remaining sections come into force and effect on January 1, 2013 

to. This Bylaw is cited as "Soljd Waste & Recycling Regulation Bylaw No. 6803, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8976". 

FIRST READING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3708024 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

ROVED 
forl~.I;ty 
by So licitor 
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BYLAW YEAR: 2013 

SCHEDULE A to BYLAW NO. 6803 

FEES FOR CITY GARBAGE COLLECTION SERVICE 

~nnual City garbage collection service fee for each single-family dwelling, each unit 
in a duplex dwelling, and each unit in a townhouse development $ 117.77 
Fee for each excess garbage container tag 
Large item pick up fee t 

SCHEDULE B to BYLAW NO. 6803 

FEES FOR CITY RECYCLING SERVICE 

Annual City recycling service fee: 
(a) for residential properties, which receive blue box service (per unit) 

(b) for multi-family dwellings or townhouse developments which receive centralized 
collection service-(per unin 
Annual recycling service fee: 
(a) for yard and garden trimmings and food waste from single-famify dwellings and 
rom each unit in a duplex dwelling (per unit)l 

(b) for yard and garden trimmings and food waste from townhome dwellings that 
receive City garbage or blue box service (per unit)' 

Fee for yard/food waste cart replacement (per cart) 
City recycling service fee for the Recycling Depot: 

(a) (I) for yard and garden trimmings from residential properties 
(ii) for recyclable material from residential properties 

(b) for yard and garden trimmings from non-residential properties 
(c) for recycling materials from non-residential properties 

nnual City recyclinQ service fee for non-residential properties 

SCHEDULE C to BYLAW 6803 

FEES FOR CITY LITTER COLLECTION SERVICE 

Annual City litter collection service fee for both residential properties and non
residential properties 

$ 2.00 
$ 4.451 

I 

$ 44.28 

$ 30.45 

$ 86.111 

$ 26.671 

$ 25.00 

$20.00 per cubic yard 
for the second and each 

subsequent cubic yard 
$0 

$20.00 per cubic yard 
$0 

$ 1.90 

$ 26.72 

1Fees shown are pro-rated based on June 2013 implementation of expanded yard/food waste collection 
program and are not reflective of total annual charges in future years. 

3708024 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8977 

Drainage, Dyke and Sanitary Sewer System Bylaw No. 7551 , 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8977 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

1. The Drainage, Dyke and Sanitary Sewer System Bylaw No. 7551, as amended, is further 
amended at Part Two by deleting section 2. 1.2 and substituting the following: 

2.1.2 Every property owner whose property has been connected to the City drainage 
system must pay the drainage system infrastructure replacement fee of$122.57 per 
property for the period January I to December 31 of each year. 

2. The Drainage, Dyke and Sanitary Sewer System Bylaw No. 7551, as amended, is further 
amended by deleting Schedule B in its entirety and substituting the schedule attached to and 
forming part of this Bylaw. 

3. This Bylaw comes into force and effect on January 1, 2013 . 

4. This Bylaw is cited as "Drainage, Dyke And Sanitary Sewer System Bylaw No. 7551, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8977". 

FIRST READING ,~'" 
FHCHMOND 

APPROVED 

SECOND READING '0< content by 
o<llIln~no 

THIRD READING ~ 
APPROVED 
10.!.lil}' 

ADOPTED '7i.~ 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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Schedule to Bylaw 8977 

SCHEDULE B to BYLAW NO. 7551 

SANITARY SEWER USER FEES 

.I. FLAT RATES FOR NON-METERED PROPERTIES 

(a) Residential Dwellings Annual Fee Per Unit 

(i) One-Family Dwelling or Two-Family Dwelling 
with 3/..-inch water service $ 428.20 

(i) One-Family Dwelling or Two-Family Dwelling 
with I-inch or greater water service See metered rates 

(b) 

(c) 

(iii)Multiplc-Family Dwellings of less than 4 storeys in height 

(iv)Multiple-Family Dwellings 4 or more storeys in height 

Public School (per classroom) 

Shops aDd Offices 

2. RATES FOR METERED PROPERTIES 

Regular rate per cubic metre of water delivered to the property: 

Underground leak rate per cubic metre of water exceeding 
average amount (as defined in Section 2.3A2(a»: 

$ 391.79 

$ 326.31 

$ 396.81 

$ 335.10 

$ 1.03 19 

$ 0.8255 

3. llATES FOil COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, INSTITUTIONAL AND AGIUCULTURAL 

Minimum charge in any quarter of a year: $ 82. 16 

3701959 
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SCHEDULE B to BYLAW NO. 7551 

SANITARY SEWER USER FEES 

4. CONSTRUCTION PERIOD - PER DWELLING UNIT 

Single-Family Multip le- Multiple-

Month 
Dwellings & 

Start Bill 
Fami ly 

Start Bill 
Family 

Start Bill Each Unit in a 
Year 

Dwelling 
Year 

Dwelling 
Vea r (2013) Duplex (less than 4 (4 or more 

Dwelling storeys in storeys in 
height) height) 

(Rate per unit) (Rate pcr unit) (Rate pcr unit) 

January $ 428 2014 $ 392 2014 $ 685 2015 

February $ 393 2014 $ 790 2015 $ 658 2015 

March $ 357 2014 $ 757 2015 $ 631 2015 

April S 321 2014 $ 725 2015 $ 604 2015 

May $ 285 2014 $ 692 2015 $ 576 2015 

June $ 250 2014 $ 660 2015 $ 549 2015 

July $ 214 2014 $ 627 2015 $ 522 2015 

August $ 646 2015 $ 594 2015 $ 495 2016 

September $ 607 2015 $ 562 2015 $ 468 2016 

October $ 567 2015 $ 529 2015 $ 441 2016 

November $ 528 2015 $ 496 2015 $ 413 2016 

December $ 489 2015 $ 464 2015 $ 386 2016 

3707959 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8978 

Waterworks and Water Rates Bylaw No. 5637, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8978 

The COlll1cil of the City of Riclunond enacts as follows: 

1. The Watenvorks and Water Rates Bylaw No. 5637, as amended, is further amended by 
deleting Schedules A through G and substituting the schedules attached to and fanning part 
of this Bylaw. 

2. This Bylaw comes into force and effect on January 1, 2013. 

3. This Bylaw is cited as "Watenvorks And Water Rates Bylaw No. 5637, Amendment 
Bylaw No. 8978" . 

FIRST READING CITY OF 
RlCI1MOND 

APPROVED 

SECOND READING 
for tont~nt by 

o,,:!):~l ng 

nURD READING ..Y:]"'; 
APPROVED 
fot lega1itV 

ADOPTED by SoUcitor 

iVJ-

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

37(17823 
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Bylaw 8978 

A. 

SCHEDULE "A" to BYLAW NO. 5637 

BYLAW YEAR - 2013 

FLAT RATES FOR RESIDENTIAL, AGRlCUL TURAL, AND 
INSTITUTIONAL PURPOSES ONLY 

Residential Dwellings per unit 

Dwellings with 20 mm (%") water service 

Page 2 

$642. 16 

Dwellings with 25mm ( I") water service or greater See Metered Rates - Schedule B 

Townhouse $525.68 

Apartment $338.74 

B. Stable or Bam per unit $ 129.39 

C. Field Supply - each trough or water receptacle or tap $80.88 

D. Public Schools for each pupil based on registration 
January 1st $7.66 
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SCHEDULE "B" to BYLAW NO. 5637 

BYLAW YEAR - 2013 

METERED RATES 

Page 3 

(page 1 01"2) 

METERED COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL PROPERTIES 
AND MULTlPLE·FAMILY AND STRATA TITLED PROPERTIES 

\. RATES 

All consumption per cubic metre: 
Minimum charge in any 3-month period: 
Undetected leak rate per cubic metre (per section 25B of this bylaw): 

2. RENTS FOR EACH METER 

371)7823 

Rent per water meter for each 3-month period: 

For a 16mm (5 /8") meter 

For a 20mm (3 /4") meter 

For a 25mm (I to) meter 

For a 32mm (1 v..") meter 

For a 40mm (1 W' ) meter 
For a 50mm (2") meter 

COMPO UND TYPE 

75mm (3") 

100mm (4") 

150mm (6") 

TURBINE TYPE 

50mm (2") 

75mm (3") 

100mm (4") 

150mm (6") 

200mm (8") 

FIRE LINE TYPE 

100mm (4") 

150mm (6") 

200mm (8") 

250mm (10") 

$1.1976 
$110.00 
$0.6727 

$11 .50 

$ 14.65 

$16.20 

$28.25 

$28.25 

$32.00 

$108.00 

$165.00 

$275.00 

$63.50 

$81.50 

$118.00 

$225.50 

$293.00 

$283.75 

$383.00 

$497.25 

$662.00 
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1. RATES 

SCHEDULE "B" to BYLAW NO. 5637 

BYLAWYEAR-2013 

METERED RATES 

METERED RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES 

All consumption per cubic metre: 
Minimum charge in any 3-month period: 
Underground leak rate per cubic metre (per section 2SB of this bylaw): 

2. MAINTENANCE CHARGE FOR EACH METER 

Maintenance charge for water meter with connection up to 50mm (2") 
for each 3-month period: 

*For residential properties with a connection greater than 50mm (2"), 
the commercial and industrial properties rental rates apply. 

)707823 

$l.l976 
$20.00 

$0.6727 

Page 4 
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$10.00' 
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SCHEDULE "c" to BYLAW NO. 5637 

BYLAWYEAR-2013 

METERED RATES 

FARMS 

1. RATES 

All consumption per cubic metre: 

Minimum charge per 3-month period*: 

For 1st quarter billing (January - March inclusive) for 90m3 or less 

For 2nd quarter billing (April - June inclusive) for 95m3 or less 

For 3rd quarter billing (July - September inclusive) for 140m3 or less 

For 4th quarter billing (October - December inclusive) for 90m3 or less 

*No minimum charge applies where there is no dwelling on the property. 

2. MAINTENANCE CHARGE FOR EACH METER 

3101823 

Maintenance charge for meter up to 25mm (1") for each 3-month period 

* Applies only to properties with no dwelling. 

Page 5 

$1.1976 

$110.00 

$110.00 

$110.00 

$110.00 

$10.00' 
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SCHEDULE "D" to BYLAW 5637 

BYLAW YEAR - 20\3 

1. WATER CONNECTION CHARGE 

Connection Charge 

Single-Family, Multi-Family, Tie In Price Per 
Industrial, Commercial Water Charge Metre of 

Connection Size Service Pipe 

25mm (I") diameter $2,550 $175.00 

40mm (1 W') diameter $3,500 $175.00 

50mm (2") diameter $3,650 $175.00 

100mm (4") diameter $6,900 $350.00 

150mm (6") diameter $7,100 $350.00 

200mm (8") diameter $7,300 $350.00 

larger than 200mm (8") diameter by estimate by estimate 

2. DESIGN PLAN PREPARED BY CITY 

Design plan prepared by City [5. 2(d)] $1,000 each 

3. WATER METER INSTALLATION FEE 

Install water meter [5. 3A(a)] $ 1,000 each 

3701&23 
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MONTH 

(20\3) 

January 
Februarv 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
AUQust 
Seotember 
October 
November 
December 

SCHEDULE "E" to BYLAW 5637 

BYLAWYEAR-2013 

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD WATER CONSUMPTION RATES 
RESIDENTIAL 

SINGLE- START MULTI-FAMILY START BfLL M-ULTI-
FAMILY BILL APARTMENT YEAR fAMILY 

OWELLINGS YEAR LESS THAN 4 APARTMENT 
& EACH STOREYS (rate 4 STQREVS & 

UNIT IN A per unit) UP 
DUPLEX (rate per unit) 

DWELLING 
(rate per unit) 
$ 642 2014 $ 526 2014 $ 71 1 
$ 569 2014 $ 1,060 2015 $ 663 
$ 535 2014 $ 1,016 2015 $ 655 
$ 462 2014 $ 973 2015 $ 627 
$ 426 2014 $ 929 2015 S 596 
$ 375 2014 $ 665 2015 $ 570 
$ 321 2014 $ 641 2015 $ 542 
$ 969 2015 $ 797 2015 $ 514 
$ 910 2015 $ 753 2015 $ 466 
S 651 2015 $ 710 201 5 $ 457 
$ 792 2015 $ 666 2015 $ 429 
$ 733 2015 $ 622 2015 $ 401 

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD WATER CONSUMPTION RATES
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 
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START BILL 
YEAR 

2015 
2015 
2015 
2015 
2015 
2015 
2015 
2016 
2016 
2016 
2016 
2016 

Water Connection Size Consumption Charge 

20mm (314") diameter $135 

25mm ( I") diameter $270 

40mm (1 \12") diameter $675 

50mm (2") diameter $1,690 

3701&23 
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Bylaw 8978 

SCHEDULE "F" to BYLAW 5637 

BYLAWYEAR-2013 

MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES 

I. For an inaccessible meter as set out in Section 7 

2. For each tum on or turn off 

3. For each non-emergency service call outside regular hours 

4. Fee for testing a water meter 

5. Water Service Disconnections: 

6. 

(a) 

(b) 

(e) 

when the service pipe is temporarily disconnected at the 
property line for later use as service to a new building 

when the service pipe IS not needed for a future 
development and must be permanently disconnected at 
the watermain, up to and including SOmm 

if the service pipe is larger than SOmm 

Trouble Shooting on Private Property 

7. Fire flow tests of a watermain: 

8. 

9. 

10. 

)707823 

First test 
Subsequent test 

Locate or repair of curb stop service box or meter box 

Toilet rebate per replacement 

Fee for water meter verification request 

Page 8 

$160 per quarter 

$95 

Actual Cost 

$350 

$165 

$1,100 

Actual Cost 

Actual Cost 

$250 
$150 

Actual Cost 

$100 

$50 
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Bylaw 8978 Page 9 

SCHEDULE "G" to BYLAW 5637 

BYLAW YEAR - 2013 

RATES FOR VANCOUVER INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AUTHOIUTY (YVR) 

Applicab le rate is $0.6727 per cubic meter of water consumed, plus the following amounts: 

• YVR's share of future water infrastructure capital replacement calculated at $0.3372 per m3 

• 50% of the actual cost of operations and maintenance activities on water infrastructure shared 
by the City and YVR, as shown outlined in red on the plan attached as Schedule H 

• 100% of the actual cost of operations and maintenance activities on water infrastructure 
serving only YVR, as shown outlined in red on the plan attached as Schedule H 

• ) 00% of the actual cost of operations and maintenance activities on a section of 1064 m 
water main, as shown outlined in green on the plan attached as Schedule H from the date of 
completion of the Canada Line public transportation line for a period of 5 years. After the 5 
year period has expired, costs for this section will be equally shared between the City and 
YVR 

• 76 m3 of water per annum at rate of $0.6727 per cubic meter for water used annually for 
testing and flushing of the tank cooling system at Storage Tank Farm TF2 (in lieu of 
metering the 200 mm diameter water connection to this faci lity 

(Note: water infrastructure includes water mains, pressure reducing valve stations, valves, 
hydrants, sponge vaults and appurtenances) 

3101&23 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 

. '.() fL0 - Nll'J 7D .? DO .. 

Date: Oclober 26, 2012 

From: Wayne Craig Fite: RZ 11 -582929 

Re : 

Director of Development 

Application by MATTHEW CHENG ARCHITECT INC. to rezone 7451 and 
7471 No. 4 Road, a No Access Property on General Currie Road, and a Lane 
to be Closed from "Single Detached (RS1fB) and (RS1fF)" to "Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM3)" in order to develop a 20 unit townhouse complex. 

Staff Recommendation 

I . That Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, Amendment Bylaw 8198 be 
abandoned; and 

2. That Bylaw 8968 for the rezoning of 745 1 No 4 Road, a No Access Property on General 
Currie Road, and a Lane to be closed from "Single Detached, eRS lIB)" and 747 1 No.4 
Road from "Single Detached (RS I /F)" to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)", be 
introduced and given fi rst reading. 

~?J 
war.ig~ 
Director of Dey lopment 
(604-247-462 ) 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 
Real Estate Services 

3680513 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

C ONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

~ P0/ ~/~ , 
/ , 
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October 26, 2012 - 2- RZ 11-582929 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. has applied to rezone 7451 and 7471 No.4 Road, a No Access 
Property on General Currie Road, and a Lane to be Closed (Attachment 1) from "Single 
Detached (RSI/B) and (RSI/F)" to a "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)" to pennit the 
construction of 20 residential townhouse units (Attachment 2). 

Findings of Fact 

Please refer to the attached Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment 3) for a 
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requirements. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Across from the General Currie road Right-of-Way, at 737 1 No. 4 Road, a Single 
Detached Dwelling, zoned "Single Detached (RSI /F)". 

To the East: Across No. 4 Road, Single Detached Dwellings on properties zoned "Agriculture 
(AG I)". 

To the South: At 75 51 No.4 Road, a 45 unit 2 Y: and 3 storey Townhouse, zoned "Town 
Housing (ZT I6) - South McLennan and St. Albans Sub Area (City Centre)". 

To the West: Single Detached Dwellings on Bridge Street, zoned "Single Detached (RS I/F)". 

Related Policies and Studies 

Official Community Plan 

OCP designation: City Centre Area, McLennan South Sub-Area Plan, Schedule 2. 100. 

McLennan Sourh Sub-Area Plan 

• Residential 2 Y2 - stories typical (3 stories maximum), predominately Triplex, Duplex, 
Single-Family. 0.55 base FAR (Attachment 4). 

The app licant is proposing a density 0[0.70 FAR, which is above the base density 0[0.55 FAR 
as indicated in the OCP. The increase in density is supported given the applicant is providing: 

• A voluntary contribution to the Affordable Housing Strategy reserve fund ; 

• Land dedication, road and frontage construction for No.4 Road; 

• Road construction along the undeveloped portion of General Currie Road, which wi ll 
introduce the formal connection to No. 4 Road; 

• Frontage construct ion along the northern edge of the subject property fronting General 
Currie Road; 

• Land dedications, road and frontage construction for a new local road along the west end 
of the subject property (LeChow Street); and 
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• An agricu ltural buffer fronting the property along No.4 Road. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 
In accordance with the City's Flood Management Strategy, the minimum allowable elevation for 
habitable space is 2.9 m ase or 0.3 m above the highest crown of the adjacent road. A Flood 
Indemnity Covenant is to be registered on title prior to final adoption. 

Public Input 

A notice board is posted on the subject property to notify the public of the proposed 
development, but no communication has been received to date. Should this application receive 
first reading, a public hearing will be scheduled. 

Background 

Over the past twe lve (12) years, these properties have seen separate development applications 
that result in what we see today. 

7451 No.4 Road 
SO 98-14760 I and RZ 99-161573 were approved to allow the subdivision of this lot into (WO, for 
the purpose to allow for a single detached house to be developed on each lot. These lots are 
separated by a 6.0 meter wide lane, which was dedicated by the applicant to allow vehicle access 
from General Currie Road. I.n addition, a further 10.0 metres of land was dedicated along the 
western edge of the site to facilitate the future development of LeChow Street, along with 3.0 
metre by 3.0 metre corner cuts at the corner of No. 4 Road and General Currie Road and at the 
future LeChow Street and General Currie Road. No road development or construction was done 
at this time and the property remains undeveloped, with the exception of the existing Single 
Detached house fronting No.4 Road. 

7471 No.4 Road 
RZ 05-312975 and DP 08-444222 for the development ofan eleven (II) unit townhouse 
complex were applied for on this single site. Access to the townhouses was to be from the lane 
that was dedicated through the subdivision of 745 1 No.4 Road. With a change of ownership and 
the acquisition of7451 No.4 Road, these applications were withdrawn in support of this current 
proposal. 

RZ 05-312975 went as far as having received third reading on March 19,2007. Little activity 
followed, and the change of ownership resulted with the formal withdrawal of that application in 
favour of this one. 

With the withdrawal of RZ 05-312975, the Bylaw that was associated with the application 
(Bylaw 8198) to allow the rezoning of 7471 No.4 Road for an e leven (11) unit townhouse will 
need to be abandoned. 

Staff Comments 

Proposed Site Assembly and Site Design 

The subject site is bordered by No.4 Road to the east, the undeveloped portion of General Currie 
Road to the north and the future LeChow Street to the west. LeChow Street is the new north
south back street identified in the South McLennan Sub Area Plan, located between Bridge 
Street and No. 4 Road, that is intended to help manage access and traffic flow from the 
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anticipated increase in population to the area. The subject site is the remaining lands along this 
strip of No. 4 Road that were never included with the land assembly that created the 45 unit 
townhouse development directly to the south of the subject site. 

The proposed access to the site is located off General Currie Road, halfway down the length of 
the site, at the location of the lane that was dedicated for the subdivision of 7451 No.4 Road 
(SO 98-147601). In order for the proposed site design to proceed, the lane is to be purchased 
back from the City. or it would otherwise be subject to building setback requirements. The 
internal drive-aisle travels in a predominately east-west direction to provide access to all the 
townhouse units. 

The units are grouped in two and three unit building clusters with the duplex clusters fronting 
No.4 Road being two (2) and two and one-half (2 Ih) storeys in height. This respectfully 
addresses the heights of the townhouse complex to the south but also the single family houses on 
the eastern and more rural side of No. 4 Road. The remaining units are to be three (3) storeys in 
height, with most of the units fronting one of the three streets and will have their main pedestrian 
entrance facing the street. 

The proposed outdoor amenity area is centrally located along the south property line, at the end 
of the main access to the complex from General Currie Road. The central location is good for 
easy access from within the complex and it has good south exposure to allow for abundant 
sunlight. 

In keeping with the low density character on lots along No.4 Road, the Development Pennit 
Guidelines in the Neighbourhood Plan suggest a setback of six (6) to nine (9) metres for two (2) 
storey buildings, with two and one-half (2 Y:!) storey buildings set back at nine (9) metres lots for 
the purpose of softening the impact to the more rural character of properties on the eastern side 
of No. 4 Road to the more urban west side. The increased setback also provides more 
opportunities for landscaping to soften the visual impact of the townhouses. The applicant's 
proposal achieves this. 

Transportation and Site Access 

• This section of General Currie Road, west of No. 4 Road to LeChow Street, has never been 
constructed, although an existing road allowance is in place. As a result, a large part of the 
General Currie Road right-of-way between No.4 Road and LeChow Street will need to be 
paved to help ensure a safe turn from No.4 Road. 

• The existing lane that divides 7451 No.4 Road will need to be purchased from the City to 
allow for the proposed development to proceed. Without the purchase, compliance with the 
building setbacks in accordance to the RTM3 zone will need to be achieved. 

• Land will need to be dedicated for the purpose of facilitating the development of LeChow 
Street. As some of the land has already been dedicated from the subdivision file 
(SD 98-147601) from the west edge of7451 No.4 Road, additiona11and will need to be 
dedicated along the western edge of 7471 No.4 Road. To match the land dedicated from 
7471 No.4 Road to the townhouse complex to the south will require a 10 metre dedication at 
the north property line of 7471 No.4 Road, tapering to 9 metres at the south property line. 

• Corner cuts at the intersections of General Currie Road and both NO.4 Road and LeChow 
Street are to be the standard 4.0 m by 4.0m. 
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• The applicant has provided a site design that takes into consideration the requested land 
dedication requirements to allow the improvements to No.4 Road and the introduction of 
LeChow Street that will connect to the paved section of General Currie Road. 

• With the introduction of this section of General Currie Road connecting to No.4 Road , a 
controlled traffic light is planned to be installed at this comer. To assist wi th the costs of 
installing these traffic lights, the applicant has agreed to make a contribution of $50,000.00 
as part of their rezoning considerations. 

• Frontage improvements will be required along the three street fronts , consisting of a concrete 
sidewalk at the property line, grassed and treed boulevard, concrete curb and gutter, and road 
paving. The specifications wi ll be provided during the separate Servicing Agreement. 

• The proposed vehicular access to and from the site is proposed from General Currie Road, 
roughly at the location of the current dedicated lane. Connecting to the internal drive aisle 
heading south, the aisle quickly comes to an intersection, turning east to west that will 
provide access to all the units. 

• The number of proposed parking stalls (includ ing visitor parking) meets the minimum 
requirements of the parking requirements of Zoning Bylaw 8500. 

• Pedestrian access to the site is achieved along the perimeter of the site to access the 
individual units that address all three road frontages. Access to the remaining units is 
through the internal drive-aisle. 

• The applicant is proposing a corner cut along the internal drive-aisle to help ensure 
manoeuvrability of larger vehicles. 

Agricultural Landscape Buffer 

A landscape buffer is required within the subject site, along the eastern edge of the No.4 Road 
frontage. The buffer is intended to mitigate land use confl icts between the residential uses on the 
subject site and any agricultural land uses east of No. 4 Road. A landscape proposal was referred 
to the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) for their review and comments. The AAC was 
supportive of the proposal and identified areas for consideration that would limit any impacts 
coming onto the agricultural lands to the east as well as provide an attractive buffer to the street 
front. A relevant excerpt from the Committee's June 21 , 2012 meeting is attached for reference 
(Attachment 5). Overall, they were supportive of the proposal, but suggested an alternative to 
the vacciniums (a type of blueberry shrub), to prevent a possible spread of harmful viruses to 
plants in neighbouring agricultural areas. The applicant has complied with this request. 

In addition to the landscaping requirements of the buffer, a restricti ve covenant will be registered 
on title. The covenant will indicate the landscaping implemented along the eastern side of the 
development site's No.4 Road frontage cannot be removed or modified without City approval. 
The covenant would identify that the landscape planting is intended to be a buffer to mitigate the 
impacts of noise, dust and odour generated from typical farm activities. 
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Trees 

An Arborist Report and site survey (Attachment 6) was submitted to assess the existing trees on 
the site for possible retention of existing trees. 

A detailed site review was conducted by City staff which identified that oFthe 5S trees on-site, 
54 are in poor condition andlor located within the development area and will need to be 
removed. Of the remaining, one (1) is listed in good health and is a good candidate for retention. 

There are two (2) street trees on city property that were identified as having an impact on the 
site. Both are considered to be in excellent condition and good candidates for retention or 
relocation, and will be incorporated with the separate Servicing Agreement design for the No.4 
Road frontage. 

A summary of the submitted arborist report and staff review is outlined in the following table: 

Tree Summary Table 

Number of Tree Tree 
Item 

Trees 
Compensation Compensation Comments 

Rate Required 

Total On Site Trees 55 - . . 

Trees located within Not counted for replacement as 

the road right-ot·way 38 . . these road developments are a part 
of the neighbourhood plan. 

To be removed due to conflicts with 
On-site trees to be 

54 2:1 108 proposed building locations, flood 
removed bylaw requirements, poor health or 

structure of the trees. 

Applicant to incorporate them if the 
Trees for retention 1 - - landscape plan as part of the 

Development Permit. 

Both trees are listed in excellent 
condition. City staff recommends 

Trees located on City 
2 2:1 see comments 

they be retained or relocated as part 
property of the street tree planting 

requirements of the Servicing 
Agreement. 

Trees for relocation 
0 within the site 

. - . 

Of the 54 trees that are to be removed, they would need to be replaced in accordance with the 
City's 2 for 1 replacement policy. A review of the new tree plantings will be conducted at the 
Development Pennit stage where it will be determined if the number of trees proposed on the 
submitted landscape drawings meet the replacement requirements. 

The applicant is current ly proposing a total of 48 trees, including the one (I) that is to be 
retained, on their preliminary landscape plan. While this is short of the compensated number of 
108 trees, staff is willing to work with the applicant to maximize the number of trees to be 
planted on the property during the Development Pennit stage, it is unlikely that 108 trees can be 
accommodated on the site so some form of cash-in-Iieu contribution wi ll be required. 
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Amenity Space 

The outdoor amenity space is located in a central location of the site, at the south end of the 
north-south drive aisle when entering the site. The space is intended for a chi ldren's play area 
and benches for sitting but little detail is provided at this time. A more detailed review will be 
conducted at the Development Permit stage when landscaping drawings wil l be submitted with 
more detailed information. No indoor amenity space is being proposed, but a voluntary cash-in
lieu contribution of $21,000.00 wi ll be required prior to fina l adoption of this application. 

Analysis 

Proposed Zoning to Medium Density Townhouses CRTM3) 
The proposed rezoning from "Single Detached (RS lIB) and (RS I IF)" to "Mediwn Density 
Townhouses (RTM3)" represents an increase in density by allowing more primary residential 
units to the s ite. The submitted information is in conformance with the South McLennan Sub
Area Plan in its transformation from a predominately s ingle-fami ly neighbourhood toward a 
higher density neighbourhood through the development of townhouse bui ldings. No amendment 
is required to the OCP as the proposal meets the South Mclennan Sub-Area Plan parameters as 
well as the designation of the Land Use Map (Attachment 4). 

The proposed increase in density from a 0.55 FAR base to the proposed O. 70 FAR is an 
appropriate density for a site of this size and is supported through a vo luntary contribution to the 
affordab le housing reserve fund, through land dedications for local road improvements, 
establ ishing an agricultural buffer on the subject site, largely contributing to the initial 
development of General Currie Road from No. 4 Road to LeChow Street, and the initial 
construction of LeChow Street from General Currie Road to the extent of the adjacent property 
to the south. 

Design 
The two, two and one-half and three-storey proposal meets the intent of the neighbourhood plan. 
Fac;ade materials wi ll be avai lab le when the applicant makes their application for Development 
Pennit. A more detailed analysis regarding the form and character of the proposal will be 
conducted during that process. 

The applicant wi ll also be identifying what unites) wi ll be identified for easy conversion for 
Universal Access. 

Affordable Housing 
The applicant wi ll be making a voluntary cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve 
fund in accordance with the City's Affordable Housing Strategy. 

With respect to townhouse developments, the applicant has agreed to a voluntary contribution for 
this 20 unit proposal of $2.00 per buildable square foot in accordance with the allowable FAR 
which is $52,307.00. 

Public Art 
In response to the City' S commitment to the provision of Public Art, the developer has agreed to 
provide a voluntary contribution toward the City's Public Art Reserve Fund at a rate of $0. 76/ft2 
based on the maximum floor area ratio (0.70 FAR) that can be built. This amount comes to 
$19,876.00 for the entire project and is payable prior to the adoption or the rezoning application. 
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Parking 
The submitted proposal meets the number of off-street parking stalls required by the Off-Street 
Parking and Loading requirements of Zoning Bylaw 8500. A total of 44 stalls are being 
proposed with 40 proposed for residents and 4 visitor stalls. A variance will be required at the 
Development Pennit stage to allow for tandem parking within a townhouse development as 16 
tandem parking spaces are being proposed. To ensure the space will be used for parking, a 
restrictive covenant to prevent conversion of tandem parking garages to habitable floor space 
will be secured prior to the adoption of rezoning. 

Discharge of Existing Covenants 
During the rezoning and subdivision of7451 No.4 Road, (SD 98-147601 and RZ 99-161573), 
two (2) covenants (BP294007 and BP294008) were registered to ensure: 

1. A No·Build covenant to ensure no Building Permits would be issued before the 
construction of the roads and lane was in place (BP294007); and 

2. Access to the site was to be from the lane established during the subdivision of this 
propeny (BP294008). 

As the current proposal will need to purchase the lane to proceed with their plans, the reference 
to a lane in each of these covenants becomes redundant, and therefore will need to be discharged. 

Servicing Agreement 
Prior to the adoption of the rezoning application, the developer shall enter into the City's 
standard Servicing Agreement for the purpose to design and construct: 

• No.4 Road - from the property line (after land dedication) heading east; 
• 1.5m wide concrete sidewalk; 
• 1.5m tree and grass boulevard; 
• Concrete curb and gutter; and 
• Road paving to match existing pavement. 

• General Cume Road - from the north property line heading north; 
• 2.0m wide concrete sidewalk; 
• 4.3m wide tree and grass boulevard; 
• Concrete curb and gutter; and 
• Connecting to works done for SA05·313234 to the west. Road paving to It.2m wide 

pavement at No.4 Road, tapering at 30: 1 down to a minimum of 6m width (if 
appropriate). Curb and gutter at both the north and south ends with the north curb ending 
at the curb return. 

• LeChow Street - from the property line (after land dedication) heading west; 
• 1.5m wide concrete sidewalk; 
• 1.6m wide tree and grass boulevard; 
• Concrete curb and gutter; 
• Road paving to the extent of the dedicated area; and 
• Full utility servicing needs to be established including water, storm, and sanitary sewer to 

the southern edge of LeChow Street. 

1680S 13 CNCL - 186



October 26, 2012 - 9 - RZ 11-582929 

Utilities and Site Servicing 
A site servicing review has been conducted by the applicant's Engineering consultant and 
reviewed by the City's Engineering Department. The applicant is to: 
• Construct watemlains along the frontages of both General Currie Road and LeChow Street; 

and 
• Extend full utility servicing, including water, storm and sanitary sewer, to the south edge of 

LeChow Street. 

Development Permit 
A separate Development Permit application would be required with a specific landscaping plan 
to include the fo llowing: 

1. Design of the outdoor amenity area, including the play area. 
2. Overall appropriateness of the landscaping plan, including landscaping along the 

No.4 Road side to facil itate a buffer to the agricultural lands across No. 4 Road. 
3. Manoeuvrability of larger vehicles (SU-9) within the site and accessing to and from 

No. 4 Road. 
4. Fonn and Character of the townhouse units and how they address adjacent properties. 
5. Identify unit(s) to allow easy conversion for Universal access. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed 20 unit townhouse rezoning meets the requirements of the OCP as well as the 
zoning requirements set out in the Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3) zone for the South 
McLennan neighbourhood plan. Staff contends that the design requirements meet the character 
of the neighbourhood and are confident the outstanding conditions will be met prior to final 
adoption. Therefore, staff recommends that rezoning application RZ 11-582929 proceed to first 
reading. 

~~:~::-~>~~~----

Planner 2 
(604-276-41 93) 

DJ :cas 

Attachment I 
Attachment 2 
Attachment 3 
Attachment 4 
Attachment 5 
Attachment 6 
Attachment 7 

36803 13 

Location Map, Zon ing Site Map, Site Context and Aerial View of the Site 
Site Plan and Preliminary Architectural Drawings 
Deve lopment Application Data Sheet 
McLennan South Sub-Area Land Use Map 
Agricultural Advisory Committee Minutes Excerpt 
Arborist Report - Tree Survey Plan 
Conditiona l Rezoning Requirements 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

City of Richmond 
6911 NO. 3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 11-582929 

Address: 
7451 and 7471 NO.4 Road, No Access Property on General Currie Road and 
Lane to be Closed 

Applicant: Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. 
Planning 
Area(s): City Centre - McLennan South Sub-Area (Schedule 2.100) 

Existin Pro osed 

Civic Address: 
7451 NO. 4 Road 

To Be Determined 
7471 NO. 4 Road 

Owner or Applicant: Matthew Cheng Arch itect Inc. No Change 
Site Size {m 3537.6m' 3471 .1m' 
Land Uses: SinQle-Family Townhouse Residential 

Residential 2 1/2 -stories typical 

OCP Area Plan Designation: (3 stories maximum), predominately 
No Change Triplex, Duplex, Single-Family 

0.55 base FAR 

Residential Single Detached, 
Medium Density Townhouses 

(RTM3) 
(RS1 /B) for 7451 No. 4 Road 

Zoning: Permits Townhouses at 0.70 
Residential Single Detached, FAR. with a contribution to 
(RS1 /F) for 7471 NO. 4 Road the Affordable Housing reserve 

Fund 

Number of Units: 1 Single-Family Dwelling per lot 20 Townhouse Units on a 
consolidated lot. 

Bylaw 
Proposed Variance Re uirements 

Site Area =3,471 .1m2 2,41S.3m2 
Density (FAR): (0.70 FAR) 

(0.70 FAR) 
none permitted 

= 2,429.8m2 Max. 

Lot Coverage - Building: 40% Max. 38.9% none 

Lot Width (Min.): 50. Om 39.7m 10.3m 

Lot Depth (Min .): 9S.75m 3S.0m none 

Lot Size (Min.): No area requirements 3,471 .1m2 none 

Setback: 6.0m Min. 1.0m 
NO. 4 Road none 

Setback.: 6.0m Min. 6.00m 
General Currie Road 

none 

3680513 CNCL - 200



I 

Bylaw 
I 

Proposed 
I 

Variance Requirements 
Setback: 6.0m Min. 6.0m none 
l eChow Street 
Setback: 

3.0m Min. 3.0m none 
Side and Rear Yard : 

Height: 
12.0m and no more 10.12m 

than 3 stories maximum and 3 stories 
none 

Minimum off-street Parking 
28 Resident plus 40 Resident plus 

4 Visitor 4 Visitor none 
Requirements: 

32 spaces minimum 44 spaces 
Requ ired for 

Tandem Parking Spaces: 
No tandem parking for 16 units x 2 tandem stalls for 

townhouses = 32 spaces townhouse 
development. 

70 m Cash-in-lieu payment of 
Amenity Space - Indoor: or none 

cash-in-lieu payment $21 ,000.00 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 
6 m minimum per unit x 

20 units = 120m2 144.0m2 none 
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City of Richmond 

Land Use Map 
Bylaw 7892 
2005104/18 

PARK 

ATTACHMENT 4 

" E 
Co 
Q. 

< 

~ Residentia l, Townhouse up to 
~ 3 storeys over 1 parking level, 

Triplex. Duplex, Single-Family 
0.75 base FAR. 

r .:,; .... ;.J Residential, Historic 
; .... ".'C, Single-Family, 2 V. storeys 

maximum 0.55 base F.A.R, Lot size 
along Bridge and Ash Streets: 

• • •• Trail/VValkway 

~ Residential, 2 Y, storeys 
~ typical (3 storeys maximum) 

Townhouse, Triplex, Duplex, 
Single-Family 
0.60 base FAR. 

mm Residential, 2 V. storeys 
I:'LLL:L1I typical (3 storeys maximum), 

predominantly Triplex, Duplex, 
Single-Family 
0.55 base F .A.R. 

• Large-sized lots (e.g. 18 m/S9 ft. 
min. frontage and 550 m2

, 

5,920 tf min. area) 
Elsewhere: 
• Medium-sized lots (e.g. , 1.3 mI 

37 ft. min. frontage and 320 m2t 
3,444 ttl min. area). wi th access 
from new roads and General 
Currie Road; 

Provided that the comer lot shall be 
considered to front the shorter of its 
two boundaries regardless of the 
orientation of the dwelling , 

C Church 

P Neighboumood Pub 

Note: Sills Avenue, Le Chow Street, Keefer Avenue, and Tumill Street are commonly referred to as the 
"ring road". 

Original Adoption; May 12, 1996 1 Plan Adoption ; February 16, 2004 
32 111459 

McLennan Sonth Sub-Area Plan 42 CNCL - 202



ATTACHMENT 5 

Exert from the June 21 , 2012 meeting minutes of the Agricultural Advisory 
Committee 

Development Proposal- ALR Buffer/Adjacency (7451/7471 No. 4 Road) 

City staff provided an overview efthe proposed development and ALR buffer scheme for the 
low-density townhouse project. The proposed setback area for townhouse buildings along 
No.4 Road ranges from 7 to 9 m and will be planted with a combination of trees, shrubs and 
hedging. This landscape treatment generally wi ll wrap around the corner (along the future 
General Currie Road). Further refinement of the landscape plan will be undertaken as part of 
the forthcoming Development Permit application. The ALR buffer will be secured through 
an appropriate legal agreement and bonding. Members commented that the vacciniums 
(variety of Blueberry shrub) be removed and replaced with another suitable planting to 
remove potential spread of harmful viruses to plants in neighbouring agricultural areas. 

The AAC moved and seconded the Fo llowing motion: 

That the AAC supports the preliminary ALR landscape buffer. 
Carried UnanimoIJsly 

l680S13 CNCL - 203
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Conditional Zoning Requirements 
7451 and 7471 No. 4 Road, 

No Access Property on General Currie Road and 
Lane to be Closed 

RZ 11·582929 

ATTACHMENT 7 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8968, the developer is required to 
complete the followin g: 
1. The developer shall be required to enter into a purchase and sale agreement with the C ity for the 

acquisition of approx imately 113.8 m2 (1,225 fil) ofslIrplus road, identified in "Schedu le A", which is 
currently City owned property. The primary business terms of the PSA sha ll be approved by Council 
as outlined in the staff report by Real Estate Services. 

2. Consolidation of all the tots into one development parcel. 

3. The discharge of covenants BP294007 and BP294008. 

4. A 2.0 metre road dedication along the entire NO.4 Road frontage, including a 4.0 metre by 4.0 metre 
comer cut at the corner of No. 4 Road and General Currie Road affecting the north east comer of 
7451 NO.4 Road. 

5. A 4.0 metre by 4.0 metre corner cut at the corner of LeChow Street and General Currie Road 
affecting the north west comer of 7451 No.4 Road. 

6. Along the west property line of7471 NO.4 Road, a land dedication of 10.0 metres starting at the 
north property line, tapering to 9.0 metre land dedication at the south propelty line. 

7. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the 
development prior 10 any construction activities, inc lud ing building demolition, occurring on-site. 

8. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

9. Registration of a lega l agreement on title to ensure that landscaping planted a long No.4 Road is being 
provided as a buffer to adjacent agricultural lands, is maintained and will not be abandoned or 
removed. 

10. Registration of a legal agreement prohibiting the conversion ofthe Tandem Parking area into 
habitable space. 

II. Contribution of $50,000.00 toward the install ation of a new traffic light at the corner of No. 4 Road 
and General Currie Road. 

12. Contribution of $2 I ,000 .00 in -lieu of on-site indoor amenity space to go to the Rccreation Facility 
Reserve fund . 

13. Contribution of $19,876.00 in-lieu of providing public art to the deve lopment on the subject site to go 
to the Public Art Reserve fu nd. 

14. C ity acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildab le square foot (e.g. 
$52,307.00) to the City 's Affordable Housi ng fund. 

15. The submiss ion and processing of a Development Pem1it· completed to a level deemed acceptable by 
the Director of Development. 

16. Enter into a Serv icing Agreement· for the design and construction of road and frontage works along 
No.4 Road, General Currie Road and LeChow Street. Works include, but may not be limited to: 

a) No.4 Road - from the property line (after land dedication) heading east; 
• 1.5m wide concrete sidewalk; 
• 1.5m tree and grass boulevard; 
• Concrete curb and gutter; and 

36805!3 CNCL - 205



• Road paving to match existing pavement. 

b) General Currie Road - from the north property line heading north; 
• 2.0m wide concrete sidewalk; 
• 4.3m wide tree and grass boulevard; 
• Concrete curb and gutter; and 
• Connecting to works done for SA05·313234 to the west. Road paving to 11.2m wide 

pavement at No. 4 Road, tapering at 30: I down to a minimum of 6m width (if appropriate). 
Curb and gutter at both the north and south ends with the north curb ending at the curb return . 

c) LeChow Street - from the property line (aftcr land dedication) heading west; 
• l.5 m wide concrete sidewalk; 
• 1.6m wide tree and grass boulevard; 
• Concrete curb and gutter; 
• Road paving to the extent of the dedicated area; and 
• Fu ll utility servicing needs to be established including water, storm, and san itary sewer to the 

southern edge of LeChow Street. 

Prior to a Development Permit' being fonvarded to the Development Permit Panel for 
consideration, the developer is required to: 

I. Design of the outdoor amenity area, inc luding the play area. 
2. Overal l appropriateness of the landscaping plan, incl uding landscaping along the NO.4 Road side 

to facilitate a buffer to the agricultural lands across No.4 Road. 
3. Manoeuvrability of larger vehicles (SU-9) within the site and accessing to and from No.4 Road. 
4. Form and Character of the townhouse units and how they address adjacent properties. 
5. Identify unit(s) to allow easy conversion for Universal access. 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following 
requirements: 
I. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. 

Management Plan sha ll include location for parking for serv ices, deliveries, workers, loading, 
application for any lane closures, and proper construction traffic contro ls as per Traffic Contro l 
Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation 
Section 01570. 

2. [ncorporation of access ibility measures in Building Penn it (BP) plans as detennined via the Rezoning 
and/or Deve lopment Pennit processes. 

3. Obtain a Building Penn it (SP) for any construction hoarding. i f construction hoard ing is required to 
temporarily occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional 
C ity approvals and associated fees may be required as part of the Building Penn it. For additional 
infonnation, contact the Building Approva ls Division at 604-276-4285. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as 
personal covenants of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and 
encumbrances as is considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the 
Land Title Office shall, unless the Director of Development detennines otherwise, be full y registered in the 
Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate bylaw. 
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The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent 
charges, letters o r credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director or 
Development. All agreements shall be in a rom} and content satisfactory to the Director or Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or 
Development Permit(s), and/or Building Pennit(s) to the satisraction of the Director of Engineering may be 
required including, but not limited to, site investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, 
drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, pil ing, pre-load ing, ground densification or other activities that may 
result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nu isance to City and private uti lity infrastructure. 

[original signed on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8968 (RZ 11-582929) 

7451 AND 7471 NO. 4 ROAD 

Bylaw 8968 

NO ACCESS PROPERTY ON GENERAL CURRIE ROAD AND 
LANE TO BE CLOSED 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

I. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fOnTIS part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the area identified in "Schedule A attached to and fonning part of Bylaw 8968" and by 
designating it "MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSE (RTM3)". 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8968". 

FlRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

369S74S 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVEO 

" l-IB 
APPROVED .,-
or SoIIc"or 

t1t 

CNCL - 208



I m
 Cit

y 
o

f R
ic

hm
on

d 
I~ 

~50
29"

'--
--1

1 
50

37
 

r- ~ 

I+=
=
~
 h

 
II~

. 
I 

~, ~ 
;:

 •
 

~ 
'"

 
<

"l
 
~
 

e1
6 

" 
~ 

I 
I 

I';
:' 

~ 
I-

+-
--
~
I
-
j
 

,. 
67

9 
.,;

 
~
I
 

.0
0 

10
0.

11
 

L
-

~
~
~
 :
RA

L~
 f-

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D

-
G

E
N

E
A

L
 C

U
R

R
IE

 R
D

 
I:J 

f=
=
I
I
~

I
l/-
RE

ZO
NI

NG
-1-

Y
 

v<
 IX

. 
~

,-
1II

II
h:
.I
I~
 

B
o
~
 

~ 
~r
-U

'~
 D

 E
iC

i§
 c

 
N

 
R>

 
-

x 
N

 
I 

~
~
 

. 
~
N
 

~~
 

~ 
0

0
0

 
_ 

x 
XO

< 
~
 

••
 

I-n
. 

f-
--

l 
8 8

 0 
: 

(X
 :

X
 

~
 

u
, 

~g
 B

 
'[)(

. 
9<

X 
~
 
'-

r,j.
.oo

 
.=

 
r+

 
L

L
J 
O

J
 11

 I 
L

O
 

0 
=

 
IT

 
r:

:-
l 

[
]
]
 

Z
 

" 
I 

n.
 

I 
1l

S
)1

f 
CI'

II
 

I 
l!l 

LB
...J

 
~ 

~ 
~ 

S
lI

l' 
I
"

. 
~
 

f
'
.
,
.
.
:
5

l
 ,.

.. 

'" n :r
- tt c:
 " » " if n :r
- tt ~ 

B
L

U
N

D
E

L
L

R
D

 
,-J

II
 

IT
l 
~
 

I 
;; 

I 
n

:
l
 

I ~
tc 

~
 

D
O

R
Jl

'l 
-1

 
I 

~
 
~
 

" 
LL

J 
~ 

0-
I 

=
 

~
 

~ 
r

~ 0
. 

III
 

1/
1-

I 
~ 

(~
J 

I 
~ 

II 
~I
 

,,
§

 
u.

, 
~
I=

 
,...

.. 
-
:
 

~ 
.. ~

 
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
=

=
r=

=
=

=
=

=
i 
~ 

~
.
 

O
rig

u>
a1

 D
o<

" 
07

12
01

11
 
~ 

~
 

R
Z

 1
1-

58
29

29
 

R
ev

is
io

nD
at

e 
11

10
21

12
 

~ 
'"

"e
 ~
 

N
ot

e:
 D
i
~

sio
ll$

 ar
c 

in
 M

E
T

R
E

S 
~
 

--
'" 

~
 _

_
_

_
_

_
 -
L

 _
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
_

 
~
 _

_
_

_
_

_
_

_
 
~

O
O
 

CNCL - 209



 

CNCL - 210



City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

ro 'ftyj - N~"2D =mCL--
Date: October 23, 2012 

File: RZ 12-617436 

Re: Amendment to Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5467 in Section 23-4-7 
Application by Vanlux Development Inc. for a Rezoning at 4691, 4731 and 4851 
Francis Road from Single De tached (RS1 IE) and Land Use Contract (LUC061) to 
Single De tached (ZS21) - Lancelot Gate (Seafair) 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Single-Family Lot Size Policy No. 5467 in Section 23-4-7. adopted by Council on 
March 15, 1999, be amended to exclude those properties front ing Francis Road between 
Lancelot Gate and Railway Avenue as shown on Attachment 4 to the report dated 
October 23, 2012, from the Director of Development. 

2. That the provisions of "Land Use Contract 06 1" be discharged from 485 1 Francis Road 
and that Bylaw 8965, to create " Single Detached (ZS2 1) - Lancelot Gate (Seafair)", and 
forthe rezoni ng of 469 1, 4731 and 485 1 Francis Road from "Single Detached (RS l iE) 
and Land Use Contract (LUC06 1)" to "Single Detached (ZS2 1) - Lancelot Gate 
(Seafair)", be introduced and given fi rst reading. 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTEOTo: CONCURRENCE C ONCURRENCE OF GENERAL M ANAG ER 

Affordable Housing ~ d.t .£ '.! A'-, 
? / 

I 
3656893 
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October 23, 2012 - 2- RZ 12-61 7436 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Vanlux Development Inc. has applied to rezone a 3,613 m2 (38,891 ff) site consisting of three 
(3) lots located at 469 1, 4731 and 4851 Francis Road (Attachment I) from Single Detached 
(RS lIE) and Land Use ContTact (LUC06 1) to Single Detached (ZS21) - Lance lot Gate (Seafair) 
for the purpose of creating five (5) single-fami ly lots approximately 15.3 m (50 ft.) wide 
(Attachment 2). 

This app lication requires an amendment to the ex isting Single-Fami ly Lot Size Policy 5467 
(Attachment 3), which has been in effect for over five years. Prior to being able to consider this 
rezoning app lication, the existing Single-Fami ly Lot Size Policy 5467 must be amended to allow 
properties fronting Francis Road between Laneelot Gate and Railway A venue to be excluded 
from the Policy (Attachment 4). 

Background 

On December 10, 2010, the developer submitted a Rezoning application (RZ 10-555932) to 
rezone the subject site to Medium Density Townhouses (RTM I) in order to develop a 19-unit 
townhouse complex on site. 

On April 5, 20 I I, prior to a staff report being presented to Planning Committee for review, a 
group of residents from the Lancelot Gate Subdivision made a delegation to the Committee 
opposing the proposed townhouse development. 

On June 10,2011. the developer withdrew the townhouse application (RZ 10-555932) in 
response to the feedback from the area residents. 

The developer has worked with the area residents on various development scenarios in the past 
year and gotten support from the immediate neighbours on the proposed 5-lot subdivision. An 
e-mai l from the resident group can be found in Attachment 5. The requests from the area 
residents are summari zed below with responses to the requests provided in italics. 

I. A 10.0 m rear yard setback on the new lot. 

A provision to require a minimum 10.0 m rear yard setback is included in the proposed 
site specific zone. 

2. Maximum 101 elevation and building height, including any required increases in lot 
elevation, to be "basically" match those of immediately adjacent homes to the north. 

The provisions related to building height in the proposed site specific zone is exactly the 
same as in the Single Detached (RSIIE) zone of the adjacent properties to the north. Any 
grade manipulation will be abided by the zoning bylaw. Perimeter drainage will be 
required at the Building Permit stage. 
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3. Lot coverage to be limited to between 2,800 and 3,000 square feet. 

A provision to limit the lot coverage for buildings to the lower of 40% o/the lot area or 
278.7 m2 (3,000 if) is included in the proposed sile specific zone. 

Related Policies & Studies 

ocp Designation 

The Official Community Plan ' s (OCP) Specific Land Use Map designation for this property is 
"Low-Density Residential", 

Lot Size Policy 5467 

The subject property lies within an area affected by Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5467, which 
was adopted by Council on March 15, 1999 (Attachment 3). This Policy currently restricts 
rezoning and subdivision of properties along Francis Road to Single Detached (RS2/E) except 
for 4271,4415/4417, and 473 1 Francis Road (one of the subject properties), in which case Single 
Detached (RS2/C) is pennitted. These lots were identified in the Policy because these are the 
only lots that were wide enough for a two (2) lot subdivision under the Single Detached (RS2/C) 
zone without a land assembly. 

Arterial Road Redevelopment and Lane Establ ishment Policies 

The subject site is not specifically identified for development on the arterial road maps in the 
existing OCP or the proposed new OCP. The subject application is being brought forward for 
consideration based on its own merits because it doesn't involve compact single-family or coach 
house lots with a lane nor a townhouse proposal. 

Part 1 - Proposed Amendment to Lot Size Policy 5467 

The proposed amendment to Lot Size Policy 5467 (Attachment 4) would exclude properties 
fronting Francis Road between Lancelot Gate and Railway A venue from the current policy area. 

Consultation 

In September 2012, a letter regarding the proposed amendment to Lot Size Policy 5467 in 
Section 23-4-7 (Attachment 6) was sent to the owners and residents of all properties within the 
policy area. There have been no concerns expressed by the owners/residents about the proposed 
amendment and single-family subdivision. 

A separate letter (Attachment 7) to the owners and residents of all properties within the 
Lancelot Gate Subdivision (see Attachment 8 for consultation area) was also sent out in 
September 2012 to notify the area residents of the single-family subdivision proposal. One 
telephone call was received and concern regarding parking on the local street was expressed. 
Staff explained to the resident that the parking requirements for the proposed new single-family 
lots will be the same as those for the existing single-fami ly development within the 
neighbourhood (i.e., two (2) parking spaces per lot); additional parking could be provided on the 
driveway onsite. 
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Staff Comments 

The current Lot Size Policy 5467 permits one (1) of the three (3) lots within the subject site 
(473 1 Francis Road) to be rezoned and subdivided as per Single Detached (RS2IC) (minimum 
13.5 m wide frontage). With a lot width of 40.2 m, 473 1 Francis Road is 0.3 m short for a three 
(3) lot subdivision. Under the current Lot Size Policy 5467, there is no development potential 
for 4691 Francis Road (zoned RS lIE) and 4851 Francis Road (in LUC 061). 

The applicant is proposing to rezone the subject site to allow the three (3) existing lots to 
subdivide into five (5) single family lots, each with a lot width of approximately 15.0 m (50 ft.). 
Due to the deep length of the subject site, the sizes of the proposed lots (range from 671.4 m2 to 
750.3 01

2
) are well beyond the minimum lot area requirement of 550 m2 under the RSI /E zone, 

which is the zon ing for the adjacent single-family developments to the north and west. 

Although the proposal is not consistent with the minimum lot size (width) supported in the 
Single-Family Lot Size Policy, it is consistent with the overall intent of the OCP and the intent of 
Lot Size Policy 5467 to allow larger lots fronting on Francis Road to be subdivided into 13.5 m 
wide lots. The rezoning is also consistent with Counci l's desire to replace a Land Use Contract 
with zoning. 

Proposed Single Detached (Z82 1) - Lance)ot Gate (8eafair) 

A site specific zone is being proposed for the subject site in order to incorporate the specific rear 
yard setback (10.0 m) and maximum lot coverage for buildings request from the neighbours. 
The proposed Single Detached (ZS21) - Lancelot Gate (Seafair) zone is drafted based on the 
current Single Detached (RS2IC) and Single Detached (RS21E) zon~s to ensure compatibility to 
the adjacent single-family developments. 

Typically, a 9.0 m front yard setback is required for RS2/C lots fronting on an arterial road . 
However, due to the increase of rear yard setback, a reduced front yard setback to a single storey 
garage is proposed. 

Please see the table below for a comparison among the three (3) different single-family 
residential zones: 

Single Detached Sin gle Detached Proposed Site Specific Residential 
(RS2IE) (RS21C) (Single Detached) Zone 

Front Yard Setback 6.0 rn 9.0 rn (where 9.0 III (except (ltat a single story 
the driveway garage al/ac/ted to tlte principal 

access is on an building maybe located;n tIle 

arterial road) front yard but 110 closer titan 
6.0 m to lltefront tot lille) 

Interior Side Yard 1.8 rn to 2.0 m l.2rn l.2rn 
Setback 
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Cont. Single Detached Single Detached Proposed Site Specific Residential 
(RS2/E) (RSZ/C) (Single Detached) Zone 

Rear Yard Setback 6.0m 6.0m lO.Om 

Minimum Width 18.0 m 13.5 m 13.5 m 

Minimum Lot Area 550 m' 360 m2 550 m' 

Lot Coverage for 45% 45% 45%, bllt 110 grellter than 
Buildings 278.7 ni (3,000 P') 

Lot Coverage for 30% 25% 30% 
Landscaping wit h Live 
Plant Materia l 

An other provisions under the three (3) zones, including Permitted Uses, Permitted Density, 
Permitted Heights, and On-Site Parking, are identical. 

Analysis 

Option 1: Retain the existing Single Family Lot Size Policy 5467 (Not Recommended). 

Under this option: 

• No subdivision potential for properties fronting Francis Road between Lancelot Gate and 
Railway A venue except for a 2-10t split at 4731 Francis Road. 

• No Affordable Housing contributions will be provided; 4731 Francis Road can be 
subdivided into two (2) lots under the current RS lIE zone; no rezoning is required. 

• 4851 Francis Road remains in LUC061; where limited provisions are included to control 
the massing of the dwellings. 

• No road dedication will be provided along Francis Road for future road widening at the 
Francis Road/Railway A venue intersection. 

• N o infrastructure upgrades or frontage improvements along the frontage will be provided 
by the developer since no rezoning is required for the 2-10t subdivi sion at 4731 Francis 
Road. 

• No additional rear yard setback or reduced lot coverage for buildings, as requested by the 
neighbours to the north . 
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Option 2: Amend Lot Size Policy 5467 to exclude those properties fronting Francis 
Road between Lancelot Gate and Railway Avenue (Recommended). 

Under this option: 

• Rezoning and subdivision of properties along Francis Road between Lancelot Gate and 
Railway A venue would be based on its own merit. 

• LUC061 at 4851 Francis Road will be discharged and replaced with zoning, where 
building height and massing, front and rear yard setbacks, as well as lot coverage for 
building and landscaping will be controlled by zoning. 

• Landscaping in the front yards of the newly created lots will be reviewed by staff as 
landscape plans are required for arterial road developments. 

• Infrastructure upgrades, frontage improvements, and road dedication for future road 
widening will be provided through rezoning. 

• Affordable Housing w:il1 be provided through rezoning of the site. 

• Additional rear yard setback on the proposed lots and reduced lot coverage for buildings 
will be required through rezoning, as requested by the owners and residents of the 
adjacent properties to the north. 

• The amended Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5467 would be implemented for a minimum 
of five (5) years (to 2017). 

• The rest of the properties on the block would have no subdivision potential on an 
individual basis. 

Part 2 Proposed Rezoning of 4691.4731 and 4851 Francis Road 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing detail s about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 9). 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Existing single-family homes on lots zoned Single Detached (RSllE) fronting 
Lancelot Drive. 

To the East: Geal Road right-of-way (unopened road), a linear railway right-of-way, and then 
Railway A venue. 

To the South: Across Francis Road, a low-density townhouse complex in Land Use 
Contract (LUC009). 

To the West: Existing single-famlly homes on lots zoned Single Detached (RSlIE) fronting 
Francis Road. 
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Staff Comments 

Tree Preservation and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist' s Report were submitted in support of the application; 22 
bylaw-sized lTees on site were identified and assessed. 

Tree Removal 

One (1) Maple tree and 20 fruit trees (17 Cherry, 2 Plum and 1 Apple) are identified for removaL 
These trees all have either ex isting structural defects (previously topped, upper canopy cavities 
or inc lusions) andlor are in visible decline. In addition, the City's Tree Preservation Coordinator 
concurred with the Arborist's recommendations to remove a 25 em cal Norway Maple tree that 
would be impacted by the driveway and grade changes. Based on the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio 
goal stated in the OCP, 42 replacement trees are required. Based on the size requirements for 
replacement trees in the Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, replacement trees with the fo llowing 
minimum calliper sizes are required: 

# T rees to dbh # of replacement Min. calliper of or Min. beigbt of 
be removed trees required deciduous tree coniferous tree 

I I 20·30 em 22 6cm 3.5 m 

3 31 ·40 em 6 8cm 4.0m 

2 41 ·S0em 4 9cm S.O m 

2 SI-60 cm 4 10em 5.5 m 

3 60 cm + 6 II em 6.0 m 

In order to ensure that the proposed replacement trees wi ll be planted and that the front yard of 
the lot wi ll be enhanced, a Landscape Plan, prepared by a regi stered landscape architect, and a 
landscaping security, based on 100% of the cost estimates provided by the landscape architect, 
must be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. The landscape plan should 
comply with the guidelines of the Official Community Plan 's Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Policy and include a landscape area in the front yard as well as 42 replacement trees (a mix of 
coniferous and deciduous). Ifreplacement trees cannot be accommodated on·site, cash-in-lieu 
($500/tree) for off-site planting would be required . 

Tree Retention on Site 

A 50 cm cal Red Maple tree located along the Francis Road street frontage is in good condition. 
Since this tree is located along the periphery of the site retention is more feasible. A Tree 
Survival Security to the City in the amount of$2,000 is required to ensure that the Red Maple 
tree will be protected. The City will release 90% of the security after construction and 
landscaping on the future lots are completed, inspections arc approved, and an acceptable post
construction impact assessment report is received. The remaining 10% of the security would be 
released one (1 ) year later subject to inspection. 
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Neighbouring Trees 

Three (3) trees located on the neighbouring property to the north (489 1 Lancelot Drive) and to 
the west (4671 Francis Road) are identified to be retained and protected. Tree protection fencing 
is proposed on site (see Tree Retention Plan in Attachment 10). As a condition to rezoning, the 
applicant is required to submit proof of contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all works to 
be done near or within all tree protection zones. 

Site Servicing 

No servicing concerns. As a condition of rezoning, the developer is required to dedicate a 2.0 m 
wide strip of property along the south property line of the s ite, up to 70.0 m measured from the 
Railway Avenue intersection stop bar eastbound. 

The developer is also required to enter into a standard Servicing Agreement for the design and 
construction of frontage improvements from the west property line of the site to Railway 
Avenue. The improvements to include, but not limited to: 1.5 m concrete s idewalk at the new 
north property line of Francis Road with grass and treed boulevard between the new sidewalk 
and the existing curb. Improvements should also include new curb and gutter as well as a 
standard wheelchair ramp at the curb return. Existing signal pole will also need to be relocated. 
Please see Rezoning Considerations (Attachment 11) for details. 

Vehicle Access 

Vehicle accesses to the new lots are to be from Francis Road; individual driveways are to be 
paired and designed to City standards (i.e., 5.0 m wide and a minimum distance of 1.0 m flare to 
flare). 

Registration of a Restrictive Access Covenant is required to ensure that the individual driveways 
are designed to permit vehicles to turn around onsite, in order that vehicles do not back out onto 
Francis Road. 

Subdivision 

Prior to approval of Subdivision the developer wi ll be required to pay Development Cost 
Charges (City & GVS&DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment fee, and 
Servicing costs. 

Affordable Housing 

The Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy requires a secondary suite to be contained in the 
future dwelling on·site or a cash-in-lieu contribution of$I.00 per square foot of total building 
area toward the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for this s ingle-family rezoning application. 

The applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary cash contribution for affordable housing based 
on $1 per square foot of building area for sing le-fami ly developments (i.e. $ 17,682.29). Should 
the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected to providing a 
legal secondary suite on three (3) of the five (5) future lots at the subject site, the applicant will 
be required to enter into a legal agreement registered on Title, stating that no final Bui lding 
Permit inspection will be granted until the secondary suites are constructed to the satisfaction of 
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the City, in accordance with the Be Building Code and the City's Zoning ByJaw. This legal 
agreement will be a condi tion of rezoning adoption. This agreement wi ll be discharged from 
Title on the lots without the secondary suile, at the initiation of the applicant, after the 
requirements are sati sfied. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required prior to rezoning bylaw 
adoption. 

Analysis 

The developer replaced the original 19-unit townhouse development proposal with this new five 
(5) single-family lot subdivision (with a large rear yard setback) in response to the feedback of 
the area residents. The proposed land use, site layout. and building massing relates to the 
surrounding neighbourhood context. There were no opposition letters received whi le an e-mail 
in support of the revised proposal was submitted. 

The rezoning of the site would replace Land Use Contract (LUC061) on 4851 Francis Road with 
zoning and would create a more coherent streetscape along Francis Road. In addition, the 
proposed development would provide the neighbourhood with a new sidewalk and boulevard to 
the Railway Avenue intersection and enable future road widening on Francis Road. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed rezoning application to create five (5) new single-fami ly lots is appropriate in the 
existing single-family residential neighbourhood along Francis Road. An amendment to Lot 
Size Policy 5467 to exclude those properties fronting Francis Road between Lancelot Gate and 
Railway A venue is also being proposed in order to allow rezoning and subdivision in accordance 
with Single Detached (ZS21) - Lancelot Gate (Seafair) be considered on its own merit. The list 
of rezoning considerations is included as Attachment 11 . which has been agreed to by the 
applicant (signed concurrence on lile). 

Based on consideration of the development proposal and public consultation, staff reconunends 
approval of the Lot Size Policy amendment and rezoning application. 

----<"y --=-
Edwin Lee 
Planner 1 
(604-276-4121) 
EL: kt 
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Attachment 1: 
Attachment 2: 
Attachment 3: 
Attachment 4: 
Attachment 5: 
Attachment 6: 
Attachment 7: 
Attachment 8: 
Attachment 9: 
Attachment 10: 

Location Map 
Conceptual Subdivision Layout 
Existing Lot Size Policy 5467 
Proposed Amended Lot Size Policy 5467 
Support Letter from Area Residents 
Consultation Letter to Properties within Lot Size Policy 5467 
Notification Letter to Properties within Lancelot Gate Subdivision 
Consultation Area 
Development Application Data Sheet 
Tree Preservation Plan 

Attachment 11: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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ATIACHMENT 1 

Original Date: 08/22/ 12 

RZ 12-617436 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimensions arc in METRES 
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EXISTING POLICY 
ATTACHMENT 3 

" t 
City of Richmond Policy Manual 

Page 1 of 2 Adopted by Council: March 15, 1999 I POLICY 5467 

File Ref: 4430-00 SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER-SECTION 23-4-7 

POLICY 5467: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes in Section 23-4-7, located in the area fronting the 
north side of Francis Road, between Railway Avenue and No. 1 Road: 

1. That the properties fronting the north side of Francis Road, between Railway Avenue and 
No.1 Road in Section 23-4-7, be permitted to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the 
provisions of Single Detached (RS2/E) in Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, with the exception: 

(a) that three lots, as shown cross-hatched on the accompanying plan , be permitted to 
rezone and subdivide as per Single Detached (RS2/C) ; and 

(b) that existing duplexes be eligible to split into two lots provided that each new lot 
meets the requirement of Single Detached (RS2IB), and there is a lane or internal 
road access. 

This policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, is to be used to determine the disposition 
of future rezoning applications, for a period of not less than five years, unless amended 
according to Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500. 
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PROPOSED POLICY 
A IT ACHMENT 4 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

Paoe 1 of2 AdoDted bv Council: March 15, 1999 I POLICY 5467 

File Ref: 4430-00 SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER-SECTION 23-4-7 

POLICY 5467: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes in Section 23-4~7 , located in the area fronting the 
north side of Francis Road, between Railway Avenue and No. 1 Road: 

1. That the properties fronting the north side of Francis Road, between Railway Avenue and 
No. 1 Road in Section 23-4-7, be permitted to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the 
provisions of Single Detached (RS2/E) in Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, with the exception: 

(a) that two lots, as shown cross-hatched on the accompanying plan, be permitted to 
rezone and subdivide as per Single Detached (RS2/C); and 

(b) that existing duplexes be eligible to split into two lots provided that each new lot 
meets the requirement of Single Detached (RS2/B), and there is a lane or internal 
road access. 

This policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, is to be used to determine the disposition 
of future rezoning applications, for a period of not less than five years, unless amended 
according to Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500. 
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I " 

I I Rezoning and subdivision permitted as per RS2/E 

B8888S Rezoning and subdivision permitted as per RS2/C 

Duplexes are eligible to be spl it into two lots as per RS2/B 
provided there is a lane or internal road access 
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Lee, Edwin 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

John & Sharon Usparrott@shaw.ca] 
Thursday, 28 June 201211 :28 
Lee, Edwin; Johnston, Sheila 

ATIACHMENT 5 

'Nelia Busayong'; 'Mauvorneen Suttie'; 'MacDonald, Dave & Laurie'; 'Ellen Leung'; 
raympho@hotmail.com; 'Denny lee'; joanne4911@shaw.ca; 'Jim Donaldson'; 'Carlo & Au'; 
info@vanluxdevelopment.com 
Re RZ10-555932, 4691 , 4731 , 4851 Francis Rd. 
Francis Road 

Red Category 

To Edwin Lee, City Planning Dept; CC to Peter, Tioco, Pres ident, Van Lux Development Inc., CC to City Planning 
Committee attn Bill McNulty, Chairman. 

For the past year we have been discussing with Van Lux Developments Inc. their plans for the subject properties . They 
have now provided a proposed site plan, two building schemes and a site section, please see attached, As illustrated 
therein, they plan to apply for subdivision to five Single Family lois and rezoning to RS2·C. While we are given to 
understand the RS2-C is more liberal, in response to our concerns, the developer has undertaken to: 

1) Mainta in a minimum set-back of 10 meters on the Northern boundary of the new lots; 
2) Ensure overall new home maximum elevation! heights, including any requ ired increase in lot elevation, will 

-basically· match those of immediately adjacent homes on the North side 
3) Ensure lot coverage ranges between 2,800 and 3,000 square feet 

On behalf of the owners of the immediately adjacent homes, subject to the above conditions, we are prepared to support 
an application to rezone! subdivide. 

Each of us is concerned about the effects of what we perceive as the usual City requirement that the properties be raised 
to a level equal to! slightly above the crown of the adjacent roadway. We are relying on City regulations to ensure any 
retain ing walls will be of good quality, environmentally friend ly and long lasting and that perimeter drainage systems will 
be installed and adequate to carry water run-off away from our properties. 

John & Sharon Parrott 
8960 Lancelot Gate 
Richmond, B.C. 
V7C 4S5 
(604) 275·0580 
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( 

City of 
Richmond 

September 4, 2012 
File: RZ 12-617436 

Dea r OwncrlResident: 

Re: A Change to the Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5467 

( A IT ACHMENT 6 

6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2(1 

www.richmond.ca 

PI. nning and Development Department 
De\"Clopmenl Application, 

Fax: 604·2764052 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of a proposed rezon ing application in your 
neighbourhood and a proposed change to the Lot Size Policy for your area. 

Background 

The City of Richmond has received an application to rezone 4691 , 4731 and 485 1 Francis Road 
from single detached (RS l IE) and Land Use Contract (LUC061) to a Site Specific Res idential 
(S ingle Detached) zone (location shown on Attachment I). The purpose of the rezoning is to 
a llow the wee (3) existing lots to subdivide into five (5) single family lots. 

The applicant is proposing to create new single-family lots Wilh a width of approximate ly 15.0 m 
(49 ft.) along Francis Road. In addition, in order to address concerns raised by the immediate 
neighbours, the proposed rear yard setback will be increased from the typical 6.0 m (20 ft.) to 
10.0 m (33 ft.). 

The application is contrary to the existing Single Family Lot Size Pol icy 5467 (Attachment 2) that 
was adopted by Council in 1999 which limits rezoning of: 

I. 469 1 and 4851 Francis Road to Single Detached (RS2/E) - requiring that any new lots 
being created to have a minimum width of 18 III (59 ft.); and 

11 . 473 1 Francis Road to Single Detached (RS2/C) - requiring that any new lots being created 
to have a minimum width of 13.5 m (44 ft.). 

Approach 

It is proposed that; 

I. the Lot Size Policy be amended (see Attachment 3) to remove the 100S fronting Francis 
Road between LancelotGate and Rai lway Avenue; and 

2. the subject application to rezone and subdi vide 4691, 4731 and 4851 Francis Road be 
viewed on its own merits. 

3~0219 _~mond CNCL - 231



A IT ACHMENT 6 

- 2 -

Please note that this does not imply that staff and/or Council automatically support the proposed 
rezoning or future rezoning. The subject rezoning and future applications will continue to receive 
the same attention and scrutiny as all other rezoning applications, and are required to go through a 
Public Hearing process. 

It should be emphasized that the proposed amendment to Policy 5467 would on ly apply to the 
properties on the north side Francis Road between Lancelot Gate and Railway Avenue and would 
not change the zoning permitted elsewhere in the neighbourhood. 

What this means to you 

You are being adv ised of this proposa l because this is the first rezoni ng application along Franc is 
Rca? that requires a change to Single-Fami ly Lot Size Policy 5467. 

Please review the accompanying materials. Please forward any comments or concems with either 
the proposed amendment to Single Family Lot Size Policy 5467, or the proposed rezoning of 469 1, 
473 J and 4851 Francis Road to the undersigned by email at elee@richrnond.ca or in writing at the 
address above before September 25, 2012. 

P rocess 

Following receipt of public commcnts, staff will complete a report to P lanning Committee . It is 
proposed that the amendment to Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5467 and the rezoning application 
at 4691, 4731 and 4851 Francis Road be considered concurrently by the Planning Committee and 
City Council in the near future once lhe staff review is complete. 

If acceptable, both items would then be subsequently considered by Council at a Public Hearing. 
You will be provided with the opportunity to address Council on both the proposed amendment to 
Single-Family Lot Size Po licy 5467 and the rezoning application at 4691, 4731 and 4851 Francis 
Road at th is Public Hearing. 

lfyou have any questions or require further explanation, please do not hesitate to contact the 
undersigned by phone at 604-276-4121. 

Yours truly, 

dwin Lee 
Planner 1 

-

Au. (4): Attachment I - Location Map of Rezoning Application at 4691, 4731 and 485 1 Francis 
Road(RZ 12-617436) 

Attachment 2 - Existing Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5467 
Attachment 3 - Proposed Amended Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5467 
Attachment 4 - Proposed Subdivision Plan of 4691, 4731 and 4851 Francis Road 
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ATTACHMENT 6 , 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

Page 1 of 2 Adopted by Council : March 15 1999 I POLICY 5467 

File Ref: 4430-00 SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER-SECTION 23-4-7 

POLICY 5467: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes in Section 23-4-7, located in the area fronting the 
north s ide of Francis Road, between Railway Avenue and No.1 Road: 

1. That the properties fronting the north side of Francis Road, between Railway Avenue and 
NO. 1 Road in Section 23-4-7, be permitted to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the 
provisions of Single Detached (RS2/E) in Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, with the exception: 

(a) that three lots, as shown cross-hatched on the accompanying plan, be permitted to 
rezone and subdivide as per Single Detached (RS2/C) ; and 

(b) that existing duplexes be eligible to split into two lots provided that each new lot 
meets the requirement of Single Detached (RS2fB), and there is a lane or internal 
road access. 

This policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, is to be used to determine the disposition 
of future rezoning applications, for a period of not less than five years, unless amended 
according to Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500. 
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B8888a Rezoning and subdivision permitted as per RS2/C 

Duplexes are eligible to be split into two lots as per RS2fB 
provided there is a lane or internal road access 

Proposed Amended Policy 5467 
Section 23, 4-7 

Adopted Date: 03/15/99 

Amended Date: 
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( 

City of 
Richmond 

September 4, 2012 
File: RZ 12·617436 

Dear OwnerlResident: 

Rc: Rezoning at 4691, 4731 and 4851 F rancis Road 

( ATIACffMENT7 

6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2(1 

www.richmond.ca 

Planning and DeveJopmeRl Department 
De\'elopmcnt Apillicalions 

Fax: 604·276·4052 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of a proposed rezon ing application in your 
neighbourhood and a proposed change to Lot Size Policy 5467 for properties fronting the north 
side of Francis Road, between Railway Avenue and No.1 Road. 

Proposal 

The City of Richmond has received an appl ication to rezone 4691, 473 1 and 4851 Francis Road 
from single detached (RS lIE) and Land Use Contract (LUC061) to a Site Specific Residential 
(Single Detached) zone (location shown on Attachment 1). The purpose of the rezoning is to 
allow the three (3) existing lots to subdivide into five (5) single family lots. The applicant is 
proposing to create ncw single·family lots with a width of approximately \5.0 m (49 ft.) along 
Francis Road. In addition, in order to address concerns raised by the immediate neighbours, the 
proposed minimum rear yard setback will be increased from the typical 6.0 m (20 ft.) to \ 0.0 m 
(33 ft.). 

What this mea ns to yo u 

You are being advised of this proposal because your neighbourhood was concerned about the 
previous townhouse deve lopment proposal on the subject site. Please be advised that this previous 
townhouse application has been withdrawn. This is a courtesy letter to adv ise you that a new 
single·family lot development proposal has been received by the City. Please note tl1at it does not 
imply that staff andlor Council automatically support the proposed rezoning or future rezoning. 
The subject rezoni ng and future applications wi1\ continue to receive the same auention and 
scrutiny as all otller rezoning applications, and are required to go through a Public Hearing process. 
Jt should be emphasized that the proposed amendment to Po licy 5467 wou ld only apply to the 
properties on the north side Francis Road bet\'Jeen Lancelot Gate and Railway Avenue and wou ld 
not change the zoning penn itted elsewhere in the neighbourhood. 

rfyou have any questions or require further explanation, p lease do not hesitate to contact the 
undersigned by phone at 604·276·4121. 

Yours truly, 

~. 
Edwin Lee 
Planner J 

Enc!. 

3640243 _-0ic"hmond CNCL - 237
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 12-617436 Attachment 9 

Address: 4691, 4731 and 4851 Francis Road 

Applicant Vanlux Development Inc. 

Planning Area(s): -"S"e"al"a"'ir ______________ ___________ _ 

I Existing Proposed 

Owner: Vanlux Development Inc. No Change 

Site Size 1m2): 3,613 m2. 3,540.2 m l 

Land Uses: Two (2) single-family dwell ings 
and one (1)-vacant lot Five (5) single-family dwellings 

OCP Designation: Specific Land Use Map: No Change 
Low-Density Residential 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No change 

Policy 5467 permits 4731 Francis 
Road to be subdivided as per 

702 Policy Designation: "Single Detached (RS2/C)" and To exclude these properties from 
4691 & 4851 Francis Road to be Lot Size Policy 5467 
subdivided as per ·Single 
Detached (RS2IE)-

Zoning: Single Detached (~~1 /E) a~~ 
Land Use Contract LUC061 

Single Detac~~1 (ZS~r;) -
Lancelot Gate Seafair 

Number of Lots: 3 5 

Other Designations: N/A No Change 

On Future 
I 

Bylaw Requirement 
I 

Proposed 
I 

Variance Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

l ot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

l ot Coverage - Non-porous: Max. 70% Max. 70% none 

l ot Coverage - l andscaping: Min. 30% Min. 30% none 

Setback - Principal Building· 
Min. 9m Min. 9m none Front Yard (m): 

Setback - Interior Side Yard (m): Min. 1.2m Min. 1.2 m none 

Setback - Exterior Side Yard (rn): Min. 3.0 m Min. 3.0 m none 

Setback - Rear Yard (rn); Min. 10 m Min. 10 m none 

Height(m): Max. 2 Yz storeys Max. 2 Yz storeys none 

Lot W idth: Min. 13.5 m Min. 13.5 m none 

3688059 CNCL - 240



October 23. 2012 - 2 - RZ 12-617436 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Lot Area: Min. 550 m2 Min. 550 m2 none 

Off-street Parking Spaces: Min. 2 spaces Min. 2 spaces none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation requ ired for removal of bylaw-sized trees. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address : 4691, 4731 and 4851 Francis Road 

ATTACHMENT 11 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

File No.: RZ12-617436 

Prior to fin al adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8965 , the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
I. 2.0 m road dedication along the entire Francis Road frontage up to 70.0 m measured from the Railway intersection 

stop bar eastbound. 

2. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the Landscape 
Architect, including installation costs. The Landscape Plan should: 
• comply with the guidel ines of the OCP's Lane Establishment and Arterial Road Redevelopment Policies and 

should not include hedges along the front property line; 
• include a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees; 
• include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached to this report; 

and 
• include the 42 required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes: 

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Tree 0' Minimum Height of Coniferous Tree 

22 60m 3.5 
6 8 om 4.0 m 

4 gom 5.0 m 

4 10cm 5.5 m 

6 11c:m 6.0 m 

If required rep lacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amount of $500/tree 
to the City's Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required. 

3. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervis ion of anyon-site 
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained on site and on adjacent properties. The 
Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring 
inspections, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

4. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of$2,000.00 for the 50cm cal Red Maple tree 
located along the Francis Road street frontage to be retained. 

5. The granting of a 1.0 m wide statutory uti lity right-of-way along the entire Francis Road frontage to accommodate 
Storm inspection Chambers and Water Meter boxes etc. 

6. Register a Restrictive Access Covenant to ensure that the individual driveways are designed to permit vehicles to tum 
around on site, in order that vehicles do not back out onto Francis Road. The legal agreement shall include language 
to ensure the driveway and/or auto court design will accommodate a typical passenger car to turn around on-site using 
a maximum of a 3-point tum, in order to avoid backing in or out of the property. 

7. Registration ofa flood indemnity covenant on title. 

8. The City's acceptance of the applicant's voluntary contribution of $1.00 per buildable square foot of the single-family 
developments (i.e. $17,682.29) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

Notc: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezon ing Bylaw, the City will accept a proposal to build a secondary suite on three (3) of the five (5) future lots 
at the subject site. To ensure that a secondary suite is built to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the 
Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement registered on Title as a 
condition of rezoning, stating that no final Building Permit inspection will be granted until the required secondary 
suite are constructed to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City'S Zoning 
Bylaw. 

3688059 
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9. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of frontage improvements from the west property 
line of the site to Rai lway Avenue. Works include, but may not be limited to: 

a) removal of the existing sidewalk & lighting strip ; and 

b) installation of a new 1.5 m concrete sidewalk at the proposed north property line of Francis Road and a grass and 
treed boulevard (9m spacing) between the new sidewalk and the existing curb. 

Note: 
• Improvements should also include new concrete sidewalk with curb and gutter as well as a standard 

wheelchair ramp at the curb return . 

• Existing signal pole will need to be relocated. 

• Design to include proposed driveway crossings, water, storm, and sanitary connections for each of the 
proposed lots. Individual driveways are to be paired and designed to City standards (i.e., 5.0 m wide and 
a minimum distance of 1.0 m flare to flare). 

• Developer is also required to provide Underground Hydro. Tel. & Cable service connections for each of 
the proposed lots. 

Prior to approval of Subdivision, the applicant is required to do the following: 
I. Payment of Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DO), School Site Acquisition Charge, and Address 

Assignment Fee. 
Note: Servicing costs to be determined via the Servicing Agreement. 

2. Provide Underground Hydro, Telephone, and Cable service connections for each lot. 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the fo llowing requirements: 
I. Provision of a construction parking and traffic management plan to the Transportation Department to include: location 

for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for request for any lane closures (including dates, 
times, and duration), and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for Works on Roadways 
(by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570 
(h up :llwww.richmond.calserviceslttp/special.htm ). 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn no! only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. AI! agreements 10 be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indenmities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), 
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited 10, site 
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring; shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructure . 

[signed copy on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8965 (RZ 12-617436) 

4691 , 4731 and 4851 Francis Road 

Bylaw 8965 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by inserting the following 
into Section 15 (Site Specific Residential (Single Detached) Zones), in nwnerical order: 

" 15.21 Single Detached (ZS21) - Lancelot Gate (Seafair) 

15.21.1 Purpose 

15.21 .2 

15.21 .4 

The zone provides for single detached housing fronting Francis Road between 
Lancelot Gate and Railway Avenue in Section 23 -4-7. 

Permitted Uses 15.21.3 Secondary Uses 
• housing, single detached • bed and breakfast 

• boarding and lodging 
• community care facility, 

minor 
• home business 
• secondary suite 

Permitted Density 

1. The maximum density is one principal dwelling unit per lot. 

2. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.40 applied to a maximum of 464.5 m2 

of the lot area, together with 0.30 applied to the balance of the lot area in excess 
of 464.5 m'-

3. Notwithstanding Section 15.21.4.2, the reference to "0.4" is increased to a higher 
density of "0.55" if: 

a) the building contains a secondary suite; or 

b) the owner, at the time Council adopts a zoning amendment bylaw to include 
the owner's lot in the ZS21 zone, pays into the affordable housing reserve 
the sum specified in Section 5.15 of this bylaw. 

4. Further to Section 15.21.4.3, the reference to "0.4" in Section 15.21.4.2 is 
increased to a higher density of "0.55" if: 
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a) an owner subdivides bare land to create new lots for single detached 
housing; and 

b) at least 50% of the lots contain secondary suites. 

15.21.5 Permitted Lot Coverage 

1. The maximum lot coverage is 45% for buildings, but no greater than 278.7 m2
. 

2. No more than 70% of a lot may be occupied by buildings, structures and non
porous surfaces. 

3. 30% of the lot area is restricted to landscaping with live plant material. 

15.21.6 Yards & Setbacks 

1. The minimum front yard is 9.0 m except that a single storey garage attached to 
the principal building maybe located in the front yard but no closer than 6.0 m. 

2. The minimum interior side yard is 1.2 m. 

3. The minimum exterior side yard is 3.0 m. 

4. The minimum rear yard is 10.0 m. 

15.21.7 Permitted Heights 

1. The maximum height for principal buildings is 2 % storeys, but it shall not 
exceed the residential vertical lot width envelope and the residential vertical 
lot depth envelope. 

2. The maximum height for accessory buildings is 5.0 m. 

3. The maximum height for accessory structures is 9.0 m. 

15.21.8 Subdivision Provisions/Minimum Lot Size 

1. The minimum lot dimensions and areas are as follows, except that the minimum 
f t d I t ·dth f it ' ddT 120m . • 

, 
Minimum Minimum I Minimum lot Minimum 
frontage I lot width depth lot area 

13.5 m 13.5 m 24.0 m 550.0 m' 

15.21.9 Landscaping & Screening 

3686881 

1. Landscaping and screening shall be provided in accordance with the provisions 
of Section 6.0. 
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15.21.10 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. 

15.21 .11 Other Regulations 

1. In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations 
in Section 4.0 and the Specific Use Regulatio.ns in Section 5.0 apply. " 

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fonns part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning and land use contract 
designations of the following area and by designating them SINGLE DETACHED (ZS21) 
- Lancelot Gate (Scafair). 

P.I.D.003-992-357 
Lot 636 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 50208 

P.I .D.003-437-84 1 
Lot 232 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 48692 

P.I.D.003-586-570 
Lot 635 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 50208 

3. That the Mayor and Clerk are hereby authorised to execute any documents necessary to 
discharge "Land Use Contract 061" from the following area: 

P.l.D.003-586-570 
Lot 635 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 50208 

4. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by inserting the following 
into the table contained in Section 5.15.1, after RC2: 

Sum Per Buildable Square Foot of 
Zone Permitted Principal BUilding 

ZS21 $1.00 

5. This Bylaw may be cited as "IDchmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8965" . 
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Bylaw 8965 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

368688; 

Page 4 

CITY OF 
RK:HMOND 

APPROVED 

'" \-\~ 
APPROVED 
by Director zzor 

CORPORATE OFFICER 
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City of 
Richmond Report to Committee 

To: Public Works and Transportation Committee Date: October 24, 2012 

01-0154-04/2011-VoI01 From: Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

File: 

Re: TRANSLINK 2013 CAPITAL PROGRAM COST -SHARING SUBMISSIONS
MAJOR ROAD NETWORK AND BIKE, BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE CAPITAL 
COST-SHARING REGIONAL NEEDS AND TRANSIT·RELATED ROAD 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That the submission of: 

(a) road improvement project for cost-sharing as part of the TransLink 20 13 Major Road 
Network & Bike (MRNB) Upgrade Program, 

(b) bicycle facility improvement project for cost-sharing as part of the TransLink 2013 
Bicycle In frastructure Capital Cost-Sharing (BICeS) Regional Needs Program, and 

(c) transit facility improvements for cost-sharing as part of the TransLink 20 13 Transit
Re lated Road Infrastructure Program, 

as described in the report, be endorsed. 

2. That, should the above submissions be successful and the projects receive Council approval 
via the annual capital budget process, the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, 
Planning and Development be authorized to execute the funding agreements and the 2013 
Capital Plan and the 5· Year Financial Plan (20 13·20 17) be updated accordingly dependant 
on the timing of the budget process . 

2':< • > 

V ictor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
604·276·4 131 

• . 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED TO: C ONCURRENCE CONC~':~~~ANAGER 
Finance Division .......................... .... ....... .... ..... ... 8" 
Parks Services .... ....... ...... .... ....... ......... ............... ot y ~ 

I Engineering ...... ..... ..... ..... ... .... ..................... .... ... [g' 
Law .. ......... ...................... ...... .............. ......... ..... .. []j/ 

R EVI EWED BY SMT INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO '~ S UBCOMMITTEE d{ 01( 

3655384 
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October 24, 2012 -2- File: 0154-04 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Following a review of its Major Road Network (MRN) funding criteria initiated in 20 I 0, 
TransLink combined the allocated capital upgrade funding for the MRN Minor Capital Program 
and the Bicycle Infrastructure Capital Cost-Share Program (BICeS) effective for 2013. As a 
result, the capital cost-share funding programs now available from TransLink are: 

• Major Road Network and Bike (MRNBJ Program: allocated funding for capital 
improvements to the major roads across the region that comprise the MRN and the 
construction of bicycle facilities both on and off the MRN; 

• BICeS Regional Need') Program: funding for capital improvements to " regionally 
significant" bicycle facilities with funding distributed on a competitive basis; and 

• Transit-Related Road Infraslructure Program (TRRIP): funding for roadway infrastructure 
facilities required for the delivery of transit services in the region. 

Each year, municipalities are invited to submit road, bicycle and transit-related improvement 
projects for 50-50 fWlding consideration from these programs. This staff report presents the 
proposed submissions from the City to TransLink's 2013 capital cost-sharing programs. 

Analysis 

1. Major Road Network and Bike (MRNB) Upgrade Program 

1.1 Funding Availability for 2013 

Per TransLink's 2013 Base Plan, there is no allocated funding available for the 2013 MRNB 
Upgrade Program due to fmancial constraints. To mitigate this circwnstance, TransLink now 

. provides municipalities with options to transfer funding from their allocation within the OMR 
(Operations, Maintenance and Rehabilitation) Program, which was increased from $14,355 per 
lane-Ian in 2012 to $19,100 per lane-km for 2013 (33 per cent increase). These options allow 
municipalities to: 

• transfer funding allocation from O&M (Operations, Maintenance and non-pavement 
rehabilitation) to R (pavement rehabilitation); and 

• transfer funding allocation from R to MRNB Upgrade. 

To support the City' s proposed submission to the 2013 
MRNB Upgrade Program, a funding transfer of 
$500,000 was made from O&M to R, and then from R 
to MRN B Upgrade as summarized in Table 1. As the 
City's allocated OMR funding increased in 2013 vis-a
vis 2012, the net effect is that the City' s revised 
allocation ofO&M and R funding for 2013 sti ll remains higher than in 2012 (i.e., total OMR in 
2012 was $1 ,873,000 versus the revised 2013 total of $1 ,993,000). 

36SS384 
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1.2 Proposed Submission 

The City proposes to submit the fo llowing project for consideration to be included in the 2013 
MRNB Upgrade Program. 

• Westminster Highway Widening (Nelson Rd-McMillan Way): widening from two to four 
lanes including cycling faci lities to match the existing cross-section between McMillan Way 
and the Highway 91 Interchange (see Attachment 1). Transport Canada is providing 
$4,040,000 towards this project per the C ity's successful application to the Asia-Pacific 
Gateway Corridor Initiative for cost-share fundi ng for the combined widening of Nelson 
Road (Blundell Road to Westminster Hwy) and Westminster Hwy (Nelson Road to 
McMil lan Way). The widening of Nelson Road is not included in this application to 
TransLink as the roadway is not part of the MRN. The deadline for the completion of the 
two projects is March 20 14. This application is Year 4 of a proposed 4-year TransLink 
funding process. 

2. Bicycle Infrastructure Capital Cost-Sharing (DICeS) Regional Needs Program 

As noted in Section 1. 1, there is no allocated funding available for the 20 13 MRNB Upgrade 
Program. However, S1.55 million is available on a competitive basis for bicycle infrastructure 
projects of regional significance through the BICCS Regional Needs Program. The City 
proposes to submit the following project for consideration to be included in the 2013 BICCS 
Regional Needs Program. 

• Railway Avenue Corridor Greenway (Granville Ave-Garry SO: Phase 1 would include the 
planning, design and construction ofa 4.0 m wide two-way multi-use pathway with an 
asphalt surface on the base of the existing railway bed along with connections to existing 
trai ls and bus stops on Railway Avenue (see Attachment 2). The long-term development of 
thc greenway wou ld be compatible with and build upon this fundamental building block. 
The existing on-street bike lanes on Rai lway Avenue bctween Granvi lle Avenue and 
Moncton Street would remain in place to serve commuter and other higher speed cyclists 
seeking a direct route designated for cyclists only. This application is Year 2 of a proposed 
2-year TransLink funding process. TransLink funding approved for 20 12 (S20 1,200) was 
allocated towards site clearing and design. 

3. Transit-Related Road Infrastructure Program (TRRJP) 

TransLink funding available for cost-sharing under the 2013 TRRlP is SI million. As TRRIP 
has no block funding fonnula, there is no allocated amount of eligible funding for the City. 
Projects proposed to be submitted by the City for cost-sharing under the 20 13 TRRJP are: 

• Bus Stop Upgrades: retrofits to various existing bus stops to provide for universal 
accessibility (i.e., installation of a landing pad andlor connecting sidewalk for wheelchair 
users) and/or bus stop shelters. Potential locations include: Westminster Highway at No.8 
Road; west side of Railway Avenue between Granville Ave and Garry Street (two sites); 
Cessna Drive south of Lysander Lane; and east side of No. 1 Road at Chatham Street 
(shelter only). 

• Connecting Pathway: paved pathway connection between the bus stop on the west side of 
Westminster Highway at the Highway 91 Interchange and Westminster Highway North . 
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4. Requested Funding and Estimated Project Costs 

The total requested funding for the above 2013 submissions to TransLink's capital cost-sharing 
programs is approximately $1.67 million, as summarized in Table I below. which will support 
projects with a total estimated cost of $13.1 million. 

MRNB 
Upgrade 
Program 

TRRIP 

Table 1: to be Submitted to 2013 TransLink Cost-Share Programs 

Project NamelScope 

Westminster Hwy 
Widening (Nelson Rd 
to McMillan Way): Year 
4 Accrual (2010-2013) 

• Existing Bus Stop 
Upgrades 

• Paved 

2013 Roads DeC! 
Capital Reserve: 

$1 ,529,500 
2013 OMR Reserve: 

$950,000 

2013 Pedestrian & 
Roadway Improvement 

Program: $101 ,300 

2013 Parks DeCI 

Previously Approved 
Funding & Sources 

Capital Reserve: 
$1 ,336,666 

2010-12 MRN Program: 
$2,005,000 

Transport Canada: 

N/A 

$500,000 

$101 ,300 

Est Total 
Project COlt 

$10,361 ,166 

$202,600 

Regional 
Needs $1 ,074,450 $2 , 551 ,200~) 

~F,f;'~lim~'~t'~~t~h'~P'~Oj;,ct~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~E~~m; ~~;'~b~,~sed on incurred cosls. ~2) Should Ihe 2013 application 10 meellhe lolal funding available. 

Should the submissions be successful and the projects receive Counci l approval via the annual 
capital budget process, the City would enter into funding agreements with TransLink.. The 
agreements are standard form agreements provided by TransLink. and include an indemnity and 
release in favour of TransLink. Staff recommend that the Chief Administrative Officer and 
General Manager, Planning and Development be authorized to execute the agreements. The . 
2013 Capital Plan and the 5-Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) would be updated to reflect the 
receipt of the external grants where required dependant on the timing of the budget process. 

Financial Impact 

As shown in Table I, the total proposed City cost is comprised of $4,580,800, to be considered 
within the 2013 Capital Budget, plus funding sourced from previous approved Capital Budgets 
(i.e. , 2011 -2012 Roads DCC/Capital Reserve of$I ,336,666 and 2011-2012 Parks DCC/Capital 
Reserve of $350,000). 

Conclusion 

Several road, bicycle route and transit-related facility improvement projects are proposed for 
submission to TransLink. ' s various cost-sharing programs for 2013 that would support the goals 
of the Official Community Plan (204 1) Update. Significant benefits for all road users (motorists, 
cyclists, transit users, pedestrians) in terms of increased capacity, new infrastructure and safety 

~_ i rovements would be achieved should these projects be approved by TransLink and Council. 

Q an Caravan 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 
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Attachment 2 
Railway Avenue Corridor Greenway 
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Attachment 2 
Railway Avenue Corridor Greenway 
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Attachment 2 
Railway Avenue Corridor Greenway 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District 
Energy 

Re: Carbon Neutral Progress Update 

Staff Recommendation 

Report to Committee 

Date: October 15, 2012 

File: 01-0370-01/2012-
Vol 01 

That the City pursue the "Making Progress" option for meeting the terms ofthe Climate Action 
Chat1er for 2012. 

That the "Towards Carbon Neutrality - Progress Report 2012" (Attachment 1) be made 
accessible to the community through the City' s website and in limited hard-copy supply at City 
Hall and key comnnmity centres. 

Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 
(604-276-4122) 

Alt. 3 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Major Buildings and Project Development 0" 
Fleet and Environmental Programs 16 (2 ' 7 
Parks Services 0' 
Transportation Ii3' ~ '"J 
Community Safety J>J ~ 

REVIEWED BY SMT INITlALS: ReVIEWED BY CAD INITlALS: 

SUBCOMMITIEE If 01( 8) 
~ 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At the July 18, 2012 meeting, the City's Public Works and Transportation Committee requested 
an update on the City's progress towards carbon neutrality. This report responds to this request 
and supports the following Council Term goal pertaining to sustainability: 

Council Tenn Goal #8.1: "Continued implementation and significant progress 
towards achieving the City's Sustainability Framework, and associated targets. " 

Background 

In September 2008, the City ofRicbmond signed the BC Climate Action Charter (the "Charter"), 
voluntarily committing to become carbon neutral with respect to corporate greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions. This commitment to carbon neutrality means that the City must reduce GHG 
emissions generated from its own operations and invest in additional action, outside of the City's 
operations, to compensate for emissions that could not be avoided. The City's commitment to 
carbon neutrality is one of the targets established to-date in the City's Sustainability Framework. 

Achieving carbon neutrality involves two main activities: 

1. Reducing internal ORG emissions from 3 key sectors: buildings & infrastructure, fleet 
and solid waste. 

2. Investing in initiatives outside of the City's operations to compensate for unavoidable 
emlSSlons. 

Various programs throughout the organization contribute towards reducing GHG emissions and 
achieving carbon neutrality by the City of Richmond. Examples include: 

• the City'S Corporate Energy Management Program (Ef\.1P) which seeks to reduce 
corporate energy use and related GHG emissions pertaining to the City's civic buildings 
and other infrastructure (e.g., street lighting, water and wastewater pumps, etc.); 

• the City'S Sustainable Fleet Program which, among broader objectives, serves to reduce 
fuel consumption and related GHG emissions from corporate vehicular travel; 

• the City' s Solid Waste and Recycling Programs which reduce corporate waste and related 
GHG emissions and incorporate community initiatives recognized as potential 
compensation action; 

• the City's Environmental and Parks Programs which strive to protect natural ecosystems 
that contribute to climate stability. 
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Progress Made To-Date 

The "Towards Carbon Neutrality ~ Progress Repor(' (Towards Carbon Neutrality) highlights 
the substantive action and investment the City has made in reducing corporate GHG emissions 
and moving towards achieving carbon neutrality in a manner that supports overall sustainability 
(Attachment 1). A snapshot of the "Progress at a Glance" is provided in Attachment 2. 

Key highlights from the City's Towards Carbon Neutrality Report include: 

1. A/oeus on a strategic and practical approach 

As noted in the report, carbon neutrality is a relatively new concept and methodologies are 
emerging. A key focus of the City of Richmond has been on ensuring that approaches under the 
Be Climate Action Charter contribute to overall sustainability. In 2011, Richmond Council 
adopted the City ' s Carbon Responsible Strategy. The Strategy is focussed on managing GHG 
emissions effectively and outlines key principles for ensuring a sustainable approach. For 
example, this approach recognizes that the City of Riclunond contributes a relatively small 
amount ofOHG emissions (1 % of community-wide emission levels) and that the City' s 
resources can be more effective at reducing OHO emissions when directed at community-scale 
initiatives (e.g., transportation demand-side management initiatives, integration of renewable 
energy systems, etc.). Combined, the City's Carbon Responsible Principles help the City avoid 
myopia (Le. , over-focus on carbon neutrality) as well as other common pitfalls of carbon 
neutrality (Attachment 3). 

2. Keep local tax dollars in the community 

From the beginning, a key objective of the City of Richmond was to pursue carbon neutrality in a 
manner that made investments in the Richmond community. This is generally not the case as 
most organizations achieve carbon neutrality by purchasing external offsets through an offset 
supplier. With the purchase of external offsets, organizations have limited influence on where 
their funds are spent and projects investments are made throughout various jurisdictions. 

The BC government was seeking for local governments to achieve carbon neutrality through the 
purchase of external offsets. Specifically, the Province was seeking for local governments to 
purchase external offsets through the Pacific Carbon Trust, a crown corporation established by 
the Province to supply carbon offsets generated by projects throughout BC. This is the 
mechanism that has been followed for provincial public sector organizations (e.g., schools, 
hospitals, Ministries, etc.). 

The City of Richmond was active in expressing the need for a local community-based approach 
that enabled re-investment of tax dollars within Riclunond. This approach generates significantly 
greater value for the Richmond community as it supports the advancement of initiatives that not 
only reduce GHG emissions but contribute to multiple benefits locally. For example, the City' s 
alternative transportation initiatives reduce GHG emissions while at the same time, provide other 
important benefits such as reduced congestion, increased affordability and improved air quality. 
A focus on local investment also means that the City is able to leverage its already existing 
initiatives, helping to reduce costs associated with compensation action. 
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Efforts made by Richmond as well as other local governments, have been successful in 
establishing a change in Provincial policy direction to include recognition aflocal community 
investments as valid options. Work is now proceeding to develop methodologies for evaluating 
appropriate compensation credit levels. 

3. A/oeus on resourcing action 

The City has recognized that advancing sustainability means more than declaration of 
commitments. Resources must be put in place to actually realize intentions. Richmond Council 
and other local governments have been working with the Province to establish funding sources 
for. supporting climate protection action. In Fall 2008, the Province announced the Climate 
Action Revenue Incentive Program (CARlP) program which provides carbon tax rebates to 
municipalities who have signed onto the Climate Action Charter. This means that local 
govenunents have avoided double expenditures (i.e., paying the carbon tax and paying for 
carbon neutrality). Amount of rebate changes each year, but on average the CARIP means that 
the City of Richmond avoids about $200,000 in additional costs. Richmond Council was one of 
the first municipalities to establish a dedicated fund for supporting GHG emission reduction. 
1bis fund, the Carbon Provisional Account, receives the rebate monies from the carbon tax. 
Currently, there is approximately $500,000 in this fund. 

The CARIP is an important program for reducing costs associated with carbon neutrality. 
However. whereas funding exists in pockets to help support the advancement of specific 
initiatives, no dedicated sources of funding have been established to support local government 
efforts in delivering a complete carbon neutral program. Richmond Council and other local 
governments have expressed to the Province the need for dedicated funding sources to support 
GHG emission reduction action. 

The City has also been active in ensuring that available funds are directed towards on-the-groWld 
greenhouse gas reduction actions rather than excessively on administrative components of 
carbon neutrality (e.g., measuring, report, etc.). Richmond Council's recent decision to not track 
contractor fuel consumption is likely to avoid costs of about $50,000. 

4. A focus on reducing harm and on improving conditions 

A main focus of the City'S overall Sustainability Initiative has been to shift from an agenda of 
reducing level ofhann and mitigating damage (i.e., making conditions "less bad") towards a 
vision of positive contribution, making things better. The City's approach to carbon neutrality 
showcases this vision by recognizing the need to both reduce (Le., reduce GHG emissions from 
being emitted into the atmosphere) and restore (i.e., improve natural conditions which absorb 
and sequester GHG emissions to help serve to rebalance healthy conditions). 

5. Extensive action has been taken 

The Towards Carbon Neutrality Report highlights the extensive action that the City has taken to 
increase the sustainability performance of its own operations and support GHG emission 
reduction in the community. As noted in the report, the City of Richmond had already put in 
place various programs for increasing sustainability performance of its operations prior to the Be 
Climate Action Charter. Based on broader sustainability objectives, these initiatives serve to 
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achieve multiple benefits, including but not limited to GHG emission reduction. Highlights of 
examples are: 

• the establishment of high performance building standards for all new civic facilities, 
resulting in the development LEED buildings such as Hamilton Community Centre. 
Richmond's Community Safety Building and Steveston Fire Hall l

; 

• the integration of renewable energy systems into civic facilities, including the installation 
of solar panels at Minoru Pool and current installation of a heating system based on 
sewage waste heat recovery for Gateway Theatre; and 

• the advancement of various initiatives to improve fleet performance such as increasing 
efficiency through right-sizing of vehicles and replacement of vehicles with higher 
performing and alternative fuel vehicles (e.g., SMART cars, hybrids and electric 
vehicles). The City has also reduced GHG emissions by installing equipment in vehicles 
which reduce the need for generators and idling (e.g., installation of auxiliary batteries to 
power safety lights, installation of invertors to power tools). 

By reducing the amount of corporate GHG emissions, these initiatives lower the City's carbon 
liability (i.e., the amount of emissions that need to be compensated for). The City has also 
advanced various initiatives in the community. Once appropriately evaluated, these initiatives 
could serve to compensate for unavoidable corporate emissions. Examples of the City's 
community-based initiatives that support GHG emission reduction include the City's purchase of 
the NE Bog Forest, implementation of the GreenCan program, installation of the Alexandra 
District Energy System, delivery of the Climate Change Showdown initiative, development of 
alternative transportation infrastructure (e.g. , cycling lanes, trails, etc.) and establishment of 
land-use policies aimed at creating complete and compact commwrities. Most recently, the City 
is now encouraging the uptake of electric vehicles through policies that encourage installation of 
electric vehicle charging stations in new developments, facilitating installation of charging 
stations in the business community and by installing electric charging infrastructure at civic sites. 
In addition to supporting the City's fleet, most of these stations will be publically accessible and 
be part of a regional network. 

Analysis 

The City has made substantive progress towards managing corporate GHG emissions 
responsibly and implementing the processes necessary to secure carbon neutrality. The City is 
currently positioned to achieve carbon neutrality in all areas necessary, except for one
compensation. This latter challenge is not because the City lacks projects that contribute 
compensation value but rather in the technical challenge in determining appropriate 
compensation credit. 

I Most oftbe civic buildings built since the introduction of the City'S High Performance Building Policy include the 
following features: renewable energy systems (e.g., solar, geothennal), green roofs, rain gardens, low VOC 
materials, energy efficient mechanical and electrical systems and use of local and renewable products and 
materials. 
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Since the introduction of the Climate Action Charter, the Province conunitted to working with 
UBCM to establish a Green Communities Committee (GCe) tasked with developing a conunon 
approach to carbon neutrality for the purposes of the Charter. In 2011, the Be Province 
recognized that methodologies for community-based project investments needed further work. 
As such, the Province announced a "Making Progress" option that enables local governments to 
meet their Climate Action Charter commitment by fulfilling actions pertaining to measuring, 
reducing and reporting. The "Making Progress ' option is viewed as a compromise between the 
Province's goal of a carbon neutral local government sector through offset purchases and local 
governments' visions to direct local funds towards projects of multiple local benefit. 

Action by Other Municipalities 

Municipal Councils at the Cities of North Vancouver and Surrey have recently endorsed the 
strategy to pursue the "Making Progress" option for meeting the Climate Action Charter 
commitments for 2012. Staff in the City of Victoria and other Lower Mainland municipalities 
(i.e., West Vancouver, New Westminster, City of North Vancouver, District of North 
Vancouver, Township of Langley. District of Langley, Corporation of Delta) have advised that 
they anticipate pursuing the "Making Progress" option. 

Because it has a unique local investment opportunity that has a recognized and endorsed 
methodology (i.e .• capturing methane from the Vancouver landfill), the City of Vancouver is 
likely to pursue and achieve carbon neutrality for 2012. Two municipalities, Village of Harrison 
Hot Springs and Resort Municipality of Whistler, declared carbon neutrality in 2010. These 
municipalities achieved carbon neutrality through the purchase of external offsets. These 
municipalities have not committed to achieving carbon neutrality in 2011 or 20 12 and are 
currently reviewing their options. The City of Burnaby never signed the Be Climate Action 
Charter and is not pursuing carbon neutrality. 

Options for Meeting Climate Action Charter Commitments in 2012 

1. Making Progress - Recommended 

This option means that the City would continue to reduce GHG emissions from its corporate 
services and continue investment into key community-based initiatives that support climate 
protection goals and serve multiple community benefits (e.g. , alternative transportation 
initiatives, renewable energy initiatives, complete/compact development, natural areas 
protection, etc.). The City would continue to work with the Province and other partners on 
developing methodologies for evaluating compensation values. 

2. Purchase Offsets for 2012 

This option would mean that the City of Richmond could declare itself to be carbon neutral in 
2012 and would establish this to be the performance standard for future years. At $25/tonne to 
offset, it is estimated that this option would cost approximately $300,000 for 2012. 
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FWlding could come from the City's Provisional Account to meet expenditure requirements for 
2012. Because the City established the account early on, the City has funding in place from the 
accumulation to-date. Over time, once the build-up had been eroded, the City would experience 
funding shortfalls on an annual basis if this approach was continued. This option would mean 
that the City could not use the carbon tax rebate funds to support greater corporate GHG 
reduction action or support conununity-based investments. Consequently, this is likely to place 
the City into a "continuous payment" scenario with increasing costs over time. 

Financial Impact 

There is no financial impact associated with the recommendations of this report. 

Conclusion 

Achieving carbon neutrality is a corporate-wide endeavour, requiring collaborative effort across 
the organization. The report "Towards Carbon Neutrality - Progress Report 2012 " provides an 
overview of Richmond's progress to-date in achieving carbon neutrality. The report highlights 
the suite of action being taken by multiple City departments to reduce corporate GHG emissions 
and invest in community-based initiatives that contribute to climate protection and broader 
sustainability goals. 

Carbon neutrality is a relatively new concept and best practices are emerging. The City of 
Richmond, as with many other local governments, has been working with the Province to 
develop a local approach to carbon neutrality that supports community-based initiatives. 
Recently, the Green Communities Committee has began to work on developing a framework that 
includes options for retaining local tax dollars and advancing initiatives that advance multiple 
benefits. The Province has recognized that further work is needed on developing the framework 
and has established a "Making Progress" option to enable local governments to meet their 
Climate Action Charter commitments in 2012. This report recommends that the City of 
Richmond pursue the "Making Progress" option. 

Margot Daykin, M.R.M. 
Manager, Sustainability 
(604-276-4130) 
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Introduction 
As part of its efforts to advance sustainability, and specifically to 
address the issue of climate change, the City of Richmond has 
committed to achieving carbon neutrality in its own corporate 
activities. Realizing carbon neutrality corporately means that every 
year, the City reduces greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions generated 
through the delivery of its service to the best extent possible and then 
invests in initiatives to compensate for those GHG emissions that 
could not be avoided. To achieve carbon neutrality, various tools and 
processes need to be implemented. This report provides an update on 
the actions taken to-date towards carbon neutrality.  

Background 
The City of Richmond committed to becoming carbon neutral in its 
own operations in 2008 when it signed the BC Climate Action Charter 
– a voluntary agreement among the Province, UBCM and local 
governments in BC.  

The City’s corporate emissions are relatively small and contribute a 
fraction towards overall community, regional and Provincial emissions. 
While small, taking action corporately is important for “leading by 
example” and establishing a strong foundation for working in 
partnership and facilitating broader action.  

The City’s carbon neutral commitment is one way that the City of 
Richmond is taking leadership action to address climate change. 
Adopted in 2010 as part of the City’s Sustainability Framework the 
City’s Climate Change Strategic Program establishes five (5) climate 
change targets. Together, these targets seek to build capacity, reduce 
emissions both corporately and in the community, and prepare for 
unavoidable change. 

The City’s five (5) climate action targets are: 

1. Reduce community-wide GHG emissions by 33% (from 2007 
levels) by 2020 and 80% by 2050. 

2. Be carbon neutral in corporate activities by 2012. 

3. Engage 100% of Grade 6 students in climate action by 2015. 

4. Build corporate awareness and understanding of climate change. 

5. Prepare a Climate Change Adaptation Plan. 

The City’s carbon neutral commitment, when combined with the other 
climate change targets, helps the City take a comprehensive 
approach to responding to climate change. 

“The City of 

Richmond is focussed 

on advancing 

sustainability, a 

vision of working 

collaboratively to 

create a strong 

Richmond community 

based on a healthy 

social, economic and 

environmental fabric. 

 

Managing greenhouse 

gas emissions from 

the City’s own 

corporate activities is 

one of the many 

important initiatives 

that the City is doing 

to support this 

vision.” 
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The City’s carbon neutral and other climate change targets have been 
embedded within the City’s Sustainability Framework. The 
Sustainability Framework recognizes that for sustainability to be 
achieved, action must be taken to address climate change as well as 
other key priorities. Accordingly, because it is part of the City’s 
Sustainability Framework, the City is better positioned to allocate the 
appropriate level of investment towards carbon neutrality in proportion 
to the relative priority of other key action areas (e.g., resilient 
economy, local agriculture and food, affordable communities, etc.). 

Realizing the suite of climate change targets and other sustainability 
targets will require strong collective action by all sectors of society. 

 

 

 

Richmond’s Sustainability Framework  
Realizing sustainability means that action must be taken across many fronts. Richmond’s 
Sustainability Framework is designed to bring together the City’s individual components of 
sustainability into a unified and coherent program. The Framework is being developed to 
capture the multiple actions at various levels throughout the organization to provide a “one-
stop” overview of the City’s activities as they relate to advancing nine (9) priority areas: 
Climate Change, Sustainble Resource Use, Mobility, Resilient Economy, Green Built and 
Natural Environment, Local Agriculture and Food, Inclusive, Safe and Affordable 
Communities, Thriving and Vibrant Communities (Figure 2).  

The Framework also serves to collate and develop performance-based targets and establish 
an overall system for measuring and reporting progress across the many objectives of 
sustainability. By having the targets clearly defined in one place, the City will be able to 
maximize opportunities for collective and multi-objective based action. The Sustainability 
Framework also helps ensure a complete approach to sustainability, ensuring the right 
balance of investment across the various action agendas. The City’s carbon neutral target is 
one of the targets developed to-date in Richmond’s Sustainability Framework. The City is 
continuing to develop targets for other important goal areas. 

Realizing carbon 

neutrality corporately 

means that every 

year, the City reduces 

its corporate 

greenhouse gas 

emissions and invests 

in initiatives to 

compensate for those 

emissions that could 

not be avoided. 

CNCL - 266



City of Richmond Towards Carbon Neutrality – Progress Report 2012 

 
 
 

3691457 3 

 

 

Figure 1: City of Richmond’s Sustainability Framework (as developed to-date) 
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Towards Carbon Neutrality: Four (4) Steps 
There are four main steps for achieving carbon neutrality (Figure 2). 
Like balancing yearly expenses, carbon neutrality is a continual effort 
that needs to be done every year. While it is not necessary to review 
commitments and strategy every year, it is necessary to implement 
(i.e., measure, reduce, compensate) and report on an annual basis.  

 

Figure 2: Four (4) Steps to Carbon Neutrality 

1. Commit 
Commitment is the first step towards realizing carbon neutrality. The 
City of Richmond committed to becoming carbon neutral in its 
operations in 2008 when it signed the BC Climate Action Charter.  

2. Strategize 
Approach  
Carbon neutrality is an emerging concept and best practices are 
evolving. The Province, UBCM and local governments have been 
working on developing a common approach to carbon neutrality as 
defined under the Climate Action Charter. While the target for 
reaching carbon neutrality is 2012, the Charter recognizes that the 
commitment can only be achieved once a common approach has 
been developed.  

The City of Richmond has been working to ensure that a strategic and 
practical approach to carbon neutrality is developed. It is important 
that efforts in pursuing carbon neutrality result in meaningful benefits 
to local communities, use fiscal resources wisely and don’t come at 
the expense of other important sustainability objectives.  

Commit 

Report 
Strategize 

Approach 

Resource 

 

Implement 
Measure 

Reduce 

Compensate 

“The City’s “Carbon 

Responsible Strategy” 

helps ensure that the 

City of Richmond is 

pursuing carbon 

neutrality in a manner 

that makes sense for 

our local community 

and supports 

emergence of overall 

sustainability.” 
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In 2010, the City adopted a Carbon Responsible Strategy to guide the 
City’s efforts in pursuing carbon neutrality. Five key principles were 
identified to help ensure that the City stayed focussed on the 
underlying issue (reducing GHG emissions) and overarching goal of 
sustainability. 

The City’s Carbon Responsible Strategy has been highly effective in 
influencing evolving methodologies. This means that limited resources 
can stay focussed on direct actions that reduce GHG emissions and 
provide value to the community.  

Resourcing  
Reducing GHG emissions will ultimately reduce societal costs over 
the long-term; however, managing emissions requires upfront 
investment. Resources are needed to build capacity, develop 
methodologies, establish internal systems and continue to support 
action. The City’s Carbon Responsible Strategy seeks to use 
resources most effectively. Strategies include securing funding 
sources, minimizing costs associated with administration, and 
leveraging City’s existing investments. 

 

Richmond’s Principles For Achieving Carbon Neutrality 
1. Focus on Sustainability (not carbon neutrality) – advance carbon neutrality as one 

component strategy within the broader sustainability agenda. This principle supports the City 
in allocating appropriate level of resources towards carbon neutrality, helping to ensure that 
efforts directed at this one important target do not come at the expense of other important 
sustainability objectives. 

2. Invest in the Richmond Community (invest locally) – retain expenditures for GHG emission 
compensation within the local community. This principle helps ensure that local tax dollars 
are re-invested back into the Richmond community. 

3. Reduce First, Offset Second – prioritize reducing GHG emissions from civic activities, not 
offsetting. This principle focuses limited resource on efforts which reduce corporate GHG 
emissions. These efforts yield climate protection goals while simultaneously reducing costs 
and providing other benefits.  

4. Focus on Action, not Accounting – focus on high value action that yields significant 
community benefit. This principle minimizes costs associated with GHG administration and 
helps to ensure wise use of limited resources. 

5. Reduce Harm and Restore (be carbon-balanced) – direct action towards both GHG 
emission reduction and towards carbon sequestration which absorbs and retains carbon 
away from entering the atmosphere. This principle seeks to reduce further harm while 
simultaneously working to rebalance systems to avoid issues in the first place. 
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The City of Richmond was one of the first municipalities to establish 
an internal Carbon Fund. Established in 2010, the City’s Carbon 
Provisional Account receives the carbon tax rebate which is provided 
to local governments who have signed the Climate Action Charter. 
The Carbon Fund provides some of the necessary fiscal resources 
needed for managing internal emissions and achieving carbon 
neutrality. Additional support is also provided through the City’s 
existing management programs, including the City’s Sustainable Fleet 
Program, Corporate Energy Management Program and Corporate 
Solid Waste and Recycling Program. Considerations for GHG 
emission reduction has also been incorporated into the City’s Land 
and Capital Budget decision-making process.  
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3. Implement 
Achieving carbon neutrality is a corporate-wide endeavour, requiring 
collaborative effort across the organization. An overview of key 
initiatives is provided on Figure 3. 

Implementation

Measure

Corporate 
GHG 

Emissions and 
Energy 

Inventory

Reduce

Buildings

High 
Performance 

Building Policy

Corporate 
Energy 

Management 
Program 

Fleet

Sustainable 
Green Fleet 

Policy

Sustainable 
Green Fleet 

Program

Corporate 
Solid Waste

Various 
Initiatives

Compensate

Community-
based GHG 
Reductions

Restore

Natural area 
protection

Report

CARIP Rebate 
Report

Climate Action 
Charter Report

 
Figure 3: Carbon Neutrality Implementation Summary 

Measure 
Measuring GHG emissions is the first step in implementing a program 
for reaching carbon neutrality. In 2010, the City produced its first 
Corporate Energy and Emissions Inventory. This report provided the 
first comprehensive analysis of the City’s energy consumption levels, 
costs and direct GHG emissions corporate-wide. This report 
established the City’s baseline, based on 2007 levels, for measuring 
and reporting on future progress. Additionally, this report provided 
trend data to better enable the City to advance strategic reduction 
action. Specifically, the report identified the need to focus action on 
reducing fossil fuel use in civic buildings and corporate fleet. 
Combined, these two activities account for the vast majority of GHG 
emissions currently being measured. Corporate solid waste 
generation was also identified as an important area for further 
reduction action.  

To manage its emissions responsibly and reach carbon neutrality, the 
City will need to measure its corporate GHG emissions on an annual 
basis. In preparation for this, the City is currently working on 
integrating GHG emission measurement into its existing management 
systems (e.g., Corporate Fuel Use Management System for Fleet, 
Corporate Energy Use Management System for Civic Buildings and 
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Infrastructures). By embedding GHG emission measurement within 
existing departmental systems, the City avoids costs associated with 
new systems. This approach also empowers respective departments 
in implementing and monitoring the effectiveness of GHG reduction 
initiatives in day-to-day operations.  

Reduce Corporate GHGs 
Reducing internal corporate GHG emissions is the second step in 
implementation. The City has been taking actions to reduce emissions 
for some time as part of its broader sustainability objectives, prior to 
becoming a signatory to the BC Climate Action Charter. Highlights in 
three of the most important areas (e.g., buildings, fleet, and solid 
waste) for reducing emissions are provided below.  

Buildings 

In 2004, the City implemented its corporate High Performance 
Building Policy. This Policy sets performance standards for new and 
existing civic buildings which strive to: 

 reduce resource consumption (energy, water, materials), 

 accelerate transition to use of renewable energy sources, 

 reduce corporate costs, 

 reduce emissions and wastes,  

 protect local ecosystems, and 

 support healthy work environments. 

The City’s Project Development and Corporate Energy Management 
Programs serve to advance initiatives that meet these policy 
objectives. Key initiatives that support the City’s carbon neutral 
initiatives have included development of LEED Gold buildings, 
installation of renewable energy systems into existing facilities and 
lighting retrofits. These initiatives have resulted in significant levels of 
avoided energy consumption, reduced GHG emissions as well as 
various other benefits (e.g., reduced water consumption, improved 
indoor air quality, etc.). 

 

       
Green roof of the Hamilton Fire Hall            Solar panels on the roof of Minoru Pool 
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Fleet 

Originally implemented in 2006 and updated in 2012, Richmond’s 
Sustainable Fleet Policy aims to meet the City’s mobility needs in a 
manner that:  

 reduces corporate costs, 

 conserves natural resources (e.g., energy, materials, etc.), 

 reduces emissions and wastes, and 

 supports broader sustainable economic development 

The Policy is implemented through the City’s Sustainable Fleet 
Program which procures high performing and alternative fuel vehicles 
(e.g., SMART cars, hybrids, electric vehicles) and increases efficiency 
through various tactics (e.g., right-sizing vehicles, undertaking 
preventative maintenance procedures, improving driver practices and 
improving fuel management system). 
 
Currently, effort is being directed at installing electric vehicle charging 
stations at key civic facilities, most of which will be publically 
accessible. Additionally, the City is currently developing a Sustainable 
Fleet Plan which will evaluate progress made to-date, identify future 
action opportunities and recommend a specific GHG emission 
reduction target pertaining to the City’s fleet use.  
 

 
City of Richmond’s Electric Vehicle 
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Solid Waste 

The City of Richmond has been active in reducing corporate waste 
since the early 1990s. Various initiatives have been advanced to 
reduce the amount resources consumed in the delivery of City’s 
services, and to increase the diversion and recycling of unwanted 
materials. In 2000, the City was one of the first municipalities to adopt 
an Environmental Purchasing Policy and Guidebook. These tools help 
the City make greener choices in its procurement. More recently, the 
City introduced its E-Agenda Initiative. This Initiative provides digitized 
agenda packages for Committee and Council meetings, aiming to 
significantly reduce the amount of paper needed for these meetings. 
When waste generation cannot be avoided, corporate reuse and 
recycling initiatives help ensure that as much waste as possible is 
diverted from the waste stream. Some of the City’s recycling initiatives 
include the City’s office recycling program, the composting of Park 
green waste into soil and its re-use in the City’s nursery, as well as 
the reclamation and re-use of material from the City’s drainage 
projects.  

In 2011, the City adopted a Solid Waste Strategic Program under the 
City’s Sustainability Framework. In addition to a community-wide 
waste diversion target of 70% by 2015, this Program also includes a 
commitment to develop a corporate waste reduction target. The 
establishment of the corporate waste reduction target will help the City 
continue to reduce waste and lower corporate GHG emissions.  

Compensate  
Despite best efforts, it is simply unfeasible to avoid GHG emissions 
completely. Accordingly, obtaining carbon neutrality means that 
investments must be made to offset or compensate for remaining 
emissions. An offset or compensatory action is an investment in an 
action external to one’s services that compensates for the GHG 
emissions generated by one’s internal operations. Carbon neutrality is 
achieved when the amount of such (external) investments equals the 
level of unavoidable GHG emitted corporately (internally).  

Carbon neutrality is an emerging concept and methodologies for 
evaluating the value of alternative compensation investments are 
evolving. Most work has been done on developing methodologies for 
purchasing external offsets through a third party supplier. In general, 
this approach means that monies used to purchase the offsets leave 
their local community to contribute to projects in other areas. 
Conversely, the City’s Carbon Responsible Strategy focuses on 
making investments in the local Richmond community. In this regard, 
the City is able to: 

 keep local tax dollars within Richmond, 

 reduce local GHG emissions,  

 reduce costs by leveraging existing initiatives, while at the same 
time,  

Solid waste and recycling 
initiatives 
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 contribute to other important local community benefits and 
services (e.g., increased affordability, improved air quality, 
reduced congestion, increased local reliance, etc.). 

Reduce Community GHGs  

The City has advanced numerous initiatives that support GHG 
emission reduction in the community. Examples include the City’s 
land-use policies directed at creating complete and compact 
communities which among other benefits, reduce reliance on the 
automobile. Other initiatives include the: 

 Climate Change Showdown Program which engages Richmond 
students in climate action, 

 City’s alternative and low-GHG emission transportation programs 
(e.g., e-vehicle infrastructure requirements in new developments, 
bikeway development, density planning near transit, etc.),  

 community energy projects (e.g., West Cambie district energy 
system), and  

 City’s community solid waste and recycling programs.  

Over the past two (2) years, the Province has been working on 
methodologies to evaluate local community investments. 
Unfortunately, methodologies are still evolving. As such, the City is 
currently working with the Province, other municipalities and other 
partners to secure appropriate compensation valuations for various 
actions being advanced by local governments. 

 

 
Biking infrastructure in Richmond community 
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Restore 

The City of Richmond recognizes that it is insufficient to solely rely on 
investments to reduce GHG emissions – actions also need to be 
taken to re-instate healthy conditions that prevent issues (such as 
climate change) from occurring in the first place. A key contributing 
factor to climate change is the imbalance of the carbon cycle where 
more carbon is being released into the atmosphere than that which is 
being absorbed and/or stored in Earth via healthy natural systems. 

To support the rebalancing necessary for long-term climate stability, 
the City of Richmond is investing in the preservation of its natural 
local ecosystems. Most recently, the City purchased the last 
remaining parcel of the Northeast Bog Forest as well as wetlands 
along Sturgeon Banks. Richmond’s bogs and wetlands are some of 
the most effective ecosystems for absorbing and retaining carbon. 
The City’s purchase will help ensure that these productive lands are 
protected and can continue to sequester carbon. The City is currently 
working with the Province and other partners on developing carbon 
offset valuation. 

 

4. Report 
The final step in achieving carbon neutrality is reporting. The City of 
Richmond has been preparing various reports on its GHG emission 
actions since 2007. The City is currently developing a system for 
streamlining reporting, providing one-stop approach for meeting 
reporting requirements to meet various commitments (i.e., Provincial 
Climate Action Charter, Carbon Tax Rebate Requirements, Mexico 
Pact).  

The City’s carbon neutral action reports will help the City 
communicate the effectiveness of its corporate actions and 
investments, and support future planning and action implementation 
to reduce GHG emission reductions and advance overall sustainability 
in the City of Richmond. 

Summary 
The City of Richmond is well on its way for achieving carbon 
neutrality. A key focus of the City’s progress to-date has been on 
ensuring that achieving carbon neutrality is done in a manner that 
reduces GHG emissions while at the same time, reinvests in the 
Richmond community. While a strong start has been made, further 
work is needed in developing an effective compensation framework 
that works for local governments and their communities.  

Over the next year, the City will continue to measure its corporate 
GHG emissions, reduce existing emissions (both corporately and in 
the community) and work with the Province and other partners to 
develop effective compensation frameworks. 
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City of 
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Report to Committee 

To: 

From: 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Cecilia Achiam 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District 
Energy 

Date: November 6, 2012 

File: 01 -0370-01/2012-Vol 
01 

Re: Proposed Climate Smart Program - Facilitating Climate Action by Richmond 
Businesses 

Staff Recommendation 

That the City supports the delivery of the Climate Smart Program as presented in the attached 
staff report dated November 6, 2012 entitled "Proposed Climate Smart Program - Facilitating 
Climate Action by Richmond Businesses". 

Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 
(604-276-4122) 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CON« GE~RAL MANAGER 

C - ---=-- " 
REVlEWEO BY SMT 
SUBCOMMITTEE 

REVlEWEO BY CAO 

O~ 

3702S73 

INITIALS: 

/r: 
'@5 

CNCL - 277



November 6, 2012 - 2 -

Staff Report 

Origin 

By participating in the Climate Smart Program, the City can capitalize on an opportunity to 
support the Richmond business community in reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). This 
initiative supports the following Council Tenn goals pertaining to sustainability and economic 
development: 

• Council Term Goal #8 .1: "Continued implementation and significant progress 
towards achieving the City's Sustainabiliry Framework, and associated targets. " 

• COWlcii Tenn Goal #3.2: "Foster a collaborative economic development culture 
within the City where the City and businesses are working together to build on 
and seize opportunities in a/asler, more efficient manner, with critical mass. !! 

Background 

According to a recently released Carbon Disclosure Project Global 500 Report] climate change 
has climbed the boardroom agenda of major corporations. Recent extreme weather and natural 
events have increased attention being directed at climate change risks. Risks associated with 
climate change are being viewed as tangible and present, impacting companies' operations, 
supply chains and business planning. 2012 has seen a 10% increase year-on-year in companies 
integrating climate change into their business strategies (2012: 78%, 2011: 68%), contributing to 
a 13.8% reduction in reported corporate greenhouse gas emissions. However, while some 
companies are demonstrating an awareness of the strategic opportunities associated with acting 
on climate change, few are setting the necessary targets required to ensure their long-term 
resilience and many are facing challenges justifying the business case for low carbon investment. 

The Climate Smart Program ("Climate Smart", "Program") is offered in the Lower Mainland by 
a social enterprise (a for-profit organization that puts social aims first rather than maximizing 
profits for external shareholders). The Program builds capacity to enable local businesses to 
reduce their emissions, cut costs and make greater contributions towards a resilient economy. It 
provides professional development, tools and technical support to enable companies to complete 
a credible inventory of their energy use and greenhouse gas (GHO) emissions and take strategic 
action to reduce unnecessary consumption of fuel, electricity. materials and waste. These actions 
cut business costs and reduce GHG emissions. 

Climate Smart is directed at small and mediwn-sized businesses (SMEs). For many SMEs, time 
and human resources constrain their ability to become familiar with and act on the mass of 
information pertaining to GHO management. Engaging external expertise is often too costly and 
can fai l to embed practices within an organization. A key focus of the Program is building the 
internal skill base necessary for continuing OHO management within organizations. 
Since 2008, Climate Smart has worked with over 650 businesses who collectively have achieved 
GHG emission reductions of over 660,000 tonnes. Emissions reductions vary significantly 

I The Carbon Disclosure Project Global 500 report provides an annual update on greenhouse gas emissions data and 
climate change strategies at the world's largest public corporations. It is produced on behalf of 655 institutional 
investors representing $78 trillion in assets. (Carbon Disclosure Project: Business resilience in an uncertain, 
resource-constrained world (September 2012)) 
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depending on the business sector. Organizations which are carbon-intensive, such as 
manufacturers and transport-related businesses, can achieve significantly higher reductions than 
office-based businesses. The program's historic average has been around 780 tonnes per 
business. Increased resource efficiency taken to achieve these emissions reductions means 
reduced operating costs. While a range of reduction strategies are employed, including capital 
intensive programs such as lighting and other equipment retrofits, most participating businesses 
have focussed on lower-cost action initiatives such as behaviour-based programs (e.g., driver 
education programs, '~turn-it-off" campaigns, etc.) and third-party contract changes to source 
more sustainable suppliers. The most common areas of focus are waste diversion, paper use and 
staff commuting. 

The Program consists of: 

• three training workshops which help organizations undertake their energy and GHG 
emission inventories and provide business case analyses for alternative reduction actions 

• follow-up with implementation; 

• access to online GHG management software; 

• up to 10 hours of technical support per business, including external expert review of the 
first year's data and methodology; and 

• provision of a Climate Smart business seal for a year. 

For 10-12 businesses, the total program cost is $15,000-$25,000 for a one-year tenn. The price 
ranges because the cost per business varies in accordance with its size. The Climate Smart 
Program is currently sponsored by the Pacific Carbon Trust ($5,000) and Fortis BC ($3,000). To 
be delivered in Richmond, the City of Riclunond would need to contribute $5,000. Participating 
businesses would pay differing contributions based on their size, ranging from $250 -$1,000 per 
business. Based on historical averages, a business achieves $11,000 in ongoing savings from 
participating in the Program. Because the type and extent of reduction strategies employed varies 
widely with each business, the range observed to-date has been anywhere from $0 - >$100,000 
in ongoing savings. 

Business recruitment would be conducted based on collaborative efforts between the City and 
Climate Smart. The City will work with Climate Smart on developing appropriate targeting 
criteria for business recruitment (e.g. , business carbon intensity, clustering opportunities, etc.) 
and will assist in increasing awareness of the opportunity through City communication channels. 
Recruitment will be conducted by Climate Smart. 

Analysis 

As part of its overarching Sustainability Framework, Richmond Council adopted GHG emission 
reduction targets of33% reduction by 2020 and 80% reduction by 2050. The City has been 
advancing numerous initiatives which not only reduce GHG emissions but contribute to multiple 
sustainability objectives (e.g., resilient economy, affordable communities, reduced resource 
consumption, local agriculture and food, etc.). 

3701578 CNCL - 279



November 6, 2012 - 4-

Recent achievements include: 

• updating the Official Community Plan with climate change and other sustainability 
policies which support OHO emission reduction (e.g., energy policies, alternative 
transportation polices, land-use policies encouraging compact and complete communities, 
etc.), 

• building a District Energy System in the West Carnbie neighbourhood, 

• implementing and delivering the City's GreenCan program and other recycling services, 
and 

• in partnership, delivering the Climate Change Showdown that engages Richmond 
students in climate action. 

The City is also working towards carbon neutrality in its own corporate operations and is 
developing its firs t Community Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP) to measure success/progress 
made to-date and identify further strategic action for reducing community-wide GHG emissions. 

Emission reductions needed to achieve a stable climate are significant and require action across 
all sectors of society. As a partnership initiative with existing seed funding, the Climate Smart 
Program provides a cost-effective opportunity to engage and support local businesses in climate 
action. The Program also provides additional benefits that extend beyond GHG emission 
reduction such as helping businesses identify efficiencies, decrease operating costs and reduce 
vulnerability to resource price fluctuations. In addition, by increasing awareness and 
understanding of climate change, the Climate Smart Program can help build business resiliency 
and adaptability. 

The Program also offers a potential opportunity to gain compensation credits for the City and 
thereby. support the City's carbon neutral efforts. At an average of cost of $25 per tOIU1e of GHG 
reduced per business, the Climate Smart Program offers a strong opportunity to achieve cost
effective compensation credits. Meaningful compensation credit would ultimately depend, 
however, on the scale of program delivery. Should the City proceed in supporting the delivery of 
Climate Smart, City staff will work with Climate Smart and other partners to explore means for 
establishing credits. 

Recommended Action 

It is recommended that the City support the delivery of the ClimateSmart program by 
contributing $5000 to support the engagement of 10-1 2 businesses. Results from the program 
will be brought back to Council to support future program decision-making. 

Financial Impact 

The cost for the City to support the Climate Smart program for 10-12 businesses is $5000. There 
is no impact to the City'S budget as funds would be provided by the City'S existing Economic 
Development budget. 
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Conclusion 

Unmanaged climate change is projected to result in significant impacts to businesses and 
conununities. The City of Richmond is working in partnerships to reduce community GHG 
emissions, contribute to greater climate stability and mitigate projected adverse impacts. This 
report presents an opportunity for the City. in partnership with others, to support Richmond 
businesses in cutting their GHG emissions, reducing operating costs and increasing business 
resiliency. 

Margot Daykin, MRM 
Manager, Sustainability 
(604-276-4130) 

3701578 

~\ Neonila Lilova 
Manager, Economic Development 
(604-247-4934) 
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David Weber 
City Clerk 
City of Richmond 
69 11 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC 
V6Y2CI 

Dear Mr. Weber, 

ROTARY CLUB OF RICHMOND 
P.o. Box 94181, Richmond, Be. Canada V6Y 2A2 

September 26, 2012 

The Rotary Club of Richmond celebrates its 50th anniversary in 2012. On AprillSth
, 20 12, our 

club hosted a 50 th anniversary fundraiser gala which generated in the order of $30,000 for our 
local Rotary Hospice House and the Be Military Foundation. To commemorate the milestone, 
the Club also created a 50th Anniversary keepsake outlining the history of Richmond's first 
Rotary club, The Rotary Club of Richmond. 

The Rotary Club of Richmond would like to delegate to Richmond City Council on Monday 
November 26th, 2012 for five minutes to present the Mayor and Councillors with a copy of the 
50th Anniversary booklet and outline our major projects, past and upcoming. 

Delegating will be me and Keith Tsukishima, Board member and creator of the 50th Anniversary 
booklet. 

I look forward to hearing if this will be possible. If that date is not available, please suggest an 
alternate. You can reach me at barb.duggan@grnail.com 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Duggan 
President, Rotary Club of Richmond 
2012: Celebrating 50 years o/Service (0 the Community 
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City of Richmond Bylaw 8844 

Road Closure and Removal of Road Dedication Bylaw 8844 
(Portion of Alder Street adjacent to 9471 Alberta Road) 

111e Council of the City of Ricrunond enacts as follows: 

1. . The lands legally described as a portion of road dedicated by the deposit of plan LMP34701 
Section 10 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District (shown outlined in bold 
on the Reference Plan prepared by 1. C. Tam and Associates attached as Schedule A) shall " 
be stopped up and closed to traffic, cease to be a public road and the road dedication shall be 
removed. 

2. TIlls Bylaw is cited as "Road Closure And Removal of Road Dedication Bylaw 8844". 

FlRST READING DEC 1 9 2011 

SECOND READING DEC 1 9 2011 

THIRD READING DEC 1 9 2011, 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

, ROVED 
far leg ailly 

DULY ADVERTISED ~ 
ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

340990S 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8849 (RZ 11-594227) 

10580 RIVER DRIVE 

Bylaw 8849 

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 SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/C). 

P.LD.008-924-96 1 
Lot 126 EXCEPT: THE EASTERLY 13.06 METRES Section 23 Block 5 North Range 6 
West New Westminster District Plan 27707 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8849". 

FlRST READING EEB 1 3 2012 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON MAR 1 9 2012 

SECOND READING MAR 1 9 2012 

THIRD READING MAR 1 9 2012 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED _N_D_V_1_9 _2_01_2 ____ _ 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3444161 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
APPROVED 
by [);...,Io. 

, 1 "1 r 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8852 (RZ 11 -587549) 

11291 WILLIAMS ROAD 

Bylaw 8852 

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 fonus part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
ofthefollowing area and by designating it COMPACT SINGL E DETACHE D (RC2). 

P.I.D.004-125-096 
Lot 4 Block 2 Section 25 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 
18935 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8852". 

FIRST READING FEB 1 3 2012 

A PUBLIC HEARlNG WAS HELD ON MAR 1 9 2012 

SECOND READING MAR 1 9 2012 

THIRD READING MAR 1 9 2012 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED ---,N:..:O-,-V_1_6_·_20_1_2 _ __ _ 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3442639 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

d 

CNCL - 297



 

CNCL - 298



City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8880 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
Amendment Bylaw 8880 (RZ 12-601319) 

23591 Westminster Highway 

The Council of the City ofRicrunond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by repealing the 'existing 
land use designation in Schedule 2. 14 (Hamilton Area Plan) thereof of the fo llowing 
area and by designating it "COMMUNITY FACILITIES". 

P.I.D. 028-376-650 
Lot B Section 36 Block 5 North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 
BCP46528. 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8880". 

FIRST READING MAY 2 82012 

PUBLIC HEARING JUN 1 8 2012 

SECOND READING JUN 1 8 2012 

THIRD READING JUN ·1 8 2012 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3487910 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8881 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8881 (RZ 12·601319) 

23591 WESTMINSTER HIGHWAY 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as fo llows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it SCHOOL AND INSTITUTIONAL USE 
(SI) 

P.LD. 028·376·650 
Lot B Section 36 Block 5 North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 
BCP46528. 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8881" . 

FIRST READING HAY 2 8 2012 

PUBLIC HEARING JUN 18 2012 

SECOND READING JUN 1.82012 

THIRD READING JUN 1 8 2012 

MINlSTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AFPROV AL AUG 09 2012 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED NOV 2 1 2012 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3486618 

CrTY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
\-l~ .. P~ED 
" D etc • . , . Itcr 

, 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8923 

Development Permit, Development Variance Permit and Temporary 
Commercial and Industrial Use Permit Procedure Bylaw No. 7273, 

Amendment Bylaw 8923 

The Council of the City of Richmond cnacts as follows: 

1. Development Pennit, Development Variance Pelmit and Temporary Conunercial and 
Industrial Use Permit Procedure Bylaw No. 7273, as amended, is further amended by: 

a) repealing 1.2.2(b) and replacing it with the following : 

"(b) does not apply to temporary use permit applications and development 
pel'mit applications for a granny flat or a coach house." 

b) adding the following definitions to Section 12 .1 , in alphabetical order: 

"Coach 
House 

"Granny 
Flat 

means a detached or attached, self contained dwelling that is 
accessory to a principal dwelling unit and is located either 
entirely or partially above a garage used for parking 
purposes." 

means a detached, self contained dwelling that is accessory to 
a principal dwelling unit and is located entirely on the ground 
fioor. " 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Development Permit, Development Variance Permit and 
Temporary Commercial and Industrial Use Permit Procedure Bylaw No. 7273, 
Amendment Bylaw 8923". 

FIRST READING JUl 2 3 2012 OITY '" 
RJCHMOND 

APPROVED 

SECOND READING JUL 23 2Ul2 for contont by 
originating 

dep~ 

KG THIRD READING JUl 2 3 2012 
APPROVED 
for le-gality 

ADOPTED by Solk:ltor 

i"'-1-

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3549836 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8924 

Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984, 
Amendment Bylaw 8924 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as fo llows : 

1. Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984, as amended, is further amended by 
inserting the fo llowing at the end of section 1.4.1: 

"except for an application for a Development Permit for a graImy flat or coach house, 
which must pay an application fee of $1,000." 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984, Amendment 
Bylaw 8924". 

FIRST READING JUL 2 3 2012 

SECOND READING 
JUL 2 3 2012 

THIRD READING jUL 2 3 2012 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3549928 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
lor content bV 

originating 
dept 

\-\6 
APPROVED 
for leg~l ity 
by Solicitor 

M 
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Time: 

Place: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

3:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City H all 

Minutes 

Present: Joe Erceg, Chair 
Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering and Public Works 
Dave Semple, General Manager, Community Services 

The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m. 

1. Minutes 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meetillg of tIr e Development Permit Pallel held 011 Wednesday, 
October 24, 2012, be adopted. 

CARRIED 

2. De ve lopment Permit DP 12-616031 
(File Ref. No.: DP 12·616031) (REOMS No. 3688847) 

3706336 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

Appl icant's Comments 

McDonald 's Restaurants of Canada Ltd. 

2760 Sweden Way 

Pennit exterior renovations to the existing McDonald's 
Restaurant at 2760 Sweden Way, on a site zoned " Industrial 
Retail (lRI)." 

Darrell Horst, Senior Real Estate Manager Western Region, MacDonald' s Restaurants of 
Canada Limited, and Marlene Messer, Landscape Architect, PMG Landscape Architects, 
provided the following infonnation regarding the proposed exterior renovations to the 
ex isting McDonald 's Restaurant: 

I. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

the McDonald's restaurant located at the comer of Bridgeport Road and Sweden 
Way has been existing for 1 2~14 years and some renovation work in its drive
through was done last year; 

the proposed renovations are only on the exterior fayade of the restaurant to 
modernize the building and reflect t11C new corporate image of McDonald 's 
introduced across Canada; 

there will be changes in materials and well as in landscaping; 

existing trees on the project will be retained and a low shrub planting will be added 
along the edge of the drive-through to screen tbe headlights rrom vehicles queued in 
the drive-through; 

appropriate measures will be made to protect the roots of existing trees; and 

• a small planting island that includes a tree and ground cover within the surface 
parking area will be introduced. 

Panel Discussion 

Ms. Messer, in response to a query from the Panel, stated that the new pedestrian 
connection is from Sweden Way through the parking lot of the restaurant. 

Staff Comments 

Wayne Craig, Director of Development, noted the applicant's efforts to improve the 
restaurant's landscaping and pedestrian circulation. 

Correspondence 

None. 

Gallery Comments 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Panel expressed appreciation for the proposed exterior renovations and noted the 
improved pedestrian circulation. 

2. 
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Panel Decision 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

It was moved and seconded 
That a Developme"t Permit be issued which would permit exterior renovatiolls to til e 
existing McDollald's Restaurant lit 2760 Sweden Way, 0 11 a site ZOlled "Indus/rial 
Retail (lRl)." 

CARRIED 

3. Development Permit DP 12-608937 
(File Ref. No.: DP 12-608937) (REOMS No. 3654133) 

3706336 

APPLICANT: Cotter Architects Inc. 

PROPERTY LOCA nON: 9691 Alberta Road 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

1. To pennit the. construction of a 24 unit Townhouse on a site zoned "Low Density 
Townhouses (RTL4)"; and 

2. To vary the prov isions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

a) reduce the required front yard setback from 6.0m to 5.40m; 

b) reduce the minimum lot width from 40.0m to 28.6m; 

c) reduce the required west side yard setback from 3.0m to O.30m for the garbage 
and recycl ing enclosure; and 

d) permit resident parking in a tandem configuration in 10 of tile 24 un its. 

Applicant's Comments 

Thomas Allan Palmer, Architect, Patrick Coltcr Architect Inc., provided the fo llowing 
infonnation regarding the salient features of the proposed development: 

• the project is a group of five buildings with three to eight units per building and with 
one to three bedrooms in each of the townhouses; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

a unique aspect of the project is the smaJ ler ground-oriented units in two buildings 
which have access at grade and are more affordable; 

the tluce units facing directly onto Alberta Road wi ll give the project a strong 
presence; 

the Georgian style townhouses are simple but adorned wi th classical details; 

middle buildings are turned to open up the site in the middle and mitigate the long 
and narrow feel of the site; 

the garbage and recycling enclosure at the western side of the property introduces a 
curve to the driveway to break up an otherwise straight drive aisle; and 

3. 
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3706336 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

• the outdoor amenity area at the centre of the site features a play structure fo r 
children and community garden plots. 

Mark van def Zalm, Landscape Architect, van der Zalm + Associates, Inc., stated that the 
applicant did some additional work on the project to address the concerns of the Advisory 
Design Panel which are related to the geometry of the long and narrow site of the project. 
Mr. van def Zalrn mentioned the following key improvements to the project: 

• 

• 

• 

improvements to the children's play area notwithstanding the project's proximity to 
excellent play amenities in the area which include the Garden City Park and other 
open spaces; 

tbe amenity zone was reconfigured to get vehicles out of the way of the amenity 
area; and 

improvements in the functionality of the community gardens and the children's play 
area were achieved by pulling back the buildings. 

Mr. van der Zalm also pointed out the following important features of the project: 

• 

• 

• 

the rich palette of materials reflect the Georgian style architecture; 

decorative pavers are provided throughout the development; 

the enclosure of the centralized garbage and recycling is visually appealing; and 

• a 1U1ique aspect of the project is the provision of secure bike parking in each of the 
ground-oriented units using lockable posts in the individual yards. 

Panel Discussion 

In reply to queries fTom the Panel, Mr. Palmer and Mr. van der Zalm, provided the 
following infonnation: 

• in order to provide a residential [rant door fayade to Alberta Road, the building 
fronting the road was rotated so that three units will face Alberta Road directly; 

• the colour palette was used to visually break down the massing to provide a 
residential feel to the development and help identify the individual units; 

• the building adjacent to the one fronting Alberta Road has the same configuration as 
the latter but its relationship is with the park and not the street; 

• the buildings use pre-finished cement board horizontal siding; 

• high level discussions have been made by the applicant with the developers of the 
adjacent lots to cooperate on easement access bct\veen the adjacent sites; 

• the property to the west of the subject development will have access to the drive 
aisle of the subject site and small parts of the property to the east will be accessible 
from the site; 

4. 
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3706336 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

• in the meantime, a fence will provide separation [Tom the adjacent single fami ly 
housing on both sides of the subject development; 

• screening at the cnd of drive aisles in the subject development wilJ mitigate vehicle 
headl ights; and 

• the 480 sq. ft. ground oriented units in the two middle buildings arc more affordab le 
market housing types, have built-in flexibility and will have separate title and strata. 

In reply to a query from the Chair, Charan Sethi, President, Tien Sher Group of 
Companies, stated that he had coordinated with tbe developer of the adjacent property to 
the west to ensure shared access between the two developments. J-Ie mentioned that the 
location of the garbage and recycling of the two adjacent developments will be located 
back to back and a big open space in the middle will be provided which will be screened 
visually through landscaping. Also, he stated that the design of the subject development 
will benefit both projects. 

Staff Comments 

Wayne Craig, Director of Development, stated that the ground floor units were designed 
to allow for easy conversion for residents requiring use of a wheelchair and that certain 
features are already bui lt in such as wider doors. Mr. Craig also advised that the applicant 
has provided a unit plan for the ground floor units to provide design flexibility. Mr. Craig 
commented that the project is designcd to meet the City'S aircraft noise requirements with 
respect to internal thermal conditions and indoor noise levels. 

Correspondence 

None. 

Gallery Comments 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Panel commented that the project is nice despite the constraints of a long and narrow 
site. The Panel also mentioned that the project is well thought out, will b lend well with the 
adjacent s ites and add flavour to the neighbourhood. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
That II Developmellt Permit be issued which would: 

1. permit the COllstructiml of a 24 ullit Towllhouse Olt a site ZOlled l'Low Dells ity 
Townhouses (R TL4)"; and 

5. 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

2. vary 'lte jJrovisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

aJ reduce lite required/rolll Ylll'd setback/rom 6.0111 to 5.40nt; 

b) reduce lite minimum lot widtit from 40.0m to 28.6mj 

c) redllce 'lte required west side yard setback from 3.0m to 0.30111 for the garbage 
and recycling enclosure; ami 

d) permit resident parking ill a tam/em cottjiguratioll ;u10 of/he 24 lIf1 its. 

CARRIED 

4. Development Permit DP 12-615185 
(File Ref. No.: DP 12-615185) (REDMS No. 3599415) 

3106336 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

Applicant's Comments 

MQN Architects 

12100 Featherstone Way 

To permit the upgrading of brand imaging and towers on the 
existing building and remediation planting within the 
Rlparian Management Area on a site zoned Vehicle Sales 
Commercial (ZC28). 

Brian Quiring, Architect, MQN Architects, provided the following infonnation regarding 
the proposed upgrading of brand imaging and towers on the existing building and 
remediation planting within the Riparian Management Area: 

• MQN Architects was the original architect of the project several years ago and will 
undertake the third upgrade of the project; 

• the new GM image is architecturally sophisticated and will improve the streetscape; 

• the existing central tower feature will be removed and replaced with a Chevrolet 
entry portal with composite metal panel in ~ibrant blue colour; 

• a new BuickiGM entry portal will also be added; 

• the current landscape plan is not entirely accurate as it does not show the proposed 
3-meter grass strip between the parking lot and the boundary of the Riparian 
Management Area (RMA) (staff advised that the revised landscape plan was 
included in the application submission); and 

• the applicant is working with an environmental consultant to provide a solution to 
the landscaping problem. 

6. 
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3706336 

Panel Discussion 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

In reply to queries from the Panel, Mr. Quiring stated the following: 

• the riparian planting was destroyed by blackberry bushes coming from the ditch 
which choked out the plants; 

• the applicant is not satisfied with the present selection of plants for riparian planting 
and is hoping for a d ifferent plant selection that will perform better in the RMA; and 

• part of the proposed project is the rehabilitation of the RMA through increased 
vegetation. 

Staff Comments 

Wayne Craig, Director of Development, conunented that be agrees with the applicant that 
the proposed improvements will upgrade the building. Mr. Craig also mentioned that with 
regard to the riparian planting, Planning staff worked with the applicant's environmental 
consultant and consulted with Department of Fisheries staff to develop tile landscape plan 
attached to the development permit application. Mr. Craig advised that Planning staff 
continues to work with the applicant to ensure proper maintenance of the riparian planting 
while still respecting visual sight lines to the faci lity as well as respond to riparian area 
requirements. 

Correspondence 

None. 

Gallery Comments 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Panel commented that the proposed upgrade is nice but pointed out that the applicant 
needs to control the proliferation of blackberries in the RMA. The Panel also suggested 
that the applicant consult with Parks staff who have experience in managing RMAs and 
controlling the growth of blackberries. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat a Development Permit be issued ""lticlt 1V0uld permit tlte upgrading of brand 
imaging allli towers 011 lite existing building and remediation planting withill lite 
Ripariall Management Area Olt a sife ZOlled Vehicle Sales Commercial (ZC28). 

CARRIED 

7. 
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Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

5. Development Permit DP 10-535726 
(File Ref. No.: DP 10-535726) (REOMS No. 3611490) 

3706336 

APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

Applicant's Comments 

TIle South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority 
("Translink") 

4111 Boundary Road 

To permit the construction of a new bus operations and 
maintenance fac ility on a site zoned Light Industrial (IL). 

Joe Halhead, Translink Representative, outlined the purpose of the faci lity which is 
essentially to provide operation and maintenance support for a maximwn of 300 buses 
such as bus dispatch, service and maintenance. He also pointed out that there are separate 
buildings for maintenance, bus wash, refucling, waste water treatment and service 
delivery as well areas for employee parking. bus parking and a small shed for tire storage. 

Steve Rayncr, Architcct, PBK Architects, described the architectural form and character 
of the buildings in the facility and stated that they have different sizes and shapes but have 
a common language to unify tbem as a family of buildings on the sitc. Mr. Rayner also 
mentioned that that the buildings have a common palette of materials and building fonns 
echo from one building to the next. He stated that with the suggestion of the Advisory 
Design Panel, touches of green and yellow have been added to provide a stronger identity 
to the buildings. 

Dan van Haastrecht, Landscape Architcct, Durante Kreuk Landscape Architects, 
described the fo llowing major landscaping features on the site: 

• amenity patio space surrounded with tree and shrub planting adjacent to the service 
delivery building; 

• two large planting beds, shrub planting and row of trees in the service delivery 
parking lot; 

• landscape buffer against the sidewalk adjacent to Boundary Road; 

• feature landscaping in front of the wastewater treatment building; and 

• significant landscape buffer along Westminster Highway. 

Panel Discussion 

In reply to queries from tile Panel , Mr. van Haastrecht and Mr. Halhead stated the 
following: 

• landscaping aJong Westminster Highway includes large swathes of shrubs, a river 
rock bioswale adjacent to the sidewalk, retaining walls, and fencing; 

8. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

there is a grade change of roughly 1.5 meters from the bus parking lot and the 
adjacent existing grade of Westminster Highway; 

perimeter fencing and concrete walls along Westminster Highway provide security 
and visual screening from the street and sec· through penn eability; 

the parkJand provides a buffer between the site and daycare fac ility; 

chain link fencing and climbing vines are being proposed along the dike on the north 
side; 

the City has access to the dike through the employee parking lot; and 

the bioswale along Westminster Highway collects water coming down the slope. 

Sean Kennedy, Manager, Industrial Group, Genivar, in reply to queries from the Panel, 
advised the fo llowing: 

• the waste water treatment plant collects oily water generated in buildings on the site, 
removes oi l and grcase from the water and discharges the treated water to a sanitary 
sewer; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the facility has a stonnwater collection system that discharges surface stoffil\Vater 
directly to the Fraser River; 

lighting on the facility lot is targeted at five foot~candles in terms of brightness; 

the sidewalk along Boundary Road is 1.5 to 2- meter wide; and 

bui lding designs are aimed at meeting LEED Silver rating; sustainable features 
included: permeable paving in the employee parking area, oil water separators, heat 
recovery, heat pump systems, sensor controls, rad iant heating, and efficient 
mechanical equipment. 

Staff Comments 

Wayne Craig, Director of Development, conmlentcd on the long collaboration between 
the applicant and the City and mentioned that there have been a number of amenities 
provided through the rezoning and development stages such as the park dedication, dike 
improvement, contributions toward the day care in the area, and working with adjacent 
neighbours regarding access along Boundary Road. Mr. Craig al so advised that the project 
is deemed to be in compliance with the City's Green Roof Bylaw based on the project 
meeting LEED Silver rating, increased landscaping, direct discharge of surface 
slonnwaler to the Fraser River, and the bioswale along Westminster Highway. 

rn response to a query from the Panel, Mr. Craig spoke about the present lack of 
pedestrian access to the dike at the subject location and further to the east. 

Correspondence 

None. 

9. 
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Gallery Comments 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 

The Panel commended the work done by the applicant to make the facil ity 
environmentally sensitive and energy efficient. The Panel also took note of the applicant's 
efforts to come up with a conunan language for the buildings and the enhanced 
landscaping along Westminster Highway. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
Tlwt a Development Permit he issued which would permit the comtructioll of a !lew bus 
operatiolls and maintenance facility 011 a site ZOlled Light Indllstrial (IL) . 

CARRIED 

6. New Business 

7. Date Of Next Meeting: December 12, 2012 

8. Adjournment 

J t was moved and seconded 
That lite meeting be adjourned at 4:35 p.m. 

Joe Erceg 
Chair 

3706336 

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 Riclunond held on 
Wednesday, November 14,2012. 

Rustico Agawin 
Committee Clerk 

10. 

CNCL - 314



To: 

From : 

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond City Council 

Joe Erceg, MCIP 
Chair, Development Permit Panel 

Report to Council 

Date: November 21, 2012 

File: 01 -0100-20-DPER1-
0112012-Vo101 

Re: Development Permit Panel Meeting Held on November 14, 2012 

Staff Recommendation 

That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of: 

I. a Development Pennit (DP 12-616031) for the property at 2760 Sweden Way; and 

11 . a Development Pennit (DP 12-615185) forthe property at 12100 Featherstone Way; 

be endorsed, and the Permits so issued. 

i/::,c~~ 
Chair, Deve!oPi1 Permit Panel 

SB:b1g 
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November 21, 2012 - 2 -

Panel Report 

The Development Permit Panel considered the following items at its meeting held on 
November 14, 2012. 

DP 12-616031 - MCDONALD'S RESTAURANTS OF CANADA LTD. - 2760 SWEDEN WAY 
(November 14,2012) 

The Panel considered a Development Pennit application to pennit exterior renovations to the 
existing McDonald's Restaurant on a site zoned "Industrial Retail erRI)." No variances are 
included in the proposal. 

Mr. Darrell Horst, Senior Real Estate Manager Western Region, of MacDonald ' s Restaurants of 
Canada Limited, and Landscape Architect, Ms. Marlene Messer, of PMO Landscape Architects, 
provided a brief presentation, including: 

• The existing restaurant is 12-14 years old with some recent renovation work in its drive-through. 

• The proposed renovations to the exterior fayade are intended to modernize the building and 
reflect the new corporate image of McDonald's being introduced across Canada. 

• Existing trees will be retained and low shrub planting will be added along the drive-through to 
screen the headlights from vehicles queued in the drive-through. 

• A small planting island with a tree and ground cover will be added in the sUiface parking area. 

In response to a Panel query, Ms. Messer stated that a new pedestrian connection is included from 
Sweden Way through the parking lot to the restaurant. 

Staff supported the Development Permit application, noting the applicant's efforts to improve the 
restaurant's landscaping and pedestrian circulation. 

No correspondence was submitted to the Panel regarding the Development Pemlit application. 

The Panel expressed appreciation for the proposed exterior renovations and noted the improved 
pedestrian circulation. 

The Panel recommends that the Pennit be issued. 

DP 12-615185 - MQN ARCHITECTS - 12100 FEATHERSTONE WAY 
(November 14,2012) 

The Panel considered a Development Pennit application to pennit the upgrading of brand imaging 
on the existing building and remediation planting within the Riparian Management Area on a site 
zoned Vehicle Sales Commercial (ZC28). No Variances are included in the proposal. 

Architect, Mr. Brian Quiring, of MQN Architects, provided a brief presentation, including: 

• The new OM image is architecturally sophisticated which will improve the streetscape. 

• The existing central tower feature will be removed and replaced with a Chevrolet entry portal 
with composite metal panels in vibrant blue colour. 

• A new Buick/OM entry portal will also be added. 
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• The applicant has been is working with staff and their envirorunental consultant to provide a 
solution to the Riparian Management Area eRMA) landscaping. 

Staff supported the Development Pennit application and commented that the proposed 
improvements will upgrade the building. Staff also mentioned that PJarming staff consulted with 
Department of Fisheries staff to develop the landscape plan attached to the Development Pennit 
application. Staff advised that Planning staff continues to work with the applicant to ensure proper 
maintenance of the riparian planting will occur while still respecting visual sight lines to the facility 
as well as respond to riparian area requirements. 

No correspondence was submitted to the Panel regarding the Development Pennit application. 

In response to Panel queries, Mr. Quiring stated the following: 

• The riparian planting was impacted by blackberry bushes coming from the ditch. 

• Part of the proposed project is the rehabilitation of the RMA through increased vegetation. 

The Panel conunented that the proposed upgrade is nice but pointed out that the applicant needs to 
control the proliferation of blackberries in the RMA. The Panel also suggested that Planning staff 
and the applicant consult with Parks staff who have experience in managing RMAs and controlling 
the growth of blackberries. 

The Panel recommends that the Pennit be issued. 
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