Agenda

City Council

Council Chambers, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, December 14, 2015

7:00 p.m.
Pg. # ITEM
MINUTES
1. Motion to:
(1) adopt the minutes of the Regular Council meeting held on November
23, 2015; (distributed previously)
CNCL-13 (2) adopt the minutes of the Special Council meeting for Public Hearings
held on November 24, 2015; and
CNCL-46 (3)  receive for information the Metro Vancouver ‘Board in Brief’ dated

November 27, 2015.

AGENDAADDITIONS & DELETIONS

2. APPOINTMENT OF COUNCIL MEMBERS TO EXTERNAL
ORGANIZATIONS

(@) Appointment of Council representative to the TransLink — Southwest
Area Transport Plan Senior Advisory Committee, until December
12, 2016.

CNCL -1
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Council Agenda — Monday, December 14, 2015

Pg. #

4825785

ITEM

(b)  Appointment of Council representative and alternate to the Richmond
Olympic Oval Corporation, until December 12, 2016.

()  Appointment of Council representative and alternate to the Steveston
Harbour Authority Board (SHAB), until the Annual General
Meeting of the SHAB in 2016.

(d) Appointment of Council representative and alternate to the BC
Aviation Council, until December 12, 2016.

NAMING OF STANDING COMMITTEES AND THEIR
COMPOQOSITION BY THE MAYOR
(in accordance with the Community Charter)

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF COUNCIL (AND THEIR
ALTERNATES) AS THE LIAISONS TO CITY ADVISORY
COMMITTEES AND ORGANIZATIONS

Appointment of Council liaisons (and where applicable, their alternates) until
December 12, 2016:

(@) Advisory Committee on the Environment;

(b)  Agricultural Advisory Committee;

(c) Canada 150 Celebration Steering Committee;

(d) Child Care Development Advisory Committee;

(e)  Council / School Board Liaison Committee;

()  Economic Advisory Committee;

(g) Heritage Commission;

(h)  Major Facility Building / Project Technical Advisory Committee;
(i)  Minoru Major Facility Stakeholder Advisory Committee;
()  Richmond Centre for Disability;

(k)  Richmond Chamber of Commerce;

(D Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee;
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Pg. # ITEM

(m)
(n)
(0)
(p)
@
()

(s)

(t)

(u)
(v)
(W)

Richmond Family & Youth Court Committee;

Richmond Farmers' Institute;

Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee;

Richmond Parking Advisory Committee;

Richmond Public Art Advisory Committee;

Richmond Sister City Advisory Committee;

Richmond Sports Council,

Richmond Sports Wall of Fame Nominating Committee;
Richmond Traffic and Transportation Advisory Committee;
Seniors Advisory Committee; and

Vancouver Coastal Health/Richmond Health Services Local
Governance Liaison Group.

5 APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF COUNCIL AS LIAISONS

TO COMMUNITY ASSOCIATIONS
Appointment of Council liaisons to community associations until December
12, 2016:

(@) Arenas Community Association;

(b)  City Centre Community Association;

(c) East Richmond Community Association;

(d)  Hamilton Community Association;

() Richmond Art Gallery Association;

()  Richmond Fitness and Wellness Association;
(g) Sealsland Community Association;

(h)  South Arm Community Association;

(i)  Thompson Community Association; and

()  West Richmond Community Association.

4825785
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Pg. # ITEM

6. APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF COUNCIL AS THE
LIAISONS TO VARIOUS BOARDS

Appointment of Council liaisons to various boards until December 12, 2016:

(@) Agquatic Services Board,;

(b)  Museum Society Board;

(¢) Richmond Gateway Theatre Society Board; and
(d) Richmond Public Library Board.

7. APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF COUNCIL AS LIAISONS TO
VARIOUS SOCIETIES

Appointment of Council liaisons until December 12, 2016:
(a) Britannia Heritage Shipyard Society;

(b)  Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society;

(c) London Heritage Farm Society;

(d)  Minoru Seniors Society;

(e) Richmond Nature Park Society;

(f)  Steveston Community Society; and

(g) Steveston Historical Society.

8. APPOINTMENT OF PARCEL TAX ROLL REVIEW PANEL FOR
LOCAL AREA SERVICES

RECOMMENDATION

That the members of the Public Works and Transportation Committee be
appointed as the Parcel Tax Roll Review Panel for Local Area Services
until December 12, 2016.

CNCL -4
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Pg. #

4825785

ITEM

10.

11.

12.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING MAYORS FROM DECEMBER 15,
2015 TO DECEMBER 12, 2016

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

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

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.

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

= 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan

= 2016 Council and Committee Meeting Schedule

= Signing the Call for Action on Energy and Climate in the Building Sector
= Harvest Power Air Quality Permit Review

= 2016 Capital Budget

=  Alexandra Road Undergrounding Works Agreement

= Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the
Public Hearing on January 18, 2016):

CNCL -5
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Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

Pg. #

CNCL-55

CNCL-57
CNCL-61
CNCL-71

CNCL-79

4825785

ITEM

13.

14.

15.

= 10631 Williams Road — Rezone from RS1/E to RC2 (Kenneth
Kevin McWilliam — applicant)

= Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the
Public Hearing on February 15, 2016):

= 8100 No. 5 Road — ALR Appeal Application for Non-Farm Use
(Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC — applicant)

Motion to adopt Items No. 14 through No. 22 by general consent.

COMMITTEE MINUTES

That the minutes of:

(1) the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Committee meeting held
on November 24, 2015;

(2) the General Purposes Commitiee meeting held on December 7, 2015;

(3) the Einance Committee meeting held on December 7, 2015; and
(4) the Planning Committee meeting held on December 8, 2015;

be received for information.

2015-2020 SENIORS SERVICE PLAN
(File Ref. No. 07-3400-01) (REDMS No. 4732067 v. 3)

See Page CNCL-79 for full report

PARKS, RECREATION AND CULTURAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That the Community Services 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan: Active and
Healthy Living, presented as Attachment 1 in the staff report titled “2015-
2020 Seniors Service Plan,” dated November 9, 2015, from the General
Manager, Community Services, be adopted.

CNCL -6
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Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

Pg. #

CNCL-153

CNCL-157

CNCL-162

4825785

ITEM

16.

17.

18.

2016 COUNCIL AND COMMITTEE MEETING SCHEDULE
(File Ref. No. 01-0105-00) (REDMS No. 4779755)

See Page CNCL-153 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the 2016 Council and Committee meeting schedule, attached to the
staff report, dated November 16, 2015, from the Director, City Clerk’s
Office, be approved, including the following revisions as part of the regular
August meeting break and December holiday season:

(1) That the Regular Council meetings (open and closed) of August 8,
August 22, and December 28, 2016 be cancelled; and

(2) That the August 15, 2016 Public Hearing be re-scheduled to
September 6, 2016 at 7:00 pm in the Council Chambers at Richmond
City Hall.

SIGNING THE CALL FOR ACTION ON ENERGY AND CLIMATE IN

THE BUILDING SECTOR
(File Ref. No. 10-6125-07-02) (REDMS No. 4773892 v. 3)

See Page CNCL-157 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the City join other regional stakeholders in the Call for Action on
Energy and Climate in the Building Sector in support of a new provincial
“Climate Leadership Plan, as presented in the staff report titled “Signing
the Call for Action on Energy and Climate in the Building Sector,” dated
November 17, 2015, from the Director, Engineering.

HARVEST POWER AIR QUALITY PERMIT REVIEW
(File Ref. No. 10-6175-02-01) (REDMS No. 4813746 v. 9)

See Page CNCL-162 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That comments regarding Harvest Fraser Richmond Organics Ltd.
air quality permit renewal application in the staff report titled
“Harvest Power Air Quality Permit Review,” dated November 17,
2015, from the Director, Engineering, be forwarded to Metro
Vancouver’s Environmental Regulation and Enforcement branch;

CNCL -7



Council Agenda — Monday, December 14, 2015

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

Pg. #

CNCL-167

CNCL-304

4825785

ITEM

19.

20.

(2) That the staff report titled “Harvest Power Air Quality Permit
Review,” dated November 17, 2015, from the Director, Engineering,
be forwarded to Vancouver Coastal Health, including James Lu,
Environmental Health, for their comments and recommendations;
and

(3) That the comments stress with Metro Vancouver the need for more
effective enforcement.

2016 CAPITAL BUDGET
(File Ref. No. 03-0970-01) (REDMS No. 4761439 v. 8)

See Page CNCL-167 for full report

FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the 2016 Capital Budget totalling $104.1M be approved and staff
authorized to commence the 2016 Capital Projects.

ALEXANDRA ROAD UNDERGROUNDING WORKS AGREEMENT
(File Ref. No. 10-6060-01) (REDMS No. 4815044 v. 3)

See Page CNCL-304 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, Engineering
and Public Works, be authorized on behalf of the City to enter into one or
more agreements with each of Polygon Jayden Mews Homes Ltd. (or a
related company), Am-Pri Developments (2012) Ltd., 0846930 BC Ltd.,
British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority, Telus Communications Inc.
and Shaw Cablesystems Limited, as required to facilitate the
undergrounding of BC Hydro, Telus and Shaw infrastructure on Alexandra
Road as described in the report from the Director, Engineering, dated
November 19, 2015.

CNCL -8
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Consent
Agenda
Item

Pg. #

CNCL-310

4825785

ITEM

21.

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE APPEAL APPLICATION BY
ARUL MIGU THURKADEVI HINDU SOCIETY OF BC FOR NON-

FARM USE AT 8100 NO. 5 ROAD
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009506; AG14-657892) (REDMS No. 4823402)

See Page CNCL-310 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

()

(6)

(7)

That the application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC
for a non-farm use at 8100 No. 5 Road to develop a Hindu temple
and off-street parking on the westerly 110 metres of the site be
endorsed as presented to the Planning Committee on May 20, 2015
and forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission;

That Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9506 that adds No. 5 Road Backlands Policies in
Section 7.0 of the OCP be introduced and given first reading and
forwarded to the February 2016 Public Hearing meeting;

That Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9506, having been considered in conjunction
with:

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

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 882(3) (a) of the Local Government Act;

That Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9506, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043 and Section
882(3)(c) of the Local Government Act, will be forwarded to the
Agricultural Land Commission for comment in advance of the Public
Hearing;

That this report and Bylaw 9506, be forwarded to the Richmond
Agricultural Advisory Committee for comments in advance of the
Public Hearing;

That staff be directed to host a public information meeting with all
affected property owners along the No. 5 Road corridor to explain the
proposed OCP amendment (i.e., changes to the No. 5 Road Backlands
Policy) in advance of the Public Hearing;

That Policy 5037 “No. 5 Road Backlands Policy” be rescinded once
Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw
9506 is adopted; and

CNCL -9
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Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL-417

CNCL-432

4825785

ITEM

22.

23.

(8) That staff be directed to continue to monitor the progress of the
George Massey Tunnel Replacement project and report back when
the impacts on the Backlands are better known.

APPLICATION BY KENNETH KEVIN MCWILLIAM FOR
REZONING AT 10631 WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE

DETACHED (RS1/E) TO COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009508; RZ 15-690379) (REDMS No. 4825043)

See Page CNCL-417 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9508, for the
rezoning of 10631 Williams Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to
“Compact Single Detached (RC2),” be introduced and given first reading.

*khhhhkhkhkkkhkhkhkhihhikhkhkhkhiik

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE
CONSENT AGENDA

*hkkkkhkhkkkikkhkkkikhkkkikhkkikikkiikk

NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

FINANCE COMMITTEE
Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair

2016 ONE-TIME EXPENDITURES
(File Ref. No. 03-0970-01) (REDMS No. 4763304 v. 6)

See Page CNCL-432 for full report

FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

Opposed: Cllr. Day

That the recommended one-time expenditures in the amount of $1.635M, as
outlined in the staff report titled “2016 One-Time Expenditures”, be
approved for funding from the Rate Stabilization Account.

CNCL - 10
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Pg. #

CNCL-440

CNCL-445

CNCL-446

4825785

ITEM

24,

25.

2016 COUNCIL COMMUNITY INITIATIVES ONE-TIME

EXPENDITURES
(File Ref. No. 03-0970-01) (REDMS No. 4811158 v. 3)

See Page CNCL -440 for full report

FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the one-time expenditure requests as outlined in Attachment 1
of the staff report titled “2016 Council Community Initiatives One-
Time Expenditures” from the Director, Finance, be approved as

follows:
(@) 2017 Canada 150™ Steveston Ships to Shore Events in the
amount of $895,000;

(b) Richmond Gateway Theatre Society Sustainability in the
amount of $24,000; and

(2) That funding for the initiatives outlined above be included in the
City’s 5-Year Financial Plan (2016-2020) Bylaw.

*khkhkhhhkhkhkkkhkhkhkiihikikhkhkhkik

PLEASE NOTE: The following recommendation was DEFEATED at
Finance Committee with Cllrs. Au, Dang, Day, Johnston, and McPhail
opposed.

(1) (c) Interurban Tram Restoration Project in the amount of
$396,000.

PUBLIC DELEGATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on
non-agenda items.

(1) Lynda Pasacreta, representing the Richmond Garden Club, to present
the Club’s 2016 Paulik Park calendar.

(2) Michael McKnight, CEO, United Way of the Lower Mainland, and
Mary Ellen Schaafsma, Director, Research and Product Development,
United Way of the Lower Mainland, to provide Richmond-specific
socio-demographic information to help inform planning and strategies.

CNCL -11
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CNCL-519

CNCL-520

CNCL-526

4825785

ITEM

26.

Motion to rise and report.

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS

NEW BUSINESS

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION

Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw No. 9040, Amendment Bylaw No.
9492
Opposed at 1/2"/3" Readings — None.

Inter-municipal Business Licence Agreement Bylaw No. 9493
Opposed at 18/2"/3" Readings — None.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9243
(10291 No. 5 Road, RZ 15-694974)

Opposed at 1% Reading — None.

Opposed at 2"/3" Readings — None.

ADJOURNMENT

CNCL —-12



City of
Richmond Minutes

Special Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Place: Grand Ballroom
Executive Airport Plaza Hotel
7311 Westminster Highway, Richmond

Present: Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Councillor Chak Au
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Alexa Loo
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail

David Weber, Corporate Officer

Absent: Councillor Harold Steves

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

1. ESTABLISHMENT OF UNDERLYING ZONING FOR LAND USE
CONTRACTS THAT INCLUDE SINGLE FAMILY PROPERTIES
AND EARLY TERMINATION OF LAND USE CONTRACTS
(Location: Multiple Properties throughout Richmond; Applicant: City of
Richmond)

Applicant’s Comments: 7
Wayne Craig, Director, Development, accompanied by John Hopkins,
Planner, provided the following background information:

= the proposed bylaws are to (i) establish underlying zoning in areas
currently governed by Land Use Contracts (LUC) affecting single-
family lots as required by provincial legislation, and (ii) terminate
LUC’s in areas with single-family lots;

CNCL -13
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City of
Richmond

Special Council meeting for Public Hearings

Tuesday, November 24, 2015

in 2014, the provincial government amended the Local Government Act
to (i) provide for the termination of all LUCs by June 30, 2024, (ii)

- require that local governments adopt underlying zoning for all LUC

properties by June 30, 2022, (iii) establish a process under which local
governments could undertake the early termination of LUCs, and (iv)
provide the City’s Board of Variance (BOV) with new authority to hear
appeals regarding the timing of early termination bylaws;

the proposed LUC early termination bylaws have an effective

termination date of one-year following adoption which is consistent
with the minimum requirements permitted by the provincial legislation;

anyone wishing to develop in accordance with the LUC would be
required to submit a complete building permit application prior to the
end of the transition period;

should a property owner feel that the early termination causes them
hardship, they would have the ability to apply to the City’s BOV for a
request to have the transition period extended;

the City’s BOV would have the ability to consider the request but
would not be able to grant an extension beyond the June 30, 2024 date;

the BOV’s decisions are specific to the property owner;

any appeals to the City’s BOV must be made within six months of
adoption of the LUC termination bylaw; and

any BOV request must be considered within six months of the receipt
of the completed application.

Written Submissions:

(2)
(b)
©
(d)
©)
®

(&
(b

Elizabeth and Bob Hardacre, 5391 Woodpecker Drive (Schedule 1)
Mark Ting, Richmond resident (Schedule 2)

Mark Ting, Richmond resident (Schedule 3)

Michelle Li, Richmond resident (Schedule 4)

Lynda ter Borg, Richmond resident (Schedule 5)

Cheuk, Elaine, Richard, and Anna Tang, 11340 and 11320
Galleon Court (Schedule 6)

David and Elizabeth Currie, 5860 Kittiwake Drive (Schedule 7)
Tony Burns, Richmond resident (Schedule §)

CNCL -14 2.
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Richmond Minutes

Special Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, November 24, 2015

() Richard Tang, Richmond resident (Schedule 9)

G) Mike Kelly, 10770 Hollybank Drive (Schedule 10)

&) Clayton Ablett, 10740 Fundy Drive (Schedule 11)

()] Paul Wright, 3071 Williams Road (Schedule 12)

(m) - Richmond School District No. 38 (Schedule 13)

(n) Joanne Kim, 11540 Pelican Court (Schedule 14)

(o) Gordon and Julie Halfnights, 5184 Sapphire Place (Schedule 15)
(p) Ken and Linda Epps, 6341 Sheridan Road (Schedule 16)

(@ Trevor Barnett, 5180 Bunting Avenue (Schedule 17)

() Elia Nagaria, 8200 Colonial Drive (Schedule 18)

(s) Bruce Imrie, Richmond resident (Schedule 19)

() Ted Bruce, Richmond resident (Schedule 20)

(v) Neil Cumming, Richmond resident (Schedule 21)

v) Karen Cowl, Hollymount Drive (Schedule 22)

(w) David Currie, Westwind Resident (Schedule 23)

(%) Graham Johnsen, John ter Borg, and Lyn ter Borg (Schedule 24)
) . Andrew Tan regarding 6911 Graybar Road (Schedule 25)

(2) Patrick Weeks regarding 9508 Palmer Road (Schedule 26)

(aa) Scott Nakade, Hollycroft Drive (Schedule 27)

(bb) Margaret and Ted Mortensen, 10540 Seamount Road (Schedule 28)
(cc) - Betty Boland, Richmond resident (Schedule 29) |

(dd) Rob McLaren, 4340 Craigflower Drive (Schedule 30)

(ee) Mick, Richmond resident (Schedule 31)

(f) Han Tuyet Linh, 8891 Craigflower Gate (Schedule 32)

(gg) Jason Fung, 6111 Tiffany Boulevard (Schedule 33)

(hh) Hongda Wu, 6231 Woodwards Road (Schedule 34)

(ii) Leon and Rita Chan, 10740 Whistler Court (Schedule 35)

CNCL -15 3.
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Special Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, November 24, 2015

an Raymond Pare, 4120 Tyson Place (Schedule 36)

(kk) David and Elizabeth Currie, 5860 Kittiwake Drive (Schedule 37)

(1D Pamela O’Donnell, 11211 Galleon Court (Schedule 38)

(mm) Jim and Teri Barkwell, 8251 Coldfall Court (Schedule 39)

(nn) Raphael and Jackie Lui, 8391 Mirabel Court (Schedule 40)

(00) Tamara Melder, Richmond resident (Schedule 41)

(pp) Mary Ann Williamson, 8166 Mirabel Court (Schedule 42)

(q9) Eric and Lillian Ah-Yon, 8011 Mirabel Court (Schedule 43)

(rr) Karen and Paul Cowl, Richmond residents (Schedule 44)

(ss) Clarence and Frances Anne Ash, 8171 Mirabel Court (Schedule 45)

(tt) David Currie, Richmond resident (Schedule 46)

(uu) Kevin Wei, 5880 Kittiwake Drive (Schedule 47)

(W) Anil Kotadia, 8231 Mirabel Court (Schedule 48)

(ww) Don and Rosemary Neish, 6900 Gainsborough Drive (Schedule 49)

(xx) Antonio, Emperatriz, and Patrice Banting, 8131 Mirabel Court
(Schedule 50)

(vy) Antonio, Emperatriz, and Patrice Banting, 8131 Mirabel Court
(Schedule 51)

(zz) Jim and Marilyn Donaldson, 4891 Lancelot Drive (Schedule 52)

(aaa) Bernabe and Maria Ellorin, 8311 Mirabel Court(Schedule 53)

(bbb) Gary and Carol Chen, 8160 Mirabel Court (Schedule 54)

(cce) T. and J. Meier, Richmond residents (Schedule 55)

(ddd) Jim Barkwell, Richmond resident (Schedule 56)

(ece) Charlene Liu and Charles Shi, 10291 Defoe Street (Schedule 57)

(ffH) Wilbur Walrond, Richmond resident (Schedule 58)

(ggg) Eddie Lee, Vivien Wong, and Ming Wong, 8140 Mirabel Court
(Schedule 59)

(hhh) Ping Xi, 8280 Mirabel Court (Schedule 60)
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(iii) ~ Kirk Johnstone, 9151 Pauleshin Crescent (Schedule 61)

i) Kathleen Beaumont, 6415 London Road (Schedule 62)

(kkk) Jeffrey Li, 4251 Tyson Place (Schedule 63)

(111) Patricia and Patrick Stapleton, 5291 Hollycroft Drive (Schedule 64)
(mmm) Alice Chang, 10581 Hollybank Drive (Schedule 65)

(nnn) Karen McDonald, 7111 Lynwood Drive (Schedule 66)

(000) Eric Ah-Yon, Richmond resident (Schedule 67)

(ppp) John and Sharon Parrott, 8960 Lancelot Gate (Schedule 68)

(qaq) Tony and Nancy Yurkovich (Schedule 69)

(rrr) Robert and Sally Breen, 12032 Osprey Court (Schedule 70)

(sss) Janet Khong, Richmond resident (Schedule 71)

(ttt) Graham Taylor, 8571 Fairhurst Road (Schedule 72)

(uuu) Alan Wong, 7991 Bennett Road (Schedule 73)

(vvv) Alexander and Margaret Brodie, 4091 Lancelot Drive (Schedule 74)
(Www)  Rae and Brian Seay, 8211 Mirabel Court (Schedule 75)

(xXx) Michael Seidelman, 8860 No. 1 Road (Schedule 76)

(yyy) Debbie and Craig Matsuzaki, 11131 Caravel Court (Schedule 77)
(zzz) Sandy and Tim VanOstrand (Schedule 78)

(aaaa) Mary and William Hobbs, 4711 Camlann Court (Schedule 79)
(bbbb) John ter Borg, 5860 Sandpiper Court (Schedule 80)

(ccee) Carlo Pechuanco, 6361 Sheridan Road (Schedule 81)

(dddd) Helen Peﬁipiece, 5811 Sandpiper Court (Schedule 82)

(eeee) Lee Bennett, 5371 Woodpecker Drive (Schedule 83)

(fff6) B B (Schedule 84)

(zzge) Marion Smith, 6580 Mayflower Drive (Schedule 85)

(hhhh) Lyn ter Borg, 5860 Sandpiper Court (Schedule 86)

(itii) Anne Marie Kirkpatrick, 6580 Gainsborough Drive (Schedule 87)
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(i) Miranda MacKelworth, 11191 Schooner Court (Schedule 88)
(kkkk) Ann Rees, Richmond resident (Schedule 89)
mn Bev Loo, Richmond resident (Schedule 90)

(ﬁlmmm) - Ted Bruce, Richmond resident (Schedule 91)
(nnn)  Robert Williamson, 8166 Mirabel Court (Schedule 92)
(0000) Darren Bernaerdt, 4771 Garry Street (Schedule 93)
(ppPD) Joseph Lai, 4291 Cabot Drive (Schedule 94)
(9999) Jeffrey Li, 4251 Tyson Place (Schedule 95)
(rrrr) Wendy Yang, 7508 Williams Road (Schedule 96)
(ssss) " Marilyn Glier, 9191 Maskall Drive (Schedule 97)
(tttt) Jerry Lee, Realtor, 4249 Lancelot Drive (Schedule 98)
(uuuu) Unknown Resident (Schedule 99)
- (vvvy) Elizabeth Hardacre, 5391 Woodpecker Drive (S chedule 100)

(WWWW) Wayne Craig, Director of Development response to concerns of
Elizabeth Hardacre (Schedule 101)

(xxxx) Jim Barkwell, Richmond resident (Schedule 102)

(yyyy)  Martin Woolford, 5951 Egret Court (Schedule 103)
(zzzz) Steven Folk, 11331 Caravel Court (Schedule 104)
(aaaaa) Eric Tuhg, 5820 Goldeneye Place (Schedule 105)
(bbbbb)  Monita Chan, 4140 Waller Drive (Schedule 106)
(cecec) Christina Giuliani, Richmond resident (Schedule 107)
(ddddd) Jim Wright, 8300 Osgoode Drive (Schedule 108)

(eeeee) Chunyu Kan and Gongyun Shen, 11420 Plover Drive (Schedule
109)

(£t Aaron and Cailan Wang, 5860 Puffin Court (Schedule 110)
(ggggg)  Daishan Chen, 5860 ]

.....
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Special Council meeting for Public Hearings
Tuesday, November 24, 2015

i Petition in Favour of Terminating LUC 114 (Schedule 114)

Submissions from the floor.

Jim Barkwell, 8251 Coldfall Court, spoke in opposition to the early
termination of the LUCs and read from his written submission (attached to
and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 102).

Amold Shuchat, 5240 Jaskow Drive, was of the view that the proposed early
termination of the LUCs would have financial implications to the property
owners and that the one year transition period was insufficient time to allow
for rebuild. In addition, he commented that current owners should have
grandfathering rights which would allow them to rebuild to the LUC
specifications. He suggested that a Design Panel be implemented to address
concerns regarding the large scale homes.

Sonia Saldanha, 4520 Cabot Drive, commented that her zero lot line property
falls under LUC 042 and expressed concern with the “Semi-Detached Zero
Lot Line” labelling related to the proposed zoning requesting that it be
amended to include detached single-family dwellings. She further commented
that under the proposed bylaw her property would be re-classified from
detached to semi-detached which would impact future property valuation.

Marion Smith, spoke in favour of the proposed zoning and LUC bylaws and
read from her written submission (attached to and forming part of these
Minutes as Schedule 85).

Lan Zhou, 9751 Ashwood Drive, spoke in opposition to the proposed
termination of LUC 088 and provided a comparative analysis of LUC 088 and
the proposed RS1/B zoning (attached to and forming part of these Minutes as
Schedule 115). She commented that early termination of the .UCs would not
remove any of the existing large scale homes but would serve to accelerate
construction of homes under the LUC in the short term. She further
commented on the economic benefits and additional property taxes generated
by LUC development and suggested that a solution be found that would
- benefit all stakeholders.

Lee Bennett, 5371 Woodpecker Drive, spoke to concerns regarding the early
termination process and read from his written submission (attached to and
forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 83).

I B <vokc in support of the proposed

bylaws and read from a written submission (attached to and forming part of
these Minutes as Schedule 84).
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Paul Winkleman, 8260 Colonial Drive, expressed concerns with the
neighbouring three-storey home that has eliminated privacy for his property.

Jason Ma, 6220 Goldsmith Drive, addressed concerns regarding the
construction of the large scale homes under LUCs and their effect on the areas
liveability, character and equitable property evaluation.

Richard Tang, 11340 Galleon Court, spoke to the proposed early termination
of LUC 015 and its impact on future plans to renovate his property under the
terms of the LUC that would benefit a special needs situation. Mr. Tang
commented that he neither can afford to build immediately nor would the
proposed zoning allow the necessary square footage to meet his family’s
needs.

Helena Duchowska, 3760 Bamfield Drive, expressed concern for the shortage
and cost of senior or nursing care housing and was of the view that additional
nursing homes were needed.

Bryant Pike, 5560 Woodpecker Drive, spoke to his future plans to renovate
the existing dwelling and was of the opinion that the proposed one year sunset
clause did not allow enough time for the submission of a building application
under the LUC. Also, he was concerned that the proposed zoning would not
allow him to rebuild the current dwelling in the event of a fire or disaster and
suggested grandfathering existing owners to some extent.

Teri Barkwell, 8251 Coldfall Court, spoke in opposition to the proposed
bylaws and read from her written submission (attached to and forming part of
these minutes as Schedule 116).

Kevin Wei, 5880 Kittiwake Drive, spoke in opposition to the proposed early
termination of LUC 012 and was of the view that the proposed bylaw would
create financial hardship for property owners. Also, he commented that the
transition period was not sufficient time to plan for the future and suggested
that the LUCs remain in place until June 30, 2024.

With the aid of translator Esnie Shum, 10551 Truro Drive, Sunny Wu, 8580
Delaware Drive, spoke in opposition to the proposed bylaws and was of the
view that, should the City proceed with the termination of the LUCs,
homeowners be financial compensated for the devaluation of their properties
due to the loss of allowable square footage. He commented that, as the LUCs
are enforceable, the LUC option should not be removed. .
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Alex Au-Yeung, 4271 Cabot Drive, stated that, should LUC 042 be
terminated and the proposed zoning implemented, his zero lot line home
would be zoned as a semi-detached zero lot line home. Mr. Au-Yeung
requested that his property remain designated as a single-family residential
dwelling.

Rahimmah Ip, 11420 Pelican Court, expressed concern with regard to the
process for the implementation of underlying zoning and early termination of
LUC. Also, she was of the opinion that the one year period after adoption of
the proposed termination bylaws was not sufficient and may encourage a rush
of building applications. Ms. Ip then cited concern with regard to the
potential loss in her property’s value should underlying zoning take effect,
and was dissatisfied that the City could implement such changes unilaterally.
Ms. Ip read from her submission (attached to and forming part of these
Minutes as Schedule 117).

William Wan, 9991 Ashwood Drive, cited concern with regard to the
potential loss in property value for homes under LUC should underlying
zoning take effect. He suggested that a new single-family zone be created
specifically for homes under LUC — one with greater density than that of the
RS1/B zone.

Sandra Lopez, 4280 Tyson Place, stated that her property falls under LUC
042 and spoke to characteristics of zero lot line properties like hers. Ms.
Lopez then remarked that should the proposed zoning be implemented, her
property could no longer be listed for sale as single-family; instead, she noted
that it would have to be listed as semi-detached, and was of the opinion that
this would lower its appeal in the real estate market. Ms. Lopez then provided
a comparison of property values of zero lot line homes and single-family
homes in her neighbourhood, and submitted a petition (attached to and
forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 118) by property owners with
homes on Tyson Place and Cabot Drive in favour of the proposed early
termination of LUC and the implementation of zoning on the condition that
the ZS24 zone be amended to read “Single Family Zero Lot Line.”

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) the “detached and/or semi-detached”
dwellings under the LUCs associated with Tyson Place and Cabot Drive, (ii)
the definition of semi-detached dwelling under the proposed zoning, and (iii)
the zoning bylaw amendment process to allow for detached homes in the area.
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Bud Sakamoto, 4348 Bonavista Drive, stated that his property falls under
LUC 111, and was of the opinion that the proposed zoning does not
complement the existing neighbourhood character. Mr. Sakamoto then
requested that Council consider deferring this matter to further review the
compatibility of the proposed zoning regulations in conjunction with other
LUC arcas. Concern was expressed that one year was not enough time to
consider building.

John ter Borg, 5860 Sandpiper Court, spoke in favour of the early termination
of LUC and the proposed zoning regulations and read from his submission
(attached to and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 80).

Leane Van Beusekom, 4191 Tyson Place, spoke in favour of the early
termination of ILUC and the proposed zoning regulations, however requested
that her zero lot line property, which falls under LUC 042, remain labelled
single-family. Ms. Van Beusekom read from her submission (attached to and
forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 119).

Discussion ensued regarding zero lot line properties and the “Semi-Detached
Zero Lot Line (ZS24)” labelling under the proposed zoning bylaws. It was
suggested that a resolution be considered to amend the titling in all four
proposed zoning bylaws referencing “Semi-Detached Zero Lot Line (Z2S24).

Donald Mak, 9620 Ashwood Drive, spoke in opposition to the proposed
bylaws and read from his written submission (attached to and forming part of
these Minutes as Schedule 120).

Bob Ethier, 10471 Truro Drive, spoke in opposition to the proposed zoning
and early termination of LUC bylaws. He cited concern with regard to the
potential loss in property value as owners with homes under current LUC will
lose allowable density should underlying zoning take effect. Mr. Ethier
suggested that area specific zoning be considered and was of the opinion that
additional time was required prior to Council’s consideration of the proposed
zoning and early termination of LUC bylaws.

With the aid of translator Cailan Zeng, 5860 Puffin Court, Chunyu Kan,
11420 Plover Drive, spoke on building activity-in her neighbourhood, noting
that her home is now between two new large homes, which has reduced the
amount of daylight into her home. Ms. Kan then remarked that should the
proposed zoning for her property be adopted, she would no longer be able to
rebuild her home in such a manner that permits more daylight to enter her
home.
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Pratima Milaire, 6100 Tiffany Boulevard, spoke in favour of the proposed
zoning and early termination of LUC bylaws, and was of the opinion that it
will preserve the quality and liveability of the city’s neighbourhoods.

Erica Hargeave, 8060 Colonial Drive, queried the proposed zoning for her
building.

Andre Savard, 4280 Tyson Place, was of the view that the proposed zoning
regarding LUC 042 be amended to residential single-detached, which would
allow detached single-family housing and read from his written submission
(attached to and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 121).

John Montgomery, 5880 Sandpiper Court, spoke in favour of the proposed
zoning and early termination of LUC bylaws, noting that LUC regulations
were never intended to supersede City zoning regulations.

Lyn ter Borg, 5860 Sandpiper Court, spoke in favour of the proposed zoning
and early termination of LUC bylaws and read from her written submission
(attached to and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 122).

Elvyn C. Wittensleger, 10631 Hollymount Drive, expressed concern with the
size of homes permitted to be built under LUC and their impact to neighbours
and privacy

Robert Lo, 8824 Cook Crescent, commented on the size of homes built under
LUC and was of the opinion that Council should provide guidance and clarity
on the City’s vision.

Ivan Pak, 5380 Opal Place, stated that his property falls under LUC 134, and
was of the opinion that the consideration of all properties under LUC in one
meeting was rushed. Mr. Pak suggested that specific zoning be considered for
each LUC, and expressed concern with the allowable square footage under the
proposed zoning regulations.

Vicki Lingle, 4391 Windjammer Drive, spoke to concerns regarding the scale
of new home construction and was of the opinion that streetscape drawings be
submitted and reviewed at the time of building application. Also, she
suggested that the streetscape drawings be circulated to area residents for
comment and that the amount of 1ight reaching backyards be considered to
support backyard gardens.

Bernard Jones, 3688 Howell Court, commented that the properties under LUC
081 are unique and could accommodate larger homes than what the LUC
dictated. He expressed concern that, in the event the current home was
destroyed, the proposed zoning bylaw would prevent him from rebuilding the
same dwelling.
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Yuri Afanasiev, 9577 Pickering Drive, spoke in favour of the proposed zoning
and LUC termination bylaws and was of the view that an architect be engaged
by the City to review new residential projects.

A written submission from Erik Li, 6197 Tiffany Boulevard, was distributed
and read into the minutes (attached to and forming part of these Minutes as
Schedule 123).

Martin Forbes, 6691 Shawnigan Place, expressed the view that the proposed
zoning bylaws should maintain the existing parameters of the LUCs as the
lots in his neighbourhood are small and would not accommodate a large scale
home.

Mayor Brodie acknowledged the conclusion of the hearing of delegations.
As a result of the discussion the follo‘wing motion was introduced:

SPH15/1-1 It was moved and seconded
That the designation name “Semi-Detached Zero Lot Line (ZS24)” be

changed to “Single-Family Zero Lot Line (2524)” as it appears in Bylaws
9324, 9334, 9338 and 9342.

The question on Resolution No. SPH15/1-1 was not called as discussion
ensued regarding (i) the merits of the proposed name change, (ii) the new title
not affecting the proposed zoning requirements related to any existing
attached homes in the LUC, and (iii) the submission of a zoning bylaw
amendment application would be required should the owner of an attached
home wished to pursue a detached dwelling.

The question on Resolution No. SPH15/1-1 was then called and it was
CARRIED.

SPH15/1-2 It was moved and seconded
That the following Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaws be
© given second and third readings:

(1) Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9300;
(2)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9302;
(3)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9304;
(49 Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 93065
(5)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9308;
(6)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9310;
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 85 00,vAméndment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Ricﬁmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
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Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
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(88) Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9474;
(89)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9476;
(90)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 94 78;
(91)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9480;
(92) ' Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9482; and
(93)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9484.

The question on Resolution No. SPH15/1-2 was not called as discussion
ensued regarding the provision for “grandfathering” privileges that would
allow dwellings to be rebuilt to their existing dimension in the event of a .
catastrophe. Such a provision would require (i) amendments to the density
provisions of the proposed zoning bylaws, (ii) a subsequent public hearing,
and (iii) grandfathering provisions specific to each lot.

In addition to the following comments, Council thanked the public for their
input and staff for the efforts in delivering a fair public process.

Councillor McPhail supported the motion on the floor and commented on the
importance of preserving the quality of life and liveability of residents and on
the options for those residents that may have a hardship with the transition
timeline to apply to the BOV or to Council for a zoning amendment.

Councillor Loo expressed the view that it may not be fair to terminate the
LUCs as the BOV process may be too onerous for property owners, they may
be unsure as to what they wish to do, or they may not know how to express
themselves in terms of meeting the hardship criteria.

Councillor Dang supported the proposed bylaws and expressed concern
related to the re-development options for properties that are already impacted
by neighbouring large scale re-development.

Councillor McNulty spoke in favour of the motion and commented that the
proposed bylaws are a move in the right direction and that Council has been
listening to the concerns of residents regarding building height limitations for
single-family homes. He commented that the process has been a good process
and that the public has provided a lot of input for consideration.
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Councillor Au commented that the LUC issue has been complex and spoke in
support of the motion. He commented on the impact of development under
the LUC to neighbourhoods and that waiting until the termination of the
LUCs in 2024 was not a viable option. He further commented that the BOV
appeal and/or zoning amendment process would hopefully address some of
the concerns raised by residents.

Councillor Johnston spoke in support of the proposed bylaws and commented
that the same regulations must apply to all residential development. He was
of the opinion that (i) the termination of the LUCs would not have a
significant impact on property values, (ii) extending the transition period to
five years would not create a stable development environment in Richmond,
and (ii1) in the event of a catastrophe, a site specific zoning amendment would
be considered by the Council of the day. Councillor Johnston also noted that
residents could appeal to the BOV, but that in the end, it is important that all
residents be on equal footing when it comes to development rights.

Councillor Day commented that it is important to maintain the quality of life
in Richmond and to regain control with reasonable zoning, applied fairly
throughout the city, which allows residential development in keeping with the
existing neighbourhood. Also, Councillor Day commented that the process
and the amount of information available has been considerable and the issue
has been thoroughly examined for years. She encouraged residents to get
involved, ask questions, and express their views about development in their
neighbourhoods.

Mayor Brodie expressed support for the motion and thanked the Planning and
Development Department and the City Clerk’s Office for their efforts and the
public for their input. ‘

The question on Resolution No. SPH15/1-2 was then called and it was
CARRIED. |

SPH15/1-3 It was moved and seconded
That the following Richmond Land Use Contract Early Termination
Bylaws be given second and third readings:

(1) Richmond Land Use Contract 002 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9301;
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Richmond Land Use Contract 003 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9303;

Richmond Land Use Contract 006 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9305;

Richmond Land Use Contract 007 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9307;

Richmond Land Use Contract 009 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9309;

Richmond Land Use Contract 010 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9311;

Richmond Land Use Contract 011 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9313;

Richmond Land Use Contract 012 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9315;

Richmond Land Use Contract 014 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9317;

Richmond Land Use Contract 015 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9319;

Richmond Land Use Contract 018 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9321;

Richmond Land Use Contract 020 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9323;

- Richmond Land Use Contract 023 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9325;

Richmond Land Use Contract 027 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9327;

Richmond Land Use Contract 030 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9329;

Richmond Land Use Contract 031 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9331;

Richmond Land Use Contract 032 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9333,

CNCL - 30

Minutes

18.



City of

Richmond

Special Council meeting for Public Hearings

(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)
(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)
(27)
(28)
(29)
(30)
(31)
(32)

(33)

Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Land Use Contract 033 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9335;

Richmond Land Use Contract 036 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9337;

Richmond Land Use Contract 037 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9339;

Richmond Land Use Contract 041 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9341;

Richmond Land Use Contract 042 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9343;

Richmond Land Use Contract 043 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9345;

Richmond Land Use Contract 044 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9347;

Richmond Land Use Contract 048 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9349,

Richmond Land Use Contract 049 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9351;

Richmond Land Use Contract 050 Early T ermination'Bylaw No.

9353;

Richmond Land Use Contract 052 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9355;

Richmond Land Use Contract 053 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9357;

Richmond Land Use Contract 054 Early Termination Bylaw No.
'9359;

Richmond Land Use Contract 057 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9361,

Richmond Land Use Contract 058 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9363;

Richmond Land Use Contract 060 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9365;
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Richmond Land Use Contract 063 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9367;

Richmond Land Use Contract 065 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9369;

Richmond Land Use Contract 066 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9371;

Richmond Land Use Contract 069 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9373;

Richmond Land Use Contract 071 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9375;

Richmond Land Use Contract 072 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9377;

' Richmond Land Use Contract 074 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9379;

Richmond Land Use Contract 077 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9381;

Richmond Land Use Contract 081 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9383;

Richmond Land Use Contract 083 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9385;

Richmond Land Use Contract 084 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9387;

Richmond Land Use Contract 088 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9389;

Richmond Land Use Contract 089 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9391;

Richmond Land Use Contract 090 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9393; :

Richmond Land Use Contract 093 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9395;

Richmond Land Use Contract 095 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9397;
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Richmond Land Use Contract 098 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9399;

Richmond Land Use Contract 099 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9401,

Richmond Land Use Contract 101 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9403,

Richmond Land Use Contract 102 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9405,

Richmond Land Use Contract 105 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9407;

Richmond Land Use Contract 107 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9409;

Richmond Land Use Contract 109 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9411;

Richmond Land Use Contract 110 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9413;

Richmond Land Use Contract 111 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9415,

Richmond Land Use Contract 112 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9417;

Richmond Land Use Contract 113 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9419;

Richmond Land Use Contract 114 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9421;

Richmond Land Use Contract 116 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9423;

Richmond Land Use Contract 117 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9425;

Richmond Land Use Contract 120 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9427;

Richmond Land Use Contract 121 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9429;
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(79)

(80)

(81)

Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Land Use Contract 123 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9431;

Richmond Land Use Contract 124 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9433; ;

Richmond Land Use Contract 125 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9435;

Richmond Land Use Contract 129 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9437;

Richmond Land Use Contract 130 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9439;

Richmond Land Use Contract 132 Early T erminaiion Bylaw No.
9441;

Richmond Land Use Contract 133 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9443;

Richmond Land Use Contract 134 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9445;

Richmond Land Use Contract 135 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9447;

Richmond Land Use Contract 136 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9449,

Richmond Land Use Contract 137 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9451;

Richmond Land Use Contract 140 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9453;

Richmond Land Use Contract 141 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9455;

Richmond Land Use Contract 142 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9457; ‘

Richmond Land Use Contract 143 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9459;

Richmond Land Use Contract 144 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9461;
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Land Use Contract 145 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9463;

Richmond Land Use Contract 146 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9465; »

Richmond Land Use Contract 147 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9467;

Richmond Land Use Contract 148 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9469;

Richmond Land Use Contract 149 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9471;

Richmond Land Use Contract 152 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9473;

Richmond Land Use Contract 157 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9475, _

Richmond Land Use Contract 159 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9477;

Richmond Land Use Contract 160 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9479;

Richmond Land Use Contract 161 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9481;

Richmond Land Use Contract 162 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9483; and

Richmond Land Use Contract 164 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9485.

Minutes

CARRIED

It was moved and seconded
That the following Richmond Zoning Amendment Bylaws be adopted:

1)

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9300;
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zélzz:ng Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond 'Zom'ng Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zohing Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
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9306;
9308;
9310;
9312;
9314,
9316;
9318;
9320;
9322;
9324;
9326;
9328;
19330;
9332;
9334;
9336,
9338;
9340;
9342;
9344;
9346,
9348;
9350;
9352;
9354;
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
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9388;
9390,
9392;
9394;
9396,
9398;
9400;
9402;
9404;
9406,
9408;
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No.
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9410;
9412;
9414;
9416;
9418;
9420,
9422;
9424;
9426;
9428;
. 9430;
9432;
9434;
9436,
9438;
9440;
9442;
9444;
9446;
9448;
9450,
9452;
9454;
9456,
9458;
9460,
9462;
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(83)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9464,
(84)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9466;
(85) ' Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9468;
(86) Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9470;
(87) ' Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9472;
(88)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9474;
(89)  Richmond Zonin g Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9476,
(90)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9478;
(91)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9480;
(92) Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9482; and

(93)  Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 9484.
' CARRIED

SPH15/1-5 It was moved and seconded

That the following Richmond Land Use Contract Early Termination Bylaws
be adopted:

(1) Richmond Land Use Contract 002 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9301;

(2)  Richmond Land Use Contract 003 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9303;

(3)  Richmond Land Use Contract 006 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9305;

(4 Richmond Land Use Contract 007 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9307;

(5)  Richmond Land Use Contract 009 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9309;

(6)  Richmond Land Use Contract 010 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9311;

(7)  Richmond Land Use Contract 011 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9313;
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Land Use Contract 012 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9315;

Richmond Land Use Contract 014 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9317;

Richmond Land Use Contract 015 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9319;

Richmond Land Use Contract 018 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9321;

Richmond Land Use Contract 020 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9323;

Richmond Land Use Contract 023 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9325;

Richmond Land Use Contract 027 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9327;

Richmond Land Use Contract 030 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9329,

Richmond Land Use Contract 031 Early T. ermination Bylaw No.
9331;

Richmond Land Use Contract 032 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9333,

Richmond Land Use Contract 033 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9335;

Richmond Land Use Contract 036 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9337,

Richmond Land Use Contract 037 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9339,

Richmond Land Use Contract 041 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9341;

Richmond Land Use Contract 042 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9343;

Richmond Land Use Contract 043 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9345,

CNCL - 40

Minutes

28.



City of
Richmond

Special Council meeting for Public Hearings

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

31)

(32)

(33)

(34)

(35

(36)

(37)

(38)

(39)

Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Land Use Contract 044 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9347;

Richmond Land Use Contract 048 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9349;

Richmond Land Use Contract 049 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9351; -

Richmond Land Use Contract 050 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9353;

Richmond Land Use Contract 052 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9355;

Richmond Land Use Contract 053 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9357;

Richmond Land Use Contract 054 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9359,

Richmond Land Use Contract 057 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9361;

Richmond Land Use Contract 058 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9363;

Richmond Land Use Contract 060 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9365;

Richmond Land Use Contract 063 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9367;

Richmond Land Use Contract 065 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9369; ‘

Richmond Land Use Contract 066 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9371;

Richmond Land Use Contract 069 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9373;

Richmond Land Use Contract 071 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9375,

Richmond Land Use Contract 072 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9377; '

CNCL - 41
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Land Use Contract 074 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9379;

Richmond Land Use Contract 077 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9381;

Richmond Land Use Contract 081 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9383,

Richmond Land Use Contract 083 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9385;

Richmond Land Use Contract 084 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9387;

Richmond Land Use Contract 088 Early T erminatioﬁ Bylaw No.
9389;

Ricﬂmond Land Use Contract 089 Early Termination Bylaw No.

- 9391,

Richmond Land Use Contract 090 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9393;

Richmond Land Use Contract 093 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9395;

Richmond Land Use Contract 095 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9397; :

Richmond Land Use Contract 098 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9399;

Richmond Land Use Contract 099 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9401;

Richmond Land Use Contract 101 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9403;

Richmond Land Use Contract 102 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9405;

Richmond Land Use Contract 105 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9407,

Richmond Land Use Contract 107 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9409;
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(69)
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Land Use Contract 109 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9411;

Richmond Land Use Contract 110 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9413;

Richmond Land Use Contract 111 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9415;

Richmond Land Use Contract 112 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9417;

Richmond Land Use Contract 113 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9419;

Richmond Land Use Contract 114 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9421;

Richmond Land Use Contract 116 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9423,

Richmond Land Use Contract 117 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9425;

Richmond Land Use Contract 120 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9427;

Richmond Land Use Contract 121 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9429;

Richmond Land Use Contract 123 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9431; ‘

Richmond Land Use Contract 124 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9433;

Richmond Land Use Contract 125 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9435;

Richmond Land Use Contract 129 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9437;

Richmond Land Use Contract 130 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9439;

Richmond Land Use Contract 132 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9441;
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Richmond Land Use Contract 133 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9443;

Richmond Land Use Contract 134 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9445;

Richmond Land Use Contract 135 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9447;

Richmond Land Use Contract 136 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9449;

Richmond Land Use Contract 137 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9451;

Richmond Land Use Contract 140 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9453,

Richmond Land Use Contract 141 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9455;

Richmond Land Use Contract 142 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9457;

Richmond Land Use Contract 143 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9459;

Richmond Land Use Contract 144 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9461;

Richmond Land Use Contract 145 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9463;

Richmond Land Use Contract 146 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9465;

Richmond Land Use Contract 147 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9467,

Richmond Land Use Contract 148 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9469;

Richmond Land Use Contract 149 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9471;

Richmond Land Use Contract 152 Early Termination Bylaw No.

9473;
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Tuesday, November 24, 2015
(88)  Richmond Land Use Contract 157 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9475; ‘
(89)  Richmond Land Use Contract 159 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9477;
(90)  Richmond Land Use Contract 160 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9479; ‘
(91)  Richmond Land Use Contract 161 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9481;
(92)  Richmond Land Use Contract 162 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9483; and
(93)  Richmond Land Use Contract 164 Early Termination Bylaw No.
9485,
CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
SPH15/1-6 [t was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (10:29 p.m.).
CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the Regular meeting for Public
Hearings of the City of Richmond held on

November 24, 2015.

Mayor (Malcolm D. Brodie) Corporate Officer (David Weber)
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For Metro Vancouver meetings on Friday, November 27, 2015

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 Greg
Valou, 604-451-6016, Greg.Valou@mefrovancouver.org or Jean Kavanagh, 604-451-6697

Jean.Kavanagh@metrovancouver.org.

Greater Vancouver Regional District - Parks
George Ross Legacy Stewardship Program Framework APPROVED

InJuly 2013, the late George Ross left a $2.8 million bequest to Metro Vancouver Regional Parks. The
funds are held by the GVRD in a Legacy Fund reserve account.

In order to best dispense of these funds, the Board approved the Legacy Stewardship Program
framework. This authorizes staff to enter into a George Ross Legacy Stewardship Program
Administration Agreement between the Greater Vancouver Regional District and the Pacific Parklands
Foundation for a three-year term from January 1, 2016 to December 31, 2018. Interest from the Legacy
Reserve Fund earned between July 2013 and December 31, 2015 will be dispensed at the end of the
year. And from January 1, 2016, annual interest from the fund will be dispensed for the term of this
agreement.

Campbell Valley Regional Park - South Carvolth School Building Future APPROVED

The Board approved deconstruction of the disused school house in Campbell Valley Regional Park. This
will allow the land to become available for regional park use.

Mining Lease Application for Sumas Mountain: Fraser Valley Regional District APPROVED
Electoral Area G - Sumas Mountain Inter-regional Park

The mining lease application for an area within and adjacent to Sumas Mountain Inter-regional Park
referred to Metro Vancouver by the provincial Ministry of Energy and Mines in August 2015 raises
serious concerns for the environmental and cultural values of the inter-regional park. There are also
concerns regarding the public’s use and enjoyment of the park lands and the trail corridor that supports
the Experience the Fraser project.

The Board will write to the Ministry of Energy and Mines, with copies to the City of Abbotsford and the
Fraser Valley Regional District, expressing opposition to the proposed mining lease application
submitted by 266531 BC Ltd.
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Greater Vancouver Regional District
Electoral Area A Grants — Regional District Basic Grants - APPROVED

The Board approved $20,000 of 2015 Regional District Basic Grants monies tb aid Electoral Area A
communities outside of fire protection areas to purchase firefighting and health & safety equipment.

Gerald McGavin UBC Rugby Centre — Liguor Licence Application APPROVED

The University of British Columbia has applied to the BC Liquor Control and Licensing Branch for a liquor
primary licence for the Gerald McGavin UBC Rugby Centre. Metro Vancouver acts as the local
government for liquor licence applications in Electoral Area A, including applications within UBC.

The Board recommended to the BC Liquor Control and Licensing Branch that the license be issued.

Metro Facts in Focus Policy Backgkrounder: Green Infrastructure RECEIVED

The Board received for information the Green Infrastructure Facts in Focus -policy backgrounder, which
provides an overview of the concept of green infrastructure, and describes the many benefits that a
green infrastructure network delivers to the Metro Vancouver region.

The Green Infrastructure Facts in Focus document will be disseminated to member municipalities,
ecological educational institutions, and other organizations promoting ecological health. It will also be
available on the Metro Vancouver website.

Green Infrastructure Technical Report: Connecting the Dots RECEIVED.

The Board received for information a technical report prepared in support of ongoing efforts by Metro
Vancouver member municipalities to maintain and enhance a regional green infrastructure network.

Connecting the Dots: A Regional Green Infrastructure Network Resource Guide describes different
forms of green infrastructure and how they benefit the region when they form a network. The
document will be disseminated to member municipalities as an information resource.

Greater Vancouver Regional District Air Quality Management Bylaw No. 1082, APPROVED
2008 — Officer Appointment

Metro Vancouver appoints Bylaw Officers who are able to enter onto lands, conduct investigations, and
collect evidence to enforce Metro Vancouver’s air quality bylaws.

CNCL - 47 2



The Board appointed Donna Hargreaves as an Officer pursuant o the Environmental Management Act
and Greater Vancouver Regional District Air Quality Management Bylaw No. 1082, 2008.

Air Quality Bulletins During Cool Weather Months ' RECEIVED

The Board received for information Metro Vancouver’s new Air Quality Bulletins that will help keep
people informed about short-term air quality issues in their neighbourhoods. Air Quality Bulletins will
be used during the winter months when there is considerable wood smoke in specific areas of the
region.

2015 Christmas Campaign — Create Memories, Not Garbage RECEIVED

This is the eighth year of Metro Vancouver’s Christmas season waste-reduction campaign, and the fifth
year of the “Create Memories, Not Garbage” advertising campaign. In 2011, the theme shifted away
from how much garbage we create to the message that Christmas memories are created by spending
time with loved ones, giving experiences or purchasing quality gifts that last.

The Board received for information a report on the campaign elements that include advertising on
public transit, with an emphasis on buses throughout the region, in movie theatres, television
commercials, and targeted online ads. Other elements include sponsored ads on social media,
e-cards, and posters at municipal facilities.

Metro Vancouver Support for National Zero Waste Council Federal Tax Incentive APPROVED
to Reduce Edible Food Waste ‘

The Board:

a) Expressed its support for the National Zero Waste Council's (NZWC) food waste reduction federal tax
incentive proposal, and will request that the Government of Canada implement tax incentives for food
producers, suppliers, and retailers to donate unsold edible food, thereby reducing the environmental
impact of food waste.

b) Will forward this resolution to the Federation of Canadian Municipalities asking them to consider the
resolution at the FCM’s upcoming Annual General Meeting.

c) Will forward this resolution to the appropriate federal Minister(s).

d) Instructed that Metro Vancouver work with the NZWC to conduct research and policy work on the
issues surrounding the end recipients of food donations.
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Restoring the Mandatory Long Form Census in 2016 APPROVED

The Board will write to the federal Mini_ster of Innovation, Science and Economic Development to
express appreciation for restoration of the mandatory long-form census in 2016.

Township of Langley Request for Sewerage Area Extension APPROVED

The Township of Langley, at its September 28, 2015 Council meeting, requested that the GVS&DD Board
extend the Fraser Sewerage Area to include three properties.

The GVRD Board resolved that the extension of GVS&DD sewerage services to these properties is
consistent with the provisions of the regional growth strategy Metro Vancouver 2040, and will forward
the requested Fraser Sewerage Area expansion application to the GVS&DD Board for consideration.

Draft Regional Food System Action Plan RECEIVED

The draft Regional Food System Action Plan presents local government actions planned for the next five
years to advance implementation of the 2011 Regional Food System Strategy as well as new initiatives
that can strengthen collaboration within the regional federation.

The Board received the report for information and will send it to member municipalities for review and
comment.

Agricultural Impact Assessment Guidelines — How to Achieve Better Utilization APPROVED

The purpose of the Agricultural Impact Assessment Guidelines is to identify potential positive and
negative impacts of non-farm development activities on agricultural land. The Board directed staff to
forward the report to municipal Agricultural Advisory Committees noting that Metro Vancouver '
representatives could make presentations about the guidelines.

Metro Vancouver External Agency Activities Status Report October 2015 RECEIVED

The Board received for information the following reports from Metro Vancouver representatives to
external organizations:

Municipal Finance Authority

Delta Heritage Airpark Management Committee
Experience the Fraser

Pacific Parklands Foundation

Fraser Valley Regional Library Board

ooz e
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Metro Vancouver’s 2015 Zero Waste Conference: A Future without Waste - RECEIVED
Redefining Value, Building the Circular Economy

Metro Vancouver’s fifth annual Zero Waste Conference was held on October 29 at the Vancouver
Convention Centre, and shared inspirational, informative, and relevant case studies about concepts of
the circular economy for businesses, local governmenis, and individuals dealing with ‘upstream’ waste
management issues.

The conference continues to grow and evolve, and attracts local, national, and global leaders on the
important issue of waste prevention. A satellite event was introduced this year in Toronto and drew 185
participants, 532 people attended the conference in Vancouver, and 606 people attended the
conference online through live streaming.

National Zero Waste Council Update RECEIVED

The Board received for information an activity update report from the National Zero Waste Council.
With active working groups and a growing membership representing a wide-range of sectors, the
National Zero Waste Council continues to spearhead Canadian efforts to advance efforis for the
prevention of waste, which is now a global priority.

General Liability and Property Loss Claims Policy APPROVED

The Board approved a General Liability and Property Loss Claims Policy that allows Metro Vancouver to
maintain a reserve to mitigate the risk associated with the settlement of claims for general property
damage or loss and third- party liability. The reserve will safeguard the Metro Vancouver entities for any
financial burden borne relative to the insurance policy deductibles for associated general property and
liability coverage.

Memorandum of Understanding between Metro Vancouver and the University of APPROVED
British Columbia

Metro Vancouver and the University of British Columbia have sighed a non-binding Memorandum of
Understanding to strengthen ongoing collaboration to address regional economic, social, and
environmental sustainability challenges. This will provide new opportunities for UBC faculty and
students to work on projects that will directly benefit the region.

The Board endorsed the Strategic Collaboration Memorandum of Understanding between Metro
Vancouver and the University of British Columbia. ’
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Proposal to Adopt “Tim Jones Peak” on Mount Seymour APPROVED

The Board agreed to write a letter to the BC Geographical Names Office, provincial Ministry of Forests,
Lands and Natural Resource Operations, indicating Metro Vancouver’s support for the naming proposal
to adopt “Tim Jones Peak” as the official place name for the second of three summits on Mount
Seymour in British Columbia.

GVRD Security Issuing Bylaw No. 1224, 2015 Regarding GVWD Borrowing Bylaw APPROVED
No. 248, 2015

The Board approved a bylaw to allow the issuance of debenture in the amount of $700 million for the
Greater Vancouver Water District, and to provide long-term capital borrowing authority for the
anticipated requirements for the next five years. The Board will forward the bylaw to the Inspector of
Municipalities for Certificate of Approval. '

GVRD Geaospatial Reference System Fees and Charges Bylaw No. 1226, 2015 APPROVED

The Board approved a bylaw for the Regional Geospatial Reference System (GPS) outlining the
allocation of net-service costs and fees charged for private sector usage.

Greater Vancouver Sewage and Drainage District
Lions Gate Secondary Wastewater Treatment Plant — Quarterly Report v RECEIVED

The Board received for information a quarterly update on the Lions Gate Secondary Wastewater
Treatment Plant. ’

Liguid Waste Public Outreach Program — Residential Grease Pilot Behaviour RECEIVED
Change Project Update

The Board received a report for information about the problems caused for Metro Vancouver and its
member municipalities by blockages when grease goes into the sewers. Metro Vancouver is conducting
a pilot project with the City of Surrey to test approaches to convince residents to put grease in their
green bin instead of down the drain or toilet. Findings from this pilot will be used to develop a regional
grease campaign for 2016. Metro Vancouver is also working with the BC Restaurant and Food
Association to develop approaches for the restaurant sector for 2016.
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Transfer Station Operation and Maintenance Services Procurement : RECEIVED

The Board approved the evaiuation criteria and weighting for the following transfer station operations
Requests for Proposals: Surrey and North.Shore Transfer Stations: Experience and Reputation (30%);
Technical (30%); Financial and Commercial (40%). Langley and Maple Ridge Transfer Stations:
Qualifications (30%); Technical (30%); Financial and Commercial {40%). -

2015 Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan Biennial Report APPROVED

The Board approved the submission of the 2015 Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management
Plan (ISWRMP) Biennial Report to the provincial Ministry of Environment. The report includes both high-
level summaries and detailed information on key ISWRMP actions and performance measures.

Update on Waste-to-Energy Facility Operational Certificate Progress RECEIVED

The Board received for information an update on the progress of developing an Operational Certificate
for the Metro Vancouver Waste-to-Energy Facility. '

Solid Waste Management Planning Guideline Update APPROVED

The provincial Ministry of Environment is updating the Solid Waste Management Planning Guideline,
and has released an intentions paper for comment. Metro Vancouver staff have reviewed and provided
comments, which the Board received for information.

GVS&DD Fermentation Operations Bylaw No. 294 and Sewer Use Amending APPROVED
Bylaw No. 295 '

The discharge of spent grains and waste yeast from fermentation operations such as breweries can
stress the operation of the collection and treatment systems, especially at the primary wastewater
treatment plants. A new bylaw contains requirements for both solids and pH management. Extensive
consultation was conducted with fermentation operators and other industry representatives to develop
the bylaw that will regulate the discharge of solids from this sector.

The Board approved the new bylaw that establishes standards to better manage discharge from these
operations. ‘
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GVS&DD Development Cost Charge Amending Bylaw No. 292, 2015 APPROVED

Development Cost Charges pay for growth-related GVS&DD capital projects. The Board passed a bylaw
amending GVS&DD Development Cost Charges, and will forward a copy to the provincial Local
Government Infrastructure and Finance Branch.

The amendments clarify that Bylaw 254 does not apply to secondary suites and laneway houses. This

provides certainty to building permit appllcants and ensures that the bylaw is applied consistently
across the region.

Greater Vancouver Water District

Water Conservation Campaign 2015 - Water Wagon Program & Water APPROVED

Restrictions Communications

- Communication and public outreach on water conservation are important components of Metro
Vancouver’s Board Strategic Plan. The BQard received for information a report on the 2015 Water
Conservation Campaign. :

Water Shortage Response Plan Review _Process APPROVED

The Water Shortage Response Plan (WSR‘P) is intended to manage demand for drinking water during the
dry summer months when water consumptlon almost doubles due to outdoor use, or during periods of
drought or in times of emergency.

Following a particularly dry 2015 summer season, Metro Vancouver is commencing a review of the
WSRP. This review will identify amendments to the WSRP to ensure it meets the needs of a growing
region, addresses weather pattern changes, and addresses implementation concerns raised by
municipalities, businesses, and the public. during the summer of 2015.

The Board approved the Water Shortage Response Plan Review Process as outlined in the report, and
authorized amending the activation period for Stage 1 of the Water Shortage Response Plan from June
1 to September 30 to May 15 to October 15.
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Award of Contract Resulting from Tender No. 15-093: Coquitlam Water Treatment APPROVED
Plant Improvements Project - Hypochlorite Conversion, Gate House and Multi-
Use Storage Building

The Board authorized the award of a contract in the amount of 5,226,000 (exclusive of taxes) to Maple
Reinders Inc. for the Coquitlam Water Treatment Plant Improvements Project.

The contract includes several improvements to the Coguitlam Water Treatment Plant, including
conversion of the existing gaseous chlorine storage and feed systems o a new sodium hypochlorite
storage and chemical feed system, the construction of a new watershed security gate house, and a new
multi-use storage building to provide storage for both Watershed Operations and Water Treatment
Operations and Maintenance.

Award of Contract Resulting from RFP No. 15 - 127: Consulting Engineering APPROVED
Services for Preliminary Design, Detailed Design, and Construction Engineering of
Annacis Water Supply Tunnel

The Board authorized the award of a contract in the amount of $5,386,942 (exclusive of taxes) to Hatch
Mott MacDonald for Phase A, Preliminary Design of the Annacis Water Supply Tunnel.

The Annacis Water Supply Tunnel will replace two existing marine crossings of the Fraser River. The new
tunnel crossing will provide increased capacity to meet future demand, long-term scour protection, and
improved resiliency to withstand a major earthquake.

Greater Vancouver Water District Borrowing Bylaw Number 248, 2015 APPROVED

The Board approved a bylaw to provide long-term capital borrowing authority for the anticipated
requirements of the next five years for the GVYWD, and to authorize the issuance of debenture debt for
this purpose through the Greater Vancouver Regional District and the Municipal Finance Authority of
British Columbia in the aggregate amount of $700 million dollars.
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City of ,
Richmond : Minutes

Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Committee

Date: Tuesday, November 24, 2015
Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall
Present: Councillor Ken Johnston, Vice-Chair

Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail

Absent: Councillor Harold Steves

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Services Committee held on October 27, 2015, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Wednesday, December 16, 2015, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson
Room

COMMUNITY SERVICES DIVISION

1. 2015-2020 SENIORS SERVICE PLAN
(File Ref. No. 07-3400-01) (REDMS No. 4732067 v. 3)

Heather Muter, Coordinator - Leisure/Seniors, briefed Committee on the
proposed Seniors Service Plan, noting that the Service Plan will set the goals
and actions for seniors’ services and programs in the City for the next six
years.
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Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee

Tuesday, November 24, 2015

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) encouraging the participation of seniors,
(ii) collaborating with community partners, and (iii) the changing
demographics of the city.

In reply to queries from Committee regarding the resources available to
implement the Service Plan, Ms. Muter noted that actions are reviewed
annually and are realigned based on needs.

It was moved and seconded

That the Community Services 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan: Active and
Healthy Living, presented as Attachment 1 in the staff report titled “2015-
2020 Seniors Service Plan,” dated November 9, 2015, from the General
Manager, Community Services, be adopted.

CARRIED

MANAGER’S REPORT

Branscombe House

Jane Fernyhough, Director, Art Culture and Heritage Services, updated
Committee on the Branscombe House, noting that the contract for the artist
residency is being finalized and that the building is available for rent.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:07 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Parks,
Recreation and  Cultural  Services
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Tuesday, November 24,
2015.

Councillor Ken Johnston ' Evangel Biason

Vice-Chair

4817189

Legislative Services Coordinator (Aux.)
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City of
Richmond ‘ Minutes

General Purposes Committee

Date: Monday, December 7, 2015

Place: ‘ Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Present: Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair
Councillor Chak Au
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Alexa [.oo
Councillor Bill McNulty

- Councillor Linda McPhail

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes Committee held on
November 16, 2015, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION

1. 2016 COUNCIL AND COMMITTEE MEETING SCHEDULE
(File Ref. No. 01-0105-00) (REDMS No. 4779755)

It was moved and seconded
That the 2016 Council and Committee meeting schedule, attached to the
staff report, dated November 16, 2015, from the Director, City Clerk’s

Office, be approved, including the following revisions as part of the regular
August meeting break and December holiday season:
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, December 7, 2015

(1)  That the Regular Council meetings (open and closed) of August 8,
August 22, and December 28, 2016 be cancelled; and

(2) That the August 15, 2016 Public Hearing be re-scheduled to
September 6, 2016 at 7:00 pm in the Council Chambers at Richmond
City Hall.

CARRIED

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION

SIGNING THE CALL FOR ACTION ON ENERGY AND CLIMATE IN

THE BUILDING SECTOR
(File Ref. No. 10-6125-07-02) (REDMS No. 4773892 v. 3)

In reply to queries from Committee, Peter Russell, Senior Manager,
Sustainability and District Energy, commented that (i) the intent of the report
is to advocate for the inclusion if the energy and climate action targets in the
revised Provincial Climate Leadership Plan, (ii) staff was not aware of the
Province’s actions related to their public buildings, and (iii) it is anticipated
that the Province’s revised Plan will be released in March 2016.

It was moved and seconded

That the City join other regional stakeholders in the Call for Action on
Energy and Climate in the Building Sector in support of a new provincial
“Climate Leadership Plan”, as presented in the staff report titled “Signing
the Call for Action on Energy and Climate in the Building Sector,” dated
November 17, 2015, from the Director, Engineering.

CARRIED

HARVEST POWER AIR QUALITY PERMIT REVIEW
(File Ref. No. 10-6175-02-01) (REDMS No. 4813746 v. 9)

In response to queries from Committee, Peter Russell, Senior Manager,
Sustainability and District Energy, provided the following comments:

= Metro Vancouver (MV) regulates both solid waste and air quality;

= meat products are processed through the bio-digester in an enclosed
facility and products composted go through a different process with
additional levels of odour control;

u staff are requesting that MV clearly define pollution and indicate the
health impacts being considered through the permit process;

= MYV Permit and Enforcement Departments monitor the odour and air
quality at the Harvest Power facility and staff is requesting MV enforce
their bylaws and conditions of the Air Quality Permit;
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, December 7, 2015

= MYV monitors the facility by reviewing the emission and concentrate
flow rates reports submitted by Harvest Power and investigating
complaints registered regarding odour and pollution in the area;

5 discussions with Harvest Power related to odour and pollution are
ongoing;
8 the City will have an opportunity to examine the outcomes between

MYV and Harvest Power regarding the Air Quality Permit process and
that the City’s concerns are addressed; and

= MV compliant process involves (i) identifying the source, such as the
Harvest Power facility or a farm operation, (ii) meeting with Harvest
Power to examine the operation, and (iii) enforcing the permit with the
issuance of a ticket.

In reply to a query from Committee, Robert Gonzalez, General Manager,
Engineering and Public Works, advised that Harvest Power have made a
number of changes with their filtration, storage, and handling processes;
however, the modifications have not proven successful. He further advised
that MV enforcement would have curtailed any odour issues.

In response to questions from Committee, Mr. Russell stated that odour
management can be achieved through (i) reducing the pile heights, (ii)
ensuring more balanced chemical environments, (iii) effectively managing the
collection of material on-site, (iv) requiring effectively treating air emissions
through the use of more biofilters and/or stack or carbon filters, and (v)
installing adequate dispersal equipment.

Discussion ensued regarding (i) the need to address the odour issue, (ii)
consulting with Vancouver Coastal Health on the matter, (iii) the feasibility of
placing a moratorium on the volume of product processed at the Harvest
Power facility, (iv) potential technologies not being utilized by Harvest
Power, and (v) the need for effective enforcement of the permit by MV,

As a result of the discussion, the following motion was introduced:

It was moved and seconded

(1) That comments regarding Harvest Fraser Richmond Organics Ltd.
air quality permit renewal application in the staff report titled
“Harvest Power Air Quality Permit Review,” dated November 17,
2015, from the Director, Engineering, be forwarded to Metro
Vancouver’s Environmental Regulation and Enforcement branch;
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, December 7, 2015

(2) That the staff report titled “Harvest Power Air Quality Permit
Review,” dated November 17, 2015, from the Director, Engineering,
be forwarded to Vancouver Coastal Health, including James Lu,
Environmental Health, for their comments and recommendations;
and

(3)  That the comments stress the need with Metro Vancouver for more
effective enforcement. ’

The question on the motion was not called as staff was directed to seek public
input through Let’s Talk Richmond and forward said comments to Metro
Vancouver.

The question on the motion was then called and it was CARRIED.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:33 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the General
Purposes Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on December 7,
2015.

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Heather Howey

Chair

Legislative Services Coordinator
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Date:

Place:

Present:

Absent: |

Call to Order:

4837285

City of
Richmond Minutes

Finance Committee

Monday, December 7, 2015

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

| Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair

Councillor Chak Au
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Alexa Loo
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail

Councillor Harold Steves

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:34 p.m.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded

That the minutes of the meeting of the Finance Committee held on
November 2, 2015, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION

2015 AUDIT ENGAGEMENT
(File Ref. No. 03-0905-01) (REDMS No. 4814774)

It was moved and seconded
That the 2015 Audit Planning Letter from KPMG, LLP, dated November
13, 2015, be received for information.

CARRIED
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Finance Committee

Monday, December 7, 2015

FINANCIAL INFORMATION - 3*” QUARTER SEPTEMBER 30, 2015
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 4786970)

In response to queries from Committee, Jerry Chong, Director, Finance,
accompanied by Cindy Gilfillan, Manager, Financial Reporting, advised that
(1) gaming revenues are on target to meet the 2015 budgeted allocation of $18
million, (ii) Council may review the transfer of operating surpluses to the Rate
Stabilization Account at their discretion, and (iii) impacts to gaming revenue,
due to the additional conditions introduced by the BC Lottery Corporation,
will not be realized until the end of the 4™ Quarter. Mr. Chong commented
that applying the operating surpluses to the City’s budget, while achieving a
one-time reduction to the budget, would potentially increase budgets in future
years. He further commented on the Real Estate Investment Strategy that will
examine diversifying the City’s funds and the need to maintain safe
investment portfolios given the uncertain economic climate.

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled, “Financial Information — 3 Quarter September
30, 20157, dated November 18, 2015 from the Director, Finance be received
JSor information.

CARRIED

RICHMOND OLYMPIC OVAL CORPORATION

3®° QUARTER 2015 - FINANCIAL INFORMATION FOR THE

RICHMOND OLYMPIC OVAL
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 4818693)

In reply to questions from Committee, Rick Dusanj, Controller, Richmond
Olympic Oval Corporation (ROOC), noted that in-house marketing expenses
for the Richmond Olympic Experience and other business initiatives will be
realized in the 4™ Quarter financials and that operating surpluses will be
transferred into the ROOC’s Capital Reserves.

It was moved and seconded

That the report on Financial Information for the Richmond Olympic Oval
Corporation for the third quarter ended September 30, 2015 from the
Controller of the Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation be received for
information.

CARRIED
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Finance Committee
Monday, December 7, 2015

COMMUNITY SERVICES DIVISION

2016 OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGETS FOR RICHMOND

PUBLIC LIBRARY
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No.)

Greg Buss, Chief Librarian and Secretary to the Board, Richmond Pubic
Library, provided background information and spoke to the ongoing transition
from print-based information service to a blend of traditional and digital
services and the request for an ongoing $200,000 increase to the collection
budget.

Discussion ensued in which Mr. Buss provided the following information:

= the new loan policies designed to provide better access to the collection
while also increasing fine collection and printing charges will be
reviewed within three months after its implementation in early 2016;

= the additional $200,000 one-time funding received in 2015 was utilized
to upgrade the collections to the Steveston, Ironwood and Brighouse
library branches; ‘

= the ongoing additional $200,000 funding would be used to maintain the
print-form and digit collections;

= recent computer upgrades will allow for electronic fine notification and
other service initiatives;

= increases in revenues are anticipated in 2016 due to cost effective
technology;

u Regional comparisons indicate that the library’s operating efficiencies

are higher, its per capital expenditures are slightly below average, and
its per capita support is significantly below the average;

= Inter-municipal borrowing revenue has been dramatically reduced due
in part to the growth in the Chinese language collections at other
libraries and to the limited resources to purchase new material;

= a portion of the 2015 operating surplus will be used towards
establishing The Launchpad space at the Brighouse Library branch; and

= the proposed budget increase of 2.96% plus additional funding of
$200,00 would maintain existing service levels and allow for the
continued investment to the print-form and digit collections.

Discussion ensued regarding the allocation of the 2015 operating surplus, the
ongoing additional level funding request and the proposed budget undergoing
further review. Committee directed that 2015 actual figures and regional
comparisons be provided.
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Finance Committee
Monday, December 7, 2015

In response to a question from Committee, Cathryn Volkering Carlile,
General Manager, Community Services, commented that the Library Board’s
proposed budget does not undergo the same level of scrutiny by the City
Senior Management Team as the line Department’s budgets although the
request for ongoing additional funding in the amount of $200,000 was fully
. considered along with the other requests and was not recommended by staff.

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

It was moved and seconded
That the 2016 Richmond Public Library Operating and Capital budgets be
referred back to staff for further analysis.

CARRIED

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION

2016 CAPITAL BUDGET
(File Ref. No. 03-0970-01) (REDMS No. 4761439 v. 8)
Andrew Nazareth, General Manager, Finance and Corporate Services,

accompanied by Mr. Chong provided information regarding the proposed
2016 Capital Budget as follows:

8 the proposed Capital Budget aligns with the 2014-2018 Council Term
: Goals and aligns the assets and the financing to achieve the service
levels approved by Council,

= the building program is not included in the proposed budget;

= Parks Develop Cost Charges (DCC) funds were used for major park
acquisitions in 2015;

u the 2016 land acquisition program aligns with the Investment Land
Strategy approved earlier in 2015;

" the new fire vehicle and equipment is anticipated to be purchased in
2016;

m the City’s DCC program consists of projects and the costs are allocated

between existing development and new growth. There is a range of
percentages depending on each program and the City funds a
percentage for projects that benefit the existing population (benefit
factor); and ‘

u the City also funds a percentage of all DCC projects as it would be
unfair to impose on new development all of the costs that are
attributable to new development; therefore, the City funds an assist
factor of 1%.
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Finance Commiftee
Monday, December 7, 2015

In response to a query from Committee, Jim Young, Senior Manager, Capital
Building Project Development, advised that the Garratt Wellness Centre
requires upgrades to the electrical and mechanical systems.

In reply to a query from Committee, Mike Redpath, Senior Manager, Parks,
commented that staff is in negotiations through the Council/School Board
Liaison Committee regarding the potential disposition and/or acquisition of
school property.

In response to a question from Committee, Robert Gonzalez, General
Manager, Engineering and Public Works, noted that, regarding the LED Street
Light Replacement Plan and the changing technologies, several products are
undergoing testing to determine whether they meet performance standards
prior to entering into discussions with potential suppliers regarding providing
the products at no cost.

In reply to a query from Committee, Jane Fernyhough, Director, Arts, Culture
and Heritage Services, advised that the Interurban Tram Restoration funding
request would allow for the complete refurbishing of the tram, both inside and
out.

It was moved and seconded
That the 2016 Capital Budget totalling $104.1M be approved and staff
authorized to commence the 2016 Capital Projects.

CARRIED

2016 PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET
(File Ref. No. 03-0970-01) (REDMS No.)

In response to questions from Committee, Mr. Nazareth and Mr. Chong
provided the following information regarding the 2016 Proposed Operating
Budget:

= the proposed budget does not include any provision for an increase in
police officers;

u a “Corporate Reset” involves examining the Rate  Stabilization
Accounts, the budget for increased revenues, deferred savings through
delayed replacements, and historic surplus balances to arrive at a figure
that would reset the base line on a one-time bases only;

= a “Corporate Reset” and/or utilizing operating surpluses to offset the
operating budget may expose the City to the risk of higher budget
increases in subsequent years or depleting reserve funds;

| the Rate Stabalization Account assists the City in achieving minimal
increases to the Operating budget by providing a source for one-time
initiatives;
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Finance Committee
Monday, December 7, 2015

the City is statutorily restricted in terms of the types of investments it
invests in and that principal must be protected at all times;

the City is in a solid financial position; however, one major incident
could dramatically affect the City’s resources;

the Community Charter requires municipalities to fix one tax rate per
class, such as residential, commercial, and industrial, etc.;

the impact of the City’s Service Level Review process to the proposed
budget would be challenging to quantitatively demonstrate;

98% of the budget increase can be attributed to salaries (65%), RCMP
contract increases (17%), and senior level of government downloading
(15%);

the largest portion of the Law and Community Safety budget related to
contract services is the RCMP contract, the Community Services
contract services relate to the Community Centres, and the Engineering
and Public Works budget has a variety of contract services;

one-time expenditures are not included in the Operating budget as
requests are funded through the Rate Stabilization Accounts;

staff would examine the additional level funding, the Rate Stabilization
Account, and revenue increases in an effort to achieve a 2% budget
increase;

relying on casino revenue to offset the Operating budget may cause the
City to be at risk to higher budget increases in future years in the event
the casino revenues decline in the future; and

casino revenues have been allocated towards specific projects;
however, Council may make changes at any time.

In reply to a question from Committee, Ms. Fernyhough commented that it is
difficult to project over the long-term whether the funds requested for the Arts
Centre Recreation Leader Auxiliary Hours would be offset by increased
program registrations.

Discussion ensued regarding (i) including Item #19 “Increased BSW Hours
for Steveston Museum/Tram” (Attachment 11) in the Operating Budget, (ii)
staff providing a breakdown of the Law and Community Safety Operating
Budget into its wvarious components, (iii) staff including the City’s
Organizational Chart in the report, and (iv) strategies for achieving a 2%
budget increase; (v) staff providing further details pertaining to personnel
vacancies and the impact of vacancies to the organization.
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Finance Committee
Monday, December 7, 2015

In response to a query from Committee, George Duncan, Chief
Administrative Officer, advised that, in the event of a staff vacancy, a review
is undertaken to ensure that the position should be legitimately filled;
therefore, the delay in filling the position generates savings during the
vacancy. He further advised that a portion of the budget increase reflects the
projected pay increases for the coming year and that, while the City’s turnover
rate is low, vacancies are an ongoing process.

In reply to a query from Committee, Superintendent Renny Nesset, Officer in
Charge (OIC), Richmond RCMP, stated that an extensive review of police
resource levels and that the proposed additional staff request is necessary to
adequately service the city. Also, he commented that over the past five years
requests for additional resources have been between 0 and 2 officers per year.

In response to a question from Committee, Ms. Fernyhough advised that the
current Arts Outreach Van is not a part of the fleet inventory replacement
program; therefore resources are not available for the van’s future
replacement.

In reply to a query from Committee, Ed Warzel, Manager, Community
Bylaws, commented that the request for an Agrologist Contractor would be an
off-site resource and the contractor is critical for the timely processing of
applications.

Discussion ensued regarding (i) a strategy related to police services and the
cost implications to the Operating budget, (ii) the need for additional
information related to the rationale for not recommending certain ongoing
expenditure requests, (iii) a breakdown of the Law and Community Safety
budgets to show the various services separately, (iv) an analysis of the
“Corporate Reset”, and (v) further details pertaining to personnel vacancies
and the impact of vacancies for the City.

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

It was moved and seconded
That the 2016 Proposed Operating Budget be referred back to staff for
Surther information related to the following:

(1)  the rationale as to why the items listed in “Attachment 11 - Ongoing
Expenditures Request (Not Recommended),” were not recommended

by staff;
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(2)  a breakdown of the Law and Community Safety budget to show the
Richmond RCMP budget separately;

(3)  adescription of the “Corporate Reset” as discussed by staff;

(4) details pertaining to personnel vacancies and the impact of
vacancies; and ‘

(5) strategies for reducing the proposed tax increase to 2% and the
impacts to the proposed budget.

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued regarding (i)
the Richmond RCMP staffing request (outlined in Attachment 10), (i)
maintaining 2015 tax levels, and (iii) examining the corporate surpluses and
Rate Stabilization Fund. Committee directed that, if possible, staff report
back to the December 14, 2015 General Purposes Committee meeting.

The question on the motion was then called and it was CARRIED.

2016 ONE-TIME EXPENDITURES
(File Ref. No. 03-0970-01) (REDMS No. 4763304 v. 6)

In reply to a question from Committee, Mr. Nazareth advised that the request
for the Public Safety Mobile Command Vehicle is not a part of the
recommended one-time expenditures total.

In response to a query from Committee, Fire Chief John McGowan,
Richmond Fire-Rescue (RFR), spoke to the poor condition of the Public
Safety Mobile Command Vehicle and to the need for its replacement.

Regarding a query related to the Museum Development Plan, Ms. Fernyhough
commented that staff is currently examining various museum models and that
future development plans would be presented to Council for approval.

In reply to a question from Committee, Mr. Redpath noted that the Steveston
Harbour Log Debris Removal would cover the harbour from Gilbert Beach
through to the Cannery channel. In addition, he noted that, while log removal
is the responsibility of the Federal government, the request is for a one-time
expenditure for the City’s harbour to address navigational hazards.

In response to a query from Committee, Victor Wei, Director, Transportation,
commented that the request to fund new traffic and speed counters is for the
replacement of existing outdated equipment and would be used throughout the
city. ‘

In reply to a query from Committee, Serena Lusk, Senior Manager,
Recreation and Sport Services, advised that the bulk of the funds requested
related to the Community Services Communications/Marketing Plan would be
directed towards the cost of external consultants to assist the marketing staff.
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Grant Fengstad, Director, Information Technology, commented that the City
Grants System Improvements are to fund enhancements to the existing web-
based application system.

Fire Chief McGowan stated that the RFR Mobile Inspections are tablet
computers useful for building inspections, on-site recordings, and various
HAZMAT applications.

Ms. Fernyhough advised in reply to questions, that the Heritage Inventory
Review funding request would update the inventory database and allow for
additional resources to complete the update. She further advised that the
proposed Museum Development Plan funding is for works associated with
Phase 1 of the Plan that would allow staff to (i) examine museum models, (ii)
undertake a feasibility study, and (iii) gather other detailed information
regarding development partnerships.

It was moved and seconded

That the recommended one-time expenditures in the amount of $1.635M, as
outlined in the staff report titled “2016 One-Time Expenditures”, be
approved for funding from the Rate Stabilization Account.

CARRIED
Opposed: Cllr, Day

2016 COUNCIL COMMUNITY INITIATIVES ONE-TIME

EXPENDITURES
(File Ref. No. 03-0970-01) (REDMS No. 4811158 v. 3)

Discussion ensued regarding the merits of the proposed Council Community
Initiatives One-Time Expenditures and the feasibility of including the
Interurban Tram Restoration Capital Project to the list of initiatives.

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Fernyhough advised that the
rehabilitation of the tram would cost approximately $396,000 and that the
ongoing expenditure request to increase the operating hours at the tram
building was not recommended. She further advised that the current hours of
operation are (i) from July and August - Tuesday through Sunday, and (ii)
from September to June — Saturday and Sunday. Also, the ongoing
expenditure request would extend the daily operating hours from May through
to the end of September.

It was moved and seconded

(I) That the one-time expenditure requests as outlined in Attachment 1
of the staff report titled “2016 Council Community Initiatives One-
Time Expenditures” from the Director, Finance, be approved as

Sollows:
(@) 2017 Canada 150™ Steveston Ships to Shore Events in the
amount of $895,000;
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(b) Richmond Gateway Theatre Society Sustainability in the
amount of $24,000;

(c) Interurban Tram Restoration Project in the amount of
$396,000; and

(2)  That funding for the initiatives outlined above be included in the
City’s 5-Year Financial Plan (2016-2020) Bylaw.

The question on the motion was not called as staff was directed to provide a
memorandum to Council on the history of the tram prior to the next regular
meeting of Council. There was agreement to deal with Parts (a), (b), and (c)
separately.

The question on Part (a) 2017 Canada 150™ Steveston Ships to Shore Events
was then called and it was CARRIED.

The question on Part (b) the Richmond Gateway Theatre Society
Sustainability was then called and it was CARRIED.

The question on Part (c¢) the Interurban Tram Restoration Project was then
called and it was DEFEATED with Cllrs. Au, Dang, Day, Johnston, and
McPhail opposed. -

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (6:52 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Finance
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on December 7, 2015.

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Heather Howey

Chair

Legislative Services Coordinator

10.
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City of
Richmond Minutes

'Plannin‘g Committee

Date: Tuesday, December 8, 2015
Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall
Present: Councillor Linda McPhail, Chair
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Chak Au
Councillor Carol Day
Absent: Councillor Harold Steves

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on
November 17, 2015, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

The Chair advised that the Planning Committee meeting scheduled for
December 15, 2015 will be cancelled and that the next Planning Committee
meeting will be scheduled for January 5, 2016 (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in
the Anderson Room.

The Chair advised that Tree Bylaw Review will be considered as Item No. 4A
and that the order of the agenda would be varied to consider Item No. 4 before
Item No. 3. ' '
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COMMUNITY SERVICES DIVISION

AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGY UPDATE AND HOUSING

ACTION PLAN
(File Ref. No. 08-4057-01) (REDMS No. 4715093 v. 14)

Dougal Forteath, Affordable Housing Coordinator and Joyce Rautenberg,
Planner 1, gave a brief overview of the Affordable Housing Strategy (AHS)
and the Housing Action Plan (HAP) phases. -

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Rautenberg noted that staff will
present the draft AHS to Metro Vancouver and will be seeking input on the
matter.

Discussion ensued with regard to prioritizing access to affordable housing for
Richmond residents.

Discussion then took place with regard to the household annual income
thresholds used for affordable housing qualification and the varying housing
costs throughout the province.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Forteath noted that household annual
income thresholds are established through BC Housing and that it is possible
to review the thresholds. Cathryn Volkering Carlile, General Manager,
Community Services, added that policy analysis will be done during the first
phases of the AHS and HAP and that staff will keep Council updated on the
matter.

Discussion ensued with regard to alternative development options that can be
utilized for affordable housing.

In reply to queries from Committee, Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning
and Development, noted the City does not direct the type of developments

. built by developers and that recent examples of developments that provided

lock-off suites and single-storey dwelling units within townhouse projects can
be circulated to Council.

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Rautenberg noted that the City has
met or exceeded its annual affordable housing targets with the exception of
the Affordable Entry Level Ownership type.

As a result of the discussion, staff were directed to provide Council with an
updated list of the affordable housing inventory and achievements.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg commented on the City’s AHS
and noted that over 1000 units have been secured for affordable housing
through the development process and that staff can examine affordable
housing models for new developments.
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Deirdre Whalen, representing the Richmond Poverty Response Committee,
spoke on the proposed Affordable Housing Strategy and Housing Action Plan,
and read from her submission (attached to and forming part of these minutes
as Schedule 1).

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg noted that (i) a housing
agreement is registered on title of the property when the City secures
affordable housing units, (ii) secondary suites are not required to register a
housing agreement, (iii) secondary suites are a permitted use in residential
zones, and (iv) some suites may need to be upgraded to meet the current
building code.

As a result of the discussion, staff were directed to examine options to register
housing agreements for secondary suites in phase two of the AHS update.

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) discussing with the Province to increase
rental subsidies and income ceilings to qualify for assistance, (ii) the number
of demolished single-family homes that could have been used for temporary
housing, and (iii) the process to legitimize secondary suites in the city.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg noted that the City has
simplified the process to legitimize secondary suites. He added that secondary
suite applicants that may not meet current building codes are allowed to
pursue BC Building Code equivalency options.

Discussion then ensued with respect to examining options to establish a local
housing authority to oversee affordable housing in the city.

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled “Affordable Housing Strategy Update and
Housing Action Plan” dated November 2, 2015, from the General Manager,
Community Services, be received for information.

CARRIED

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION

ALEXANDRA ROAD UNDERGROUNDING WORKS AGREEMENT
(File Ref. No. 10-6060-01) (REDMS No. 4815044 v. 3)
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It was moved and seconded

That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, Engineering
and Public Works, be authorized on behalf of the City to enter into one or
more agreements with each of Polygon Jayden Mews Homes Ltd. (or a
related company), Am-Pri Developments (2012) Ltd., 0846930 BC Ltd.,
British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority, Telus Communications Inc.
and Shaw Cablesystems Limited, as required fto facilitate the
undergrounding of BC Hydro, Telus and Shaw infrastructure on Alexandra
Road as described in the report from the Director, Engineering, dated
November 19, 2015.

CARRIED

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

APPLICATION BY KENNETH KEVIN MCWILLIAM FOR
REZONING AT 10631 WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE

DETACHED (RS1/E) TO COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009508; RZ 15-690379) (REDMS No. 4825043)

It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9508, for the
rezoning of 10631 Williams Road from “Single Detached (RSI1/E)” fto
“Compact Single Detached (RC2),” be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE APPEAL APPLICATION BY
ARUL MIGU THURKADEVI HINDU SOCIETY OF BC FOR NON-

FARM USE AT 8100 NO. S ROAD
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009506; AG14-657892) (REDMS No. 4823402)

Wayne Craig, Director, Development, provided an overview of the staff
response to the Committee referral made on the April 29, 2015 Planning
Committee meeting regarding the No. 5 Road Backlands, and briefed
Committee on the proposed application at 8100 No. 5 Road, noting that:

. the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy would allow for institutional uses on
the front 110 metres, provided the remainder of the parcel is used for
agricultural purposes;
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staff are recommending that (i) the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy be
incorporated in the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP), (ii)
applicants for institutional use in Backland properties register a
statutory right-of-way (SRW) in favour of the City for future farm road
access, and (iii) should a property owner choose to not farm the
Backlands, provisions have been added to the Policy which would
allow the City to gain ownership of the land or enter into appropriate
legal agreements to farm the Backlands;

u staff are recommending to secure land along the east portion of the
Backlands for the future farm access road;

= all properties that have a requirement to farm the Backlands are
actively farming; ’

= in-stream applicants have indicated to staff that they want to retain and
actively farm the Backlands; and

= staff are recommending that property owners be given the option to
dedicate the Backlands to the City once they have made improvements
to agricultural production, or in cases where there is an inability to
create a parcel, enter into a legal agreement to secure City access to the
Backlands. '

Mr. Craig then commented on the proposed application at 8100 No. 5 Road,
advising that the applicant has provided (i) a farm plan, (ii) a monetary
security as a condition of the rezoning, and (iii) a SRW for future farm road
access. He added that staff are recommending that the application be endorsed
by Council and be forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC).

In reply to queries from Committee regarding the future expansion of
Highway 99, Mr. Craig noted that (i) preliminary designs of the highway
expansion indicate that widening would occur along the west side of the
highway, (ii) the City is working with the ALC and the Ministry of
Transportation and Infrastructure on the future highway expansion, and (iii)
the City will work with applicants to ensure that the future farm access road
remains on private property and will not be affected by the future highway
expansion.

In reply to queries regarding permissive tax ¢ xemption, Ivy Wong, Manager,
Revenue, noted that the City annually sends out a request for tax exemption
applications and that inspectors are periodically dispatched to Backland
properties to ensure farming compliance.

Discussion ensued with regard to the benefit of a farm road along the
Backlands.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig noted that as an alternative to a
strict property transfer to the City, property owners may enter into in a legal
agreement to secure City access to farm the Backlands.
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In reply to queries from Committee, Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning,
advised that should the proposed OCP amendments proceed to Public
Hearing, the public information meeting for the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy
would be tentatively scheduled late in January 2016.

Anton Taddei, property owner of 8100 No. 5 Road, wished to indicate that the
subject site is not directly adjacent to the area that will be affected by the
future highway widening.

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That the application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC
for a non-farm use at 8100 No. 5 Road to develop a Hindu temple
and off-street parking on the westerly 110 metres of the site be
endorsed as presented to the Planning Committee on May 20, 2015
and forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission;

(2)  That Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9506 that adds No. 5 Road Backlands Policies in
Section 7.0 of the OCP be introduced and given first reading and
forwarded to the February 2016 Public Hearing meeting;

(3) That Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9506, having been considered in conjunction
with:

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

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

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 882(3) (a) of the Local Government Act;

(4) That Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000,
Amendment Bylaw 9506, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043 and Section
882(3)(c) of the Local Government Act, will be forwarded to the
Agricultural Land Commission for comment in advance of the Public
Hearing;

(5)  That this report and Bylaw 9506, be forwarded to the Richmond
Agricultural Advisory Committee for comments in advance of the
Public Hearing;

(6)  That staff be directed to host a public information meeting with all
affected property owners along the No. 5 Road corridor to explain the
proposed OCP amendment (i.e., changes to the No. 5 Road Backlands
Policy) in advance of the Public Hearing;
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(7)  That Policy 5037 “No. 5 Road Backlands Policy” be rescinded once
Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw
9506 is adopted; and

(8)  That staff be directed to continue fo moniftor the progress of the
George Massey Tunnel Replacement project and report back when
the impacts on the Backlands are better known.

CARRIED
4A. TREE BYLAW REVIEW
(File Ref. No.)
Discussion ensued with regard to aspects of the City’s Tree Protection Bylaw
No. 8057, and as a result the following referral was introduced:
It was moved and seconded
That staff review the Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, as it relates to
replacement planting requirements and report back.
CARRIED
5. MANAGER’S REPORT
None.
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:56 p.m.).
CARRIED
Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Tuesday, December 8,
2015.
Councillor Linda McPhail Evangel Biason

Chair

4839447

Legislative Services Coordinator
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Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the
Planning Committee meeting of
Richmond City Council held on

Tuesday, December 8, 2015.
December 8, 2015 Planning Committee, City of Richmond

My name is Deirdre Whalen and my address is 13631 Blundell Road Richmond.

T'am here to speak on behalf of the Richmond Poverty Response Committee. The Richmond PRC is “a
coalition of Richmond residents and agencies workz'ng together fo reduce poverty and the impacts of
poverty with research, projects and public education. * aj] f

In reading the Affordable Housing Strategy and thel Staff Report it was a walk down memory lane. For
those who may not know, Richmond PRC has seen affordable housing as one of our key aims since our
inception in the year 2000. One of the first advocacy actions of the Richmond PRC was to urge City
Council to develop a Standards of Maintenance bylaw for Richmond rental properties.

Then in 2008-2009, the PRC developed and monitored the Homes For All - Study Circles project with the
Richmond Civic Engagement Network and the City of Richmond.

In 2009 the Richmond PRC started the Richmond Homeless Connect event with their Faith Housing

Grou]év1 task force. It is now organized and carried out by the Richmond Homelessness Coalition and we had
our 7 successful event in October 2015,

In 2010 we organized the “Building Hope” Housing Forum, inviting 15 housing specialists from Metro
and beyond to speak about their challenges and successes and new ideas for housing, Actions arising from
the Forum included the creation of a Drop In Centre and the Richmond Homelessness Coalition —
Homes For All. As founding members of both of these initiatives, the Richmond PRC remains active at
these planning tables.

In viewing the stakeholder groups in the AHS update staff report I note that the Richmond PRC is not
specifically mentioned. But in understanding our commitment to affordable housing, I hope you will
include us!

Although the AHS has met many milestones, it is now evident that it needs an update. The Richmond PRC
would recommend the Housing Action Plan consider the following:

1. Join BC municipalities in urging the provincial govermnment to increase rent supplements for low-
income individuals and families as well as increase the income ceilings for these supplements.

The current affordability gap is getting bigger and people have to use money earmarked for food,
transportation, childcare and utilities to fill that gap every month.

2. Work with developers to prioritize the building of purpose-built affordable rental properties that will
stay rentals in perpetuity, :

The current 5% AH units in new developments is not keeping up with the need for affordable rental units,

. In addition, demolition of older, but perfectly sound single family homes housing two families is creating a
dearth of affordable options for low-income families. Finally, encouraging the building of secondary suites
does not necessarily translate into rented-out affordable housing units. The Richmond PRC’s Rental
Connect project found only 70 landlords out of the thousands of secondary suites that were willing to rent
at below market.

3. Investigate the feasibility of establishing a local Housing Authority or similar entity.

The purpose of authority would include coordinating activities such as: ease of administering affordable
rental units in new developments; providing a snapshot of vacant rentals with private providers (eg.
Caprent); creating a one-stop shop for renters seeking accommodation; establishing uniformity in eligibility
criteria for renters.
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Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Date: WNovember 9, 2015
Committee
From: Cathryn Volkering Carlile File:  07-3400-01/2015-Vol
General Manager, Community Services 01
Re: 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan

Staff Recommendation

That the Community Services 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan: Active and Healthy Living,
presented as Attachment 1 in the staff report titled “2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan”, dated
November 9, 2015, from the General Manager, Community Services, be adopted.
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Cathryn Volkering Carlile
General Manager, Community Services
(604-276-4068)

Att. 3
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Staff Report
Origin

At the May 11, 2015 Council Meeting, Council received a report regarding the draft 2015-2020
Seniors Service Plan. At that time, Council adopted the following resolution:

That the staff report titled Update to the Older Adults Service Plan, dated April 8, 20135,
Jrom the General Manager, Community Services, be circulated for comment to a wide
array of partners and community organizations that the Community Services Division
works with in service provision to older adults.

In addition, Council directed staff to circulate the draft to the Prime Minister, Premier, Minister
for Seniors, MP’s and MLA’s, and to use the City’s Let’s Talk Richmond platform for public
input. Staff circulated the Draft and sought comments from the public and a wide array of
partners and community organizations, including the aforementioned parties. Based on the
feedback received, staff revised the Draft and prepared the final version of the Seniors Service
Plan presented in Attachment 1.

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the process undertaken to obtain
comments on the draft Seniors Service Plan and to seek Council adoption of the amended final
version.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #2 A Vibrant, Active and Connected City:

Continue the development and implementation of an excellent and accessible system of
programs, services, and public spaces that reflect Richmond’s demographics, rich
heritage, diverse needs, and unigue opportunities, and that facilitate active, caring, and
connected communities.

2.2, Effective social service networks.
Findings of Fact

Background

With a vision to be a nurturing, connected community that promotes healthy and active aging,
the 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan: Active and Healthy Living represents a comprehensive,
update of the previous Service Plan and sets the goals and actions for seniors’ services and
programs in Richmond for the next six years.

The Seniors Service Plan has been developed by building on the achievements of the previous
Service Plan and conducting consultation with seniors, key stakeholders and community
partners. As well, a Steering Committee comprising of seniors representatives, community
stakeholders from a variety of community organizations and staff working to support seniors’
services in Richmond provided guidance and advice to the development of the Seniors Service
Plan.
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The 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan reflects Richmond’s current reality including demographic
changes and emerging social and health trends and their impacts on the health and wellness of
seniors. It builds on best practices gleaned from literature, lessons learned from other
jurisdictions, and is consistent with the City’s strategic mandates and objectives.

The process for preparation of the Seniors Service Plan involved:
Phase 1: Information Review
e Review of best practices related literature and jurisdictional scan.

e Review of demographic profile, social and emerging trends of Richmond’s local
population.

e Review of program and service data.
Phase 2: Data Collection and Engagement

e A survey of 378 Richmond seniors through the City’s Let’s Talk Richmond
platform and the distribution of hard copies.

e Fourteen focus groups engaging 161 individuals from a range of stakeholder
groups, including seniors and service providers.

e In-depth interviews with 23 key informants, including four seniors representing
vulnerable target groups, senior service providers in the city and key city
personnel.

e Community mapping at 10 locations around the city.
Phase 3: Development of the draft 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan
Phase 4: Circulation of draft Seniors Service Plan for comment

Phase 5: Revision and Seniors Service Plan adoption

Solicitation of Comments on Draft Seniors Service Plan

A concerted, multi-pronged approach was used to solicit comments on the draft Seniors Service
Plan. To support the process of gathering feedback, a feedback form (Attachment 2) was
developed. The following channels were used to solicit comments:

e Distribution of draft Seniors Service Plan and feedback form to Community
Associations/Societies, community groups, external organizations, Provincial ministries,
Federal MPs offices and ML A offices.

e Posting of the draft Seniors Service Plan and feedback form on the City of Richmond
website — a section on the 55+ page was created to provide updates since the launch of
the Seniors Service Plan update, which included links to related information and
documents.

e Hosting the draft Seniors Service Plan and feedback form on the City’s Let’s Talk
Richmond platform — public comments were sought from August 18, 2015 to September
18, 2015.
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Placing hard copies of the draft Seniors Service Plan and feedback form at various

locations' across the city. Comment period was open from August 18, 2015 — September
18, 2015.

Presenting the draft Seniors Service Plan and facilitating feedback at meetings with the
Minoru Seniors Society, Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee, the City’s Area
Coordinators and Association’s Seniors Coordinators.

[n total, 54 submissions were received — 38 from the public and 16 from community partners and
community organizations. The anecdotal comments received are included in Attachment 3.
Summarized below are key themes that emerged from the feedback received:

L.

Respondents felt the Seniors Service Plan was progressive in its approach and covered
comprehensive needs; as one respondent noted, “No one is left behind.”

Respondents were overwhelmingly supportive of the proposed Strategic Directions, and
associated actions and outcomes.

Questions emerged pertaining to the development of implementation and evaluation plans
for the Seniors Service Plan.

Respondents requested to see the addition of proposed partners across more of the
proposed actions.

Respondents provided examples of programs that they would like to see implemented.

Suggestions for minor wording revisions to provide clarity in particular areas and to
certain terms.

Seniors Service Plan Revisions

While the response was overwhelmingly positive, based on careful consideration of the feedback
received as well as further reflection from staff, revisions have been made to the Seniors Service
Plan. The key changes undertaken include the following:

Added to the Executive Summary of the Seniors Service Plan, the intended next step of
developing an implementation plan and an evaluation plan to support the execution of the
Seniors Service Plan.

Added information related to the purpose of the Age-Friendly Assessment and Action
Plan in order to distinguish between the mandate of the Age-Friendly Plan and the
Seniors Service Plan.

Added proposed partners across all actions, as appropriate.

Minor wording changes to sections and actions of the Service Service Plan.

Added definitions to provide clarity to certain terms.

' City Hall, Minoru Place Activity Centre and community centres (Cambie, City Centre, Hamilton, Sea Island, South
Arm, Steveston, Thompson or West Richmond)
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Some comments received to the draft Seniors Service Plan may be of relevance to other areas of
the City and/or to community partners, therefore comments will be forwarded to relevant parties
as deemed appropriate.

Implementation

The 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan provides a guiding framework and outlines key service
priorities and actions to be addressed by the City and its partners over the next six years.
Implementation of the plan will be the joint responsibility of the City, its partners and a range of
other community organizations. It is only through partnership that the Seniors Service Plan’s
vision will be realised.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Preparation of the 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan involved an extensive process encompassing
engagement and consultation at the crux. Following presentation of the draft Seniors Service
Plan to Council in May 2015, a rigorous effort was made to reach out to the public, partners and
community organizations to elicit comments on the Draft. Although major revisions were not
warranted, it is believed that the revised Seniors Service Plan is a stronger document than the
earlier version and offers an effective planning tool for addressing the priorities for Richmond’s
seniors for the next six years.

It is recommended that the 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan, presented in Attachment 1 of this
report, be adopted. Following adoption of the Seniors Service Plan, staff will begin the
implementation process in collaboration with the City and its community partners.

L/%%&///M%F

IVIALIUCED DALLS Heather Muter
Project Manager Coordinator, Seniors Services
(604-247-4682) (604-238-8459)

Att. 1. 2015-2020 Seniors Service Plan: Active and Healthy Living
2: Feedback Form
3: Summary of Feedback Received

CNCL - 83

4732067



CNCL - 84



CNCL -85



CNCL - 86



CNCL - 87



CNCL - 88



CNCL - 89



CNCL -90



CNCL - 91



CNCL - 92



CNCL - 93



CNCL -94



CNCL -95



CNCL - 96



CNCL -97



CNCL - 98



CNCL - 99



CNCL - 100



CNCL - 101



CNCL - 102



CNCL -103



CNCL - 104



i

operations

»and e scope and

ige of volunteer unaertake planning, research
opportunities creating | and/or policy development
e long-term ’

Inteer options
| Lommunity Associations

CNCL - 105

Medium-term



CNCL - 106



CNCL - 107



CNCL -108



CNCL -109



CNCL - 110



partners to dispel
myths and stereotypes
of seniors and aging

CNCL - 111

ns



CNCL - 112



CNCL - 113



CNCL - 114



CNCL - 115



CNCL - 116



CNCL - 117



CNCL - 118



CNCL - 119



CNCL -120



CNCL - 121



CNCL - 122



CNCL -123



CNCL -124



CNCL -125



CNCL - 126



CNCL - 127



CNCL - 128



CNCL -129



CNCL - 130



CNCL - 131



CNCL - 132



CNCL -133



CNCL -134



CNCL - 135



CNCL - 136



CNCL - 137



CNCL - 138



CNCL -139



CNCL - 140



CNCL - 141



CNCL - 142



CNCL - 143



CNCL -144



CNCL - 145



CNCL - 146



CNCL - 147



CNCL - 148



CNCL - 149



CNCL - 150



CNCL - 151



CNCL - 152



Report to Committee

To: General Purposes Committee Date: November 16, 2015

From: David Weber ) File:  01-0105-00
Director, City Clerk's Office ‘

Re: 2016 Council and Committee Meeting Schedule

Staff Recommendation

That the 2016 Council and Committee meeting schedule, attached to the staff report, dated
November 16, 2015, from the Director, City Clerk’s Office, be approved, including the following
revisions as part of the regular August meeting break and December holiday season:

(1) That the Regular Council meetings (open and closed) of August 8, August 22, and
December 28, 2016 be cancelled; and

(2)  That the August 15, 2016 Public Hearing be re-scheduled to September 6, 2016 at 7:00
pm in the Council Chambers at Richmond City Hall.

= L bdler

David Weber
Director, City Clerk's Office

Att. 1
REPORT CONCURRENCE
CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
L
REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT/ INITIALS:
| AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE }%
|
/
L
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Staff Report
Origin
Under the Community Charter and the Council Procedures Bylaw, Council must provide for
advance public notice of Council and Committee meetings and, at least once per year, advertise
the availability of the Council meeting schedule. Accordingly, the 2016 Council meeting

schedule is being presented at this time (see Attachment 1) to provide certainty and advance
notice of Council’s regular meeting schedule.

Analysis

August Meeting Break

In accordance with the Council Procedures Bylaw No. 7560, Council resolutions are required for
any changes to the prescribed Council meeting schedule. Therefore, to accommodate the August
meeting break, it is recommended that the Regular Council meetings of August 8 and 22,2016
be cancelled. Also, as a result of the City Hall closure over the holiday season, it is
recommended at the Regular Council meeting of December 28, 2016 also be cancelled.

Changes to the Committee meeting dates can be altered at the call of the Chair as circumstances
arise closer to the dates of the meetings, and do not require a Council resolution. The only
change that staff propose to the Committee schedule is a change to the Parks, Recreation and
Cultural Services Committee (PRCS) meeting that would normally fall on July 26, 2016, the day
after the last Council meeting before the August meeting break. Instead, and in order for Council
to consider any recommendations from this meeting at the Regular Council meeting of July 25,
2016, it is proposed that the PRCS meeting be moved to the previous week (Thursday, July 21,
2016).

With regard to the August Public Hearing, in keeping with past practice, staff propose that it be
re-scheduled from August 22, 2016 to September 6, 2016. This change to the Public Hearing
schedule minimizes the delay, due to the August meeting break, for consideration of land use
applications that have been given first reading. There would be no need for a second scheduled
Public Hearing during the third week of September.

December Holiday Season

City Hall will be closed from Monday, December 26, 2016, and will be re-opening on Tuesday,
January 3, 2017 in recognition of the holiday season. Staff propose that the December 28, 2016
PRCS meeting be moved to December 21, 2016 — immediately following Public Works and
Transportation Committee. A Special Council meeting would likely be called in conjunction
with the last Committee meetings of the year in order to deal with any business arising from the
committees that is of a time-sensitive nature. '

Financial Impact

None.
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Conclusion

It is recommended that the 2016 Council and Committee meeting schedule be approved with the
suggested allowances for the Regular Council meeting break in August, and the holiday season
in December, on the understanding that a Special Council meeting can be called with 24 hours
notice should any unusual or urgent circumstances arise outside of the usual schedule. Sucha
meeting may be facilitated using a conference call, as permitted by the Council Procedures
Bylaw No. 7560, for those Council members who wish to participate but are unable to attend in
person.

Managgt, Legislative Services

Att. 1 ~Proposed 2016 Council and Committee Meeting Schedule
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# City of

. Report to Committee
% Richmond '

To: General Purposes Committee Date: November 17, 2015
From: John Irving, P.Eng. MPA File:  10-6125-07-02/2015-
Director, Engineering Vol 01

Re: Signing the Call for Action on Energy and Climate in the Building Sector

Staff Recommendation

That the City join other regional stakeholders in the Call for Action on Energy and Climate in the
Building Sector in support of a new provincial “Climate Leadership Plan”, as presented in the
staff report titled “Signing the Call for Action on Energy and Climate in the Building Sector,”
dated November 17, 2015 from the Director, Engineering.

. MPA
DILIECLOL, CigLiccting

(604-276-4140)

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED ToO: CONCURRENCE ! CrncniboeNce NE (GENERAT MANAGER
Building Approvals [ﬁ

- 1
REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT / INITIALS:
AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE }%

—

4773892 CNCL - 157




November 17, 2015 -2 -

Staff Report
Origin

The province announced its intention to develop a revised Climate Leadership Plan. This report
recommends that the City sign a Call for Action on Energy and Climate in the Building Sector.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #4 Leadership in Sustainability:
Continue advancement of the City’s sustainability framework and initiatives to improve
the short and long term livability of our City, and that maintain Richmond’s position as a
leader in sustainable programs, practices and innovations.
4.1.  Continued implementation of the sustainability framewortk.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #5 Partnerships and Collaboration:
Continue development and utilization of collaborative approaches and partnerships with
intergovernmental and other agencies to help meet the needs of the Richmond

community.

5.1.  Advancement of City priorities through strong intergovernmental relationships.

Background

City Commitments

In 2008, the province of British Columbia released a Climate Action Plan, which outlined an
array of climate action commitments. Correspondingly, in 2010, Council adopted targets in
Richmond’s OCP to reduce community GHG emissions 33 percent below 2007 levels by 2020,
and 80 percent below 2007 levels by 2050. Council specified that these targets are “subject to
the understanding that senior levels of government undertake necessary GHG reduction
improvements within their jurisdictions.”

Richmond’s subsequent 2014 Community Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP) outlines an array
of strategies that the City is taking to pursue its energy and emissions goals. Modeling
conducted for the CEEP suggests that City emissions reduction targets will only be achieved
with “Big Breakthroughs,” including:

e All new buildings being constructed to achieve zero carbon performance by 2025.
¢ Widespread uptake of deep energy retrofits to existing buildings.

The CEEP recognizes that these reductions are not achievable by the City alone; rather, they

require provincial and federal regulatory changes, market innovation, increasing carbon pricing,
and coordinated efforts between all levels of government and industry.
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Provincial Climate Leadership Plan

On May 12, 2015, the province announced its intention to develop a Climate Leadership Plan.
The province noted that a draft version of the plan will be released in December 2015, and a final
version in March 2016. In September 2015, Council endorsed comments on a Climate
Leadership Plan Discussion Paper released by the province. Among other items, these comments
included requesting that the province articulate an energy code roadmap to achieve zero carbon
new buildings, and a plan for widespread deep energy retrofits.

Analysis

The Urban Development Institute Pacific Region, the Royal Architectural Institute of Canada,
and the Pembina Institute are seeking formal endorsement of a “Call for Action on Energy and
Climate in the Building Sector” (Attachment 1). The statement and the list of its supporters will
be delivered to Premier Clark to inform the development of British Columbia’s Climate
Leadership Plan. The cities of Victoria, Vancouver, Smithers, Powell River, and North
Vancouver are signatories to the Call for Action. Likewise, staff understand that other
municipalities are considering supporting the Call for Action. A declaration supporting the
inclusion of a “Roadmap” for low-carbon buildings has been developed (Attachment 1).

This declaration outlines key provincial policies and actions that are considered necessary to
achieve low-carbon buildings and the province’s legislated goals to reduce GHG emissions 80%
by 2050. The Call for Action asks that the Province:

e Seta clear target for the end performance goal for new buildings — for example, for new
buildings to be net-zero energy ready by 2030.

o Lead by example by requiring that all new planned public buildings meet this goal
starting in 2016, and by establishing a renovation program for existing public buildings to
reduce their carbon emissions by half in the next decade.

¢ Launch a multi-year incentive program to accelerate market transformation for high
performance new construction and deep retrofits, prioritizing affordable housing and high
visibility projects.

e Develop financing mechanisms to redistribute incremental costs of high performance
buildings to the beneficiaries of lower energy bills and more comfortable, healthy
buildings (e.g. financing through property taxes or utility bills, or loans to strata).

e Ensure access to energy performance data to monitor progress and provide feedback on
policies and behaviour.

e Support integrated land use and transportation planning to encourage location efficient
development.

e Strengthen the price signal for efficiency and conservation through utility rates and
carbon pricing.

e Support local governments and resource the Building Safety and Standards Branch to
facilitate code changes, streamline approval of innovative solutions through variances or
alternative solutions, decrease permitting times and increase code compliance.
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The Call for Action is consistent with comments the City has already made on the provincial BC
Climate Leadership Plan Discussion Paper, and with the actions identified in Richmond’s CEEP
as necessary to meet the City’s emissions targets.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

This report recommends the City join other regional stakeholders in signing a Call for Action on
Energy and Climate in the Building Sector.

2
Brendan McEwen

Sustainability Manager
(604-247-4676)

BM:bm

Att. 1: Text of the Call for Action on Energy and Climate in the Building Sector
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Report to Committee

'p\ City of

Richmond
To: General Purposes Committee Date: November 17, 2015
From: John Irving, P.Eng. MPA File: 10-6175-02-01/2015-
Director, Engineering Vol 01
Re: Harvest Power Air Quality Permit Review

Staff Recommendation

That comments regarding Harvest Fraser Richmond Organics Ltd. air quality permit renewal
application in the report titled, “Harvest Power Air Quality Permit Review,” dated November 17,
2015, from the Director, Engineering, be forwarded to Metro Vancouver’s Environmental
Regulation & Enforcement branch.

’A
UMU\JLUL, 1_'1115111\./\41 1115
(604-276-4140)

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | C T 7T MIANAGER
Environmental Programs Iﬁ B
REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT/ INITIALS:
AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE ‘ i
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Staff Report
Origin

At the October 26", 2015 Council meeting, Council received information about actions being
undertaken to reduce odour complaints at the Harvest Fraser Richmond Organics Ltd. Richmond
facility (Harvest Power). The report identified that Harvest Power was in the process of working
with Metro Vancouver to renew their Air Quality permit and that public and stakeholder
feedback was an opportunity in the permit renewal process. On November 10, 2015, Metro
Vancouver invited the City to provide input on Harvest Power’s application. Staff have
reviewed the draft application and have listed comments for Council’s consideration for
endorsement in this report.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #3 A Well-Planned Community:

Adhere to effective planning and growth management practices to maintain and enhance
the livability, sustainability and desirability of our City and its neighbourhoods, and to
ensure the results match the intentions of our policies and bylaws.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #5 Partnerships and Collaboration:

Continue development and utilization of collaborative approaches and partnerships with
intergovernmental and other agencies to help meet the needs of the Richmond
community.

Background

Metro Vancouver has delegated authority from the Province, under the Environmental
Management Act, to provide the service of air pollution control and air quality management by
controlling the discharge of air contaminants through bylaws adopted by the Greater Vancouver
Regional District Board. Air Quality Permits are the operational tools that authorize specific
discharges. Harvest Power recently submitted an application to Metro Vancouver, pursuant to
the Greater Vancouver Regional District Air Quality Management Bylaw No. 1082, to renew
their permit and public and stakeholder feedback is being sought. The permit renewal process is
an iterative process which will include input from the City and consultation with Metro
Vancouver engineers and subject experts. An Air Quality Permit identifies sources of odour and
other air pollutants, identifies standards for various regulated parameters (nitrogen oxides,
particulates, volatile organic compounds, etc.,) and sets out a monitoring system to assure
compliance. Harvest Power is currently operating under a temporary permit to facilitate this
iterative process, and to assure the establishment of appropriate standards.

Harvest Power has been operating a compost, soil recycling, and biofuel energy production
facility at 7028 York Road for several years. The operation of the green waste processing facility
has held a Composting Facility License since 1997. The operation includes open row composting
of mixed organic wastes (soils, lawn waste, and food scraps) and enclosed digestion of high-
calorie organic wastes (residential and commercial food scraps) for the production of biogas that
is in turn burned to generate electricity (the “Energy Garden”). Harvest Power has been
receiving organic materials collected by the City of Richmond since it started recycling organic
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waste, initially with yard trimmings then growing to include organics. The City’s current
agreement with Harvest Power is valid through to June 30, 2019; the City has options for two
additional terms of sixty months each.

Metro Vancouver advises that odour complaints in the City are often linked to Harvest Power;
odour management at the facility has been an issue of late with an increase in complaints.

Analysis

An Air Quality Permit application is an opportunity to have odour from Harvest Power
addressed. In terms of odour control, the permit renewal application identifies that:

¢ Biofilters and best management practices will be used to control emissions;

e A desulphurization unit, regular engine maintenance, and good combustion practices will
be used to control emissions from the combined heat and energy engine, which produces
and supplies electricity to the main power grid;

e A smoke-less emergency flare and a back-up generator is on-site to ensure that un-
combusted biogas is not released;

e The control and prevention of on-site and off-site odours will be managed with a
Progressive Odour Management Plan, which is regularly updated and improved to
include current best management practices and control technology; and

e No odorous air contaminants can pass the plant boundary such that pollution occurs.

As part of the application process, Metro Vancouver also requires applicants to identify the total
proposed authorized emissions, expressed in tonnes/year. As this metric is not practical to
measure during field tests, Metro Vancouver monitors flow rates and concentrations of regulated
compounds in the effluent from identified sources, and interpolates these into a total annual
amount. The proposed thresholds are greater than those in the current permit, as Harvest Power’s
research indicates the current thresholds are significantly more stringent than any other
jurisdiction in North America. Metro Vancouver reports that Harvest Power exceeded both flow
rate and concentrations under the current permit many times over the course of a year. Asa
result, the increased permitted discharge in the proposed permit would not represent an increase
in emissions relative to the current operation.

The final permitted flow rates and concentrations will be determined through ongoing review
and negotiated outcomes between Metro Vancouver and Harvest Power. The City’s feedback,
listed below, identifies that the current requirements regarding emissions are insufficient and the
City is requesting that more be done to address the emissions and odour issues.

Another important condition identified in the permit is that “no odorous air contaminants can
pass the plant boundary such that pollution occurs”. Similar language appears in the existing
permit as “[no odours] past the plant boundary such that the District Director determines that
pollution occurs”. This requirement is critical for the City of Richmond, as the ongoing
complaints indicate that significant nuisance and quality of life issues are being felt by residents,
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which constitutes “pollution” in the City’s opinion. While Harvest Power recently implemented
changes to their operations to reduce odour issues, the City anticipates that unless significant
improvements are made, complaints and odour issues will arise again in the future. Also, the
diversion of organics from landfills is expected to increase regionally. As a result, Harvest Power
is more likely to increase plant throughput than decrease it. A growth in plant throughput could
lead to a growth in odour issues.

Through the permit process, feedback is being sought from the City and stakeholders regarding
the topics below. The City’s comments are as follows:

4813746

Comments and Concerns:

o Based on past experience, if the permit is approved as submitted with the proposed

emission thresholds and odour management measures, the City expects that odour
complaints from community members will persist.

The City met with Harvest Power and Metro Vancouver to discuss solutions and
some changes were made at the Harvest Power facility as a result. The changes
made have not yielded durable results.

In consultation with experts, Harvest Power’s current methods of odour management
were ‘out of date’ with best practices. The City is concerned that Harvest Power has
not carefully considered all technology options.

As the number of composting facilities is increasing across the region, a more
substantial approach to odour management, and clear definitions of what constitutes
“pollution” in regards to odour, will be required to mitigate community impacts.
Otherwise, noticeable odours will continue unabated from non-permitted facilities.

Items that would Satisfy the City’s Concerns relating to odours and emissions:

o Overall, additional approaches to odour and emissions management that go beyond

current permit requirements (e.g. technologies, best practices) would satisfy the City.
The following measures should be considered as part of the permitting process:

» Measures to prevent odours and emissions: Lower pile heights, 24/7 operations,
managing feedstock at other facilities in the region at peak periods and/or limit
the total plant volume should be considered. Enclosed receiving areas where food
waste is delivered need to be throughout the facility. By effectively managing
feedstock, both emissions and respective odours will be controlled.

* Ensuring more balanced chemical environments: Ensuring media and chemical
components in biofilters and scrubbers address volatile organic compound
emissions and that the pH is monitored and adjusted frequently.

* More effective air and odour collection: Considering more enclosures or a
completely enclosed facility that minimizes any fugitive emissions. If the odour
management depends on staff noses, electronic noses should be considered as
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odours can become insidious to site operators over time. The City believes this to
be the case currently.

* Treatment Equipment: Requiring new and more effective chemical treatment of
air emissions and/or using more filters. Biofilters have potential to create odours
if not well maintained, which is potentially an issue at Harvest Power. Greater
focus on biofilter maintenance and monitoring should be carried out.

= Dispersal equipment: The final scrubbed and treated effluent from the facility
should be better collected and dispersed, potentially at a higher elevation (e.g.
through a stack) to ensure year round vertical mixing of air emissions. Dispersal
equipment could use activated carbon filters to reduce most, if not all, odour
causing compounds.

o Creating a level playing field for all composting facilities across the region to further
incentivise the adoption of more advanced odour management practices as regional
organic waste management needs increase.

o The City would like an opportunity to comment on any Reporting Requirements that
may be developed as part of the permitting process in later stages.

o A public meeting to give the proponent an opportunity to explain their compliance
plan to the public be required

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Metro Vancouver invited the City to provide input on Harvest Power’s recent air quality permit
renewal application, Staff have reviewed the available materials and have listed comments for
Council’s consideration for endorsement. While the city acknowledges that Harvest Power
operates a facility of critical importance to meeting the City’s zero waste goals, there remains
concerns with Harvest Power’s ability to consistently manage odours from their operations. The
City has concerns that no new odour management measures have been included in the
application and have requested that additional measures be considered as part of the permit
renewal process.

=

Peter Russell
Senior Manager, Sustainability and District Energy
(604-276-4130)

PR:pr
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» City of Report to Committee
'. Richmond

To: Finance Committee Date: November 30, 2015

From: Jerry Chong, CPA, CA File:  03-0970-01/2015-Vol
Director, Finance 01

Re: 2016 Capital Budget

Staff Recommendation

That the 2016 Capital Budget totalling $104.1M be approved and staff authorized to commence the 2016
Capital Projects. 4

Jerry Chong, CPA, CA
Director, Finance
(604-276-4064)

Att. 7
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4.
Staff Report

Origin

Subsection 165(1) of the Community Charter requires the City to adopt a Five-Year Financial
Plan (5YFP) Bylaw on or before May 15th of each year. The SYFP Bylaw includes operating,
utility and capital budgets for the current year (2016) and provides estimates for the remaining
years of the five-year program. The SYFP (2016-2020) Bylaw provides the City with the
authority to proceed with spending as outlined in the Bylaw. The 5YFP must be balanced and
therefore includes proposed funding sources.

The 5YFP provides authorization for the use of certain funding sources such as Development
Cost Charges (DCCs) and Statutory Reserves. The SYFP will be prepared once Council has
approved each of the 2016 components.

The Capital Budget (the “budget”) is one of the main components in preparing the SYFP. The
budget includes all expenditures that improve, replace and extend the useful life of the City’s
asset inventory, which has a net book value greater than $1.9 billion. The Capital budget allows
the City to sustain existing civic infrastructure, while also adding new assets and services to
serve the growing community.

The Long Term Financial Management Strategy (LTFMS) is a set of principles created by
Council to guide the financial planning process. It is Council policy and a key component of the
LTFMS to ensure that sufficient long term capital funding for infrastructure replacement and
renewal is in place in order to maintain community viability and generate economic
development:

Analysis

This report presents the proposed 2016 Capital Budget and seeks Council review and approval
on 2016 recommended projects and the operating expenditures associated with each respective
project. The proposed Capital Budget for 2016 is $104.1 million.

The City’s capital budget ensures appropriate planning for required projects and their related
funding to demonstrate the complete impact of major multi-year projects. Capital requirements
are driven by many factors including growth, maintenance of current ageing infrastructure and
ensuring that the City is consistently meeting industry standards as well as legislated and
regulatory requirements.

The City continues to see sustained population and economic growth. Significant additional
growth is projected through 2041 under the Official Community Plan. This new growth requires
expansion of City infrastructure in order to maintain the high level of civic services expected by
new and current residents. As the City continues to mature, existing infrastructure is nearing the
end of its lifespan and/or capacity. Continuous, ongoing investment in replacement and
maintenance of ageing infrastructure is required to maintain service levels and protect civic
assets. Capital investment allows the City to take advantage of new technology and building
practices to improve operational efficiency and accrue environmental benefits from use of more
sustainable building practices and equipment. Finally, the Capital budget also includes internal
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transfers and debt repayment to replenish reserve accounts used to provide interim funding for
various projects.

2016 Capital Process

Each division sets priorities specific to their area of expertise. A project submission is completed
detailing the scope of work, review of alternatives, financial impact, and proposed funding
source. In addition, the submission is self-ranked using established criteria summarized in
Appendix 1. The process behind the 2016-2020 Capital Budget is illustrated in Appendix 2.

The Capital Review Committee which is comprised of Directors/Senior Managers from each
City division reviewed and ranked each project submission. To ensure consistent application of
the established ranking criteria, the Capital Review Committee determines the final ranking for
cach submission giving consideration to strategic and master plans, policies and Council
priorities.

The ranked projects are consolidated and the projects are recommended based on funding
availability. Project funding recommendations are then reviewed by the Senior Management
Team (SMT) and the CAO and the final recommendation is consolidated to form the 2016
Capital Budget presented to Finance Committee for review and approval.

Finance Committee Input

At the Committee’s discretion, any Capital project recommended for funding may be removed
from the recommended list. Appendix 3 provides a list of the recommended projects. In addition,
any Capital project that is not recommended for funding may be reconsidered. Appendix 4
provides a list of those projects not recommended for funding.

For information purposes, Appendix 5 summarizes the projects recommended for funding from
the Revolving Fund.

For 2016, the capital budget includes $21.2M for Strategic Land Acquisition, which
approximates the average of $19.6M for the years 2012 to 2015. This is to position the City for
acquisitions to meet the Council Approved Strategic Real Estate Investment Plan.

The 2016 Building Program has been scaled down as the City is implementing Phase 1 of the
Major Facilities Replacement Plan that includes building a new Minoru Complex (Aquatics and
Older Adult Centre) and No. 1 Brighouse Fire Hall, as well as the recently-opened City Centre
Community Centre. The City is in the process of planning for Phase 2 of the Major Facilities
Replacement Plan. Significant investment is expected and the Capital Plan will be amended once
finalized.

The 2016 recommended capital projects by program are summarized in Figure 1.
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Replacement 2016 Capital Costs

The Replacement costs total $30.6M (30%) of the 2016 Capital Budget, which includes:

» Drainage replacement — No. 7 Road South Drainage Pump Station Upgrade — $4.5M
(page 50) and Dike Upgrades $0.8M (page 44)
Water Main replacement — Spires Area Water, Sanitary and Drainage Upgrade — $4.5M
(page 54) City Centre
Lulu Island West Area — $4.0M (page 56)
Sanitary Sewer replacement — City Centre Sanitary Sewer Rehabilitation and Granville
Avenue Infrastructure Upgrade — $2.1M (page 58 and 60)
Annual repaving program — $3.5M (page 22-23)
Equipment Program — Annual Fleet Replacement and Fire Vehicle Replacement Reserve
Purchases — $3.2M (page 105 and 108)
Building Program — Garratt Wellness Centre — $0.5M (page 79)
Parks Program — Richmond High Artificial Turf Replacement - $0.6M (page 87)

YV VYV VY V

Internal Transfers and Debt Repayment

Internal Transfer and Debt Repayment total $11.7M (11%) of the 2016 Capital Budget includes:
» Transfer of funding from Revolving Fund to Watermain Replacement — $6.0M (page
128)
» General Parkland Acquisition Repayment — $2.0M (page 124)
» River Road/North Loop (2005) Repayment — $1.7M (page 126)
» West Cambie Parkland Acquisition Repayment — $1.6M (page 129)

The details of each recommended project is attached in Appendix 6.

2016 Capital Budget Funding Sources
The 2016 capital budget uses a variety of funding sources which include:

e Development Cost Charges (DCCs) — These contributions are made through development
and are used for growth related projects.

e External Sources — These include grants awarded from Provincial and Federal
Governments, developer contributions (other than DCCs) and other non-City related
sources.

e Reserves — These are funds established by bylaws for specific purposes and are funded
primarily by budgeted contributions from the Operating and Utility Budgets and
developer contributions plus interest earned on fund balances.

e Surplus — These refer to appropriated surplus (provisions).

The funding of the recommended projects has been allocated while maintaining the long-term
strategy of building reserve balances to fund future infrastructure replacement and
improvements. Generally, projects are funded up to the annual amount transferred into each
available reserve.

The funding sources of the 2016 recommended projects are summarized in Table 1.
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Draft 2016-2020 Capital Budget

Figure 3 shows the estimates for the remaining years of the 5 Year Capital Plan, which proposes
to continue to invest an average of $101M each year in the City’s assets. The estimates do not
include the next phase of the Major Facilities Replacement Plan.

| Figure 3 — Draft 5 Year Capital Plan 2016 to 2020

Capital Plan by Program
2016 to 2020
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The year 2017 proposed capital budget includes Strategic [.and Acquisition of $42M.

Details of the 2017-2020 Capital Budgets will be presented as part of the 2016-2020 5YFP
Report.

2016 Operating Budget Impact

Upon completion of capital projects, new assets are added to the City’s inventory. There are
costs associated with maintaining these new assets, for example a new building will require
staffing, janitorial services, gas and hydro utility costs. A new park will include annual
maintenance and labour costs. This ongoing maintenance cost is the Operating Budget Impact
(OBI) associated with the new asset which is added to the operating budget.

OBIs were reviewed by the Capital Review Committee as part of the Capital submission review
process. The total OBI relating to the 2016 recommended projects is $545K. $138K of the OBI
is associated with water and sewer utility projects and if the respective projects are approved,
these will be incorporated into the 2017 utility budget. The remaining $407K will be added to
the operating budget if the associated projects are approved. To minimize the budget impact, an
OBI phase in plan is adopted each year. For the recommended 2016 Capital Program, the OBI is
proposed to be phased in over two years. ’

Table 2 presents a summary of the recommended Capital Budget and associated OBI by
program.
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2016 Summary of Capital Projects - RECOMMENDED Appendix 3
Koads
Accessible Pedestrian Signal Program D/R 250,000 17,710 20
Active Transportation Improvement Program D/R 320,000 9,592 21
Annual Asphalt Re-Paving Program - MRN E 914,000 - 22
Annual Asphalt Re-Paving Program - Non-MRN A 2,610,000 - 23
Arterial Roadway Improvement Program D/R 300,000 16,955 24
Donald Road - Local Area Service Program R 1,011,000 9,183 25
Dyke Road Fraserwood Road Widening and Trail Connection D/R 1,000,000 - 26
Functional and Preliminary Design (Transportation) D/R 25,000 - 27
Granville Avenue Lighting Upgrade R 140,000 - 28
LED Street Light Replacement Plan R 375,000 - 29
Neighbourhood Walkway Program D/R 250,000 12,287 30
No. 2 Road Widening, Steveston Highway to Dyke Road D/E/R 7,300,000 34,321 31
Root Damaged Surfaces R 460,000 - 32
Shell Road Walkway R 621,000 5,876 33
Sidaway Road Street Lighting R 250,000 17,625 34
Special Crosswalk Program D/R 350,000 17,680 35
Street Light Pole Replacement - Seafair & Richmond Gardens.- Phase2 R 120,000 - 36
Traffic Calming Program D/R 100,000 10,882 37
Traffic Signal Program D/R 600,000 25,480 38
Transit-Related Amenity Improvement Program E/D/R 250,000 6,917 39
Transit-Related Roadway Improvement Program E/D/R 200,000 6,807 40
Total Roads $17,446,000 $191,315
Drainage
Aquatic Invasive Species Management R 175,000 - 42
Development Coordinated Works in Capital R 200,000 - 43
Dike Upgrades R 750,000 - 44
Drainage System and Irrigation Upgrades - South Sidaway Area Phase2 R 450,000 1,250 45
Gilley and Westminster Hwy Culvert Replacement R 1,250,000 1,570 46
Laneway Drainage - Dennis Crescent (West) R 245,000 3,344 47
Laneway Drainage - Swinton Cr (East) R 240,000 3,298 48
No. 4 Road Box Culvert Section Replacement R 630,000 - 49
No. 7 Road South Drainage Pump Station Upgrade R 4,500,000 10,465 50
Total Drainage $8,440,000 $19,927
Watermain Replacement
Development Coordinated Works in Capital R 250,000 - 52
Residential Water Metering AR 1,920,000 96,250 53
Spires Area Water, Sanitary, and Drainage Upgrade R/D/E 4,500,000 2,493 54
Watermain Installation - Lulu Island East Area R 370,000 6,250 55
Watermain Replacement - Lulu Island West Area R/D 4,040,000 - 56
Total Watermain Replacement $11,080,000 $104,993

Legend: A=Appropriated Surplus; D=Development Cost Charges;, E=External Sources, R=Reserves;
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

The City’s Infrastructure Program assets include: road, drainage and sanitary pump stations, drainage, water, and
sanitary mains.
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

Table of Contents

Aquatic INvasive Species ManagEMIENT.. ...t e et 42
Development Coordinated Works in Capital.............ooiiiiiiiiii e 43
(D1 R W) oo ) = To [T 3PP OO R PP PUP SRR 44
Drainage System and Irrigation Upgrades - South Sidaway Area Phase 2..........c.ocooiiiiiii e 45
Gilley and Westminster Hwy Culvert ReplaCemMENT ... .. ..o e 46
Laneway Drainage Upgrade - Dennis CresCent (WESH) ... 47
Laneway Drainage Upgrade - SWINton Cr (EAS) .........ooiiiiii e 48
No. 4 Road Box Culvert SECtion RepIaCeMENT ... .....oe et 49
No. 7 Road South Drainage Pump Station UpPgrade. ... ettt 50
CNCL - 207

4761439 Page 41



CNCL - 208



CNCL - 209



CNCL - 210



CNCL - 211



CNCL - 212



CNCL - 213



CNCL - 214



CNCL - 215



CNCL - 216



Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

Table of Contents

City Centre Sanitary Sewer Rehabilltation ... ... e 58
Development Coardinated WOrks in Capital......... ..ot 59
Granville Ave INfrastruCtUure UDPGrade .. ...ttt 60
Miscellaneous SCADA System IMPrOVEMENTS. ... ..ottt 61
Sanitary PUmMP REPIGCEMENTS ... ettt e et 62
Sanitary Pump Station Rehabilitation ... e 63
Steveston Sanitary Sewer REhabilitation ..o 64

4761439 ' CNCL - 223 Page 57



CNCL - 224



CNCL - 225



CNCL - 226



CNCL - 227



CNCL - 228



CNCL - 229



CNCL - 230



Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

Table of Contents

City Centre District ENergy ULITIEY ........ooor ettt ettt ettt 74

CNCL - 239

4761439 Page 73



CNCL - 240



Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

The building program includes major building construction and renovation projects as well as minor facility upgrades and
repairs. The City’s building assets include: arenas, pools, community centres, libraries, heritage buildings, police stations,
fire halls and other government facilities.
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

Richmond is renowned for its high quality parks and recreation facilities. The City's park system has over 120 parks that
total approximately 1,700 acres. Parks are unique places designed and developed for the enjoyment of all city residents
as well as visitors to Richmond. These sites usually contain a wide.variety of recreational and sports facilities, play
equipment and other specialized facilities. In addition to parks, Richmond has 50 kilometers of recreational trails.
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

The Public Art Program is a self-sustaining project funded by private development contributions to the Public Art Reserve.
Council approved the updated policy (Policy 8703, adopted July 27, 2010) and the Program is supported by a Council
appointed Public Art Advisory Committee. The Public Art Program also supports the initiatives expressed in the
Richmond Art Strategy 2012-2017, which was presented to and supported by Council in September 2012. The above
proposal assists in its annual implementation, which is hecessary to its success. Private sector, private donations and
community contributions are successfully sought and received.

The public art program contributes to the Council Term Goals for 2014-2018, for a vibrant, active and connected city
through a commitment to strong urban design, investment in public art and place making.
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

The land acquisition program relates to the acquisition and disposition of real property for the City, as approved by
Council.
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

Affordable Housing is responsible for coordinating the implementation of the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy — a
Strategy that was adopted in 2007 which contains recommendations, policies, directions, priorities, definitions and annual
targets for affordable housing in the city. The City is working with other levels of government, the non-profit sector, the
private sector, local groups and the community in pursuit of the Strategy's goals.
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

The equipment program includes machinery and vehicles for Public Works and Fire Rescue Services, computer
hardware, software, library collections, and other miscellaneous equipment.
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

To address child care needs, the City plans the development of and partners with organizations to support a range of
quality and affordable child care facilities.
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Details of Recommended Projects by Program Appendix 6

The internal transfers/debt program relates to the use of capital funding for repayment of capital funds borrowed from
other internal sources of funding.
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Details of Unfunded Projects by Program Appendix 7

Due to funding constraints and higher priority projects, the following building projects are not recommended for funding.
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Details of Unfunded Projects by Program Appendix 7

Due to funding constraints and higher priority projects, the following equipment projects are not recommended for funding.
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November 19, 2015 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

Through rezoning, three separate developers are required to underground BC Hydro, Telus and
Shaw infrastructure along their Alexandra Road frontages. As the developments are progressing
simultaneously, the developers have asked to enter into legal agreements with the City whereby
they provide full funding to the City to facilitate this work. This report requests authority to enter
into those agreements.

Analysis

Polygon Jayden Mews Homes Ltd., Am-Pri Developments and 0846930 BC Ltd. (Rick Sian) are
simultaneously constructing townhouse developments on their respective properties, civic
addresses: 9728 Alexandra Road, 9680 Alexandra Road and 9560 Alexandra Road. Through
their rezoning, each developer is required to underground BC Hydro, Telus and Shaw
infrastructure along their Alexandra Road frontages. Attachment 1 is a key plan showing each
development’s location and the work scope.

The developers, in consultation with BC Hydro, have determined that the most effective and
efficient way to complete the work is via a consolidated project. BC Hydro has indicated that it
will only accept a request to complete undergrounding works from a single organization. During
discussions with staff, the developers requested that on their behalf the City request BC Hydro,
Telus and Shaw to design and construct the works. The developers will fully fund the works and
enter into separate legal agreements with the City to allow the City to cause BC Hydro, Telus
and Shaw to install the works. The works’ cost will be proportional to each developer’s frontage
length. Attachment 2 is a schedule of the proposed material terms that will be included within the
agreements.

Agreement terms will require each developer to pay additional monies should cost overruns
occur. Any surplus funds would be returned to each developer in the same proportion that it was
provided.

The estimated design and construction value of the works is $700,000: Sian ($88,000), Am-Pri
($437,000) and Polygon ($175,000).

The scope of work does not include the undergrounding work in front of 9800 and 9820
Alexandra Road as this work will be incorporated into the future servicing agreement
requirements for these lands if and when they rezone to higher density, in keeping with the Area
Plan.

The scope of work being proposed includes undergrounding the works along the City’s

greenway that begins at May Drive and extends east along the frontage of properties 9560 and
9680 Alexandra Road.
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Financial Impact

None. All works will be fully funded by developers. The City will collect the required monies
from the developers and pay out the monies to BC Hydro, Telus and Shaw pursuant to the
various agreements with the developers.

Conclusion

Polygon Jayden Mews Homes Ltd. (or a related company), Am-Pri Developments and 0846930
BC Ltd. (Rick Sian) have requested they enter into legal agreements with the City to facilitate
BC Hydro, Telus and Shaw undergrounding along the frontage of their Alexandra Road
developments. Staff agree that this is in the City’s best interests and provides an efficient and
effective method of achieving the undergrounding work. Works will be fully funded by the
developers with zero cost to the City.

e
L
Llgyd Bie, P.Eng.
Maéhnager, Engineering Planning
(604-276-4075)
LB:ab

Att. 1: BC Hydro/Telus/Shaw Undergrounding Location Key Plan
Att. 2. Schedule of Proposed Material Terms of Legal Agreements
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Attachment 2 — Schedule of Proposed Material Terms of Legal Agreements

1. The Three Sites:

a. 9728 Alexandra Road (formerly owned by Polygon Jayden Mews Homes Ltd.,
now stratified)

Legally known and described as:
Common Property Strata Plan EPS967
Note: currently has SRWs in favour of BC Hydro, Telus and Shaw

Related servicing agreement dated Nov 24, 2014 under application number SA14-
670187

b. 9680 Alexandra Road
Legally known and described as:
PID 029 577 241
Lot A Section 34 Block 5 North
Range 6 West NWD Plan EPP43923
Registered Owner: Am-Pri Developments (2012) Ltd.
Note: currently has SRWs in favour of BC Hydro and Telus

Related servicing agreement dated May 21, 2015 under application number
SA14-665440

¢. 9560 Alexandra Road
Legally known and described as:
PID 013 044 061
Lot A Section 34 Block 5 North
Range 6 West NWD Plan 80461
Registered Owner: 0856930 B.C. Ltd.
Note: currently has no SRWs in favour of BC Hydro or Telus

Related servicing agreement is yet to be entered into
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2. Developers’ obligations

Polygon Jayden Mews Homes Ltd. (or a related company), Am-Pri Developments (2012)
Ltd. and 0846930 BC Ltd will each be obligated to:

a.
. pay all costs whatsoever in respect to the Underground Works relating to its site

g.

Install the required underground ducts to accommodate the Underground Works

permit the City to use the development’s servicing agreement letter of credit to be
used as security against the cost of the Underground Works relating to its site

if required by the City, provide the City with cash instead to complete the
Underground Works relating to its site

Increase the amount of funds provided to the City should it be required

locate utility boxes on private property and provide any required additional
statutory rights of way and/or section 219 covenants to the City, British Columbia
Hydro and Power Authority, Telus Communications Inc. and Shaw Cablesystems
Limited (in connection with the site previously owned by Polygon Jayden Mews
Homes Ltd. as the site has been stratified, the cooperation of the strata corporation
will required in order to do this)

provide a release and indemnity in favour of the City.

3. City’s obligations

The City will be obligated to:

a.

b.

d.

c.

Request funding from each developer in proportion to each developers’ frontage
length

Upon receipt of developer funding, confirm the estimated costs and request BC
Hydro, Telus and Shaw to proceed with designing, constructing, installing and
finishing the Underground Works in relation to the three sites

Using developer funding, pay BC Hydro, Telus and Shaw upon their completing
the work

Return any surplus funds to each developer in the same proportion as it was
provided

Require the developer to pay any funding deficiency

4. Condition Precedent to City’s obligations

The agreement will provide that the City’s obligations set out in the agreements are
subject to the City being satistied by a certain date that:

a. The other two developers have entered or will enter into agreements with the
City relating to their portions of the BC Hydro, Telus and Shaw works to be
undergrounded in proximity to their lands

b. Any required additional statutory rights of way and/or section 219 covenants
have been or will be obtained and registered in connection with all three sites
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City of

Report to Committee

To: Planning Committee Date: November 27, 2015

From: Wayne Craig File: AG14-657892
Director of Development

Re: Agricultural Land Reserve Appeal Application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu

Society of BC for Non-Farm Use at 8100 No. 5 Road

Staff Recommendation

That:

1.

The application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC for a non-farm use at

8100 No. 5 Road to develop a Hindu temple and off-street parking on the westerly 110m of'the
site be endorsed as presented to the Planning Committee on May 20, 2015 and forwarded to the
Agricultural Land Commission;

. Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9506 that

adds No. 5 Road Backlands Policies in Section 7.0 of the OCP be introduced and given first
reading;

. Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9506, having

been considered in conjunction with:

e the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and
e the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management
Plans;

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

Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9506, having
been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043 and
Section 882(3)(c) of the Local Government Act, will be forwarded to the Agricultural Land
Commission for comment in advance of the Public Hearing;

This report and Bylaw 9506, be forwarded to the Richmond Agricultural Advisory
Committee for comments in advance of the Public Hearing;

Staff be directed to host a public information meeting with all affected property owners along
the No.5 Road corridor to explain the proposed OCP amendment (i.e., changes to the No. 5
Road Backlands Policy) in advance of the Public Hearing.
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Staff Report
Origin

At the May 20, 2015 Planning Committee meeting, staff provided a report titled “Agricultural
Land Reserve Appeal Application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC for Non-Farm
Use at 8100 No. 5 Road”. In the discussion, the Committee expressed concerns regarding a lack
of active agricultural activities along the No. 5 Road Backlands in general, and discussed options
to ensure that farming activities take place along the No. 5 Road Backlands.

As a result, the Committee passed the following motion:

That the staff report titled Agricultural Land Reserve Appeal Application by Arul Migu
Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC for Non-Farm Use at 8100 No. 5 Road, dated April 29, 20135,
from the Director, Development, be referred back to staff-

At the same meeting, the Committee also passed the following motion:

That staff examine:

1. The overall vision for the No. 5 Road Backlands,

2. Options for a farm access road along the Backlands from Blundell Road to Steveston
Highway,

3. Options to assemble properties along No. 5 Road to create an agricultural “green” zone, and

4. The properties that comply with the requirements of the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy
No. 5037.

The purpose of this report is to respond to the referral, and bring forward the ALR non-farm use
application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC at 8100 No. 5 Road for re-
consideration.

Findings of Fact

Current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy 5037 (March 27. 2000 - Policy 5037)

The current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy 5037 was adopted on March 27, 2000 to implement a
stricter approach to ensure that when (1) institutional uses are allowed within the first 110 metres
east from No. 5 Road, (2) active farming occurs on the remaining Backlands and all proponents
of proposals for lands subject to the Policy are required to prepare an acceptable farm plan, enter

into legal agreements and provide a financial guarantee to farm to ensure active farming of the
Backlands (Attachment 1).

This report proposes an updated No. 5 Road Backlands Policy (e.g., a vision, clarifying
ownership and farm road access options, a preferred farm access road location and limited
residential uses). As well, staff are recommending that the Policy be incorporated to the 2041
Official Community Plan, to ensure that it is formally recognized by all as an important City land
use policy.
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Analysis

Properties that comply with the requirements of the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy No. 5037

An analysis of the Backlands reveals the following:

— Of the 33 properties, 19 properties are split-designated (institutional / agriculture) and 10
properties have been rezoned to allow institutional uses on the westerly 110m. Two of them
have not been developed and eight of them are required to farm the Backlands.

— Finance staff advise of the following:

— Annually, they contact the owners of the eight properties to verify their eligibility for tax
exemption, and conduct site visits to confirm that there is evidence of farming activity.

— For the purposes of the City’s Permissive Tax Exemption, any religious property within
the Policy area where staff have determined that the land is used for food production or
has been recently prepared for planting, will be given an exemption. The exemption is
only for the religious building and land used for religious purposes. The tax exemptions
do not include the Backlands.

— If the properties are not actively farmed, Council can withhold providing a tax
exemption.

— In 2015, all the eight properties were given the tax exemption.

— Most of the property owners initially made attempts to farm their Backlands but some of their
properties have been farmed intermittently or have limited farming activities.

— Some of the property owners grow farm products for their own consumption or for
community purposes.

— Most of the properties are farmed by volunteers who are not experienced farmers, and they
lack the financial or business capacity to achieve commercial-scale farming operations.

Options for a North - South Farm Road Access

The purpose of the proposed north-south farm road access along the Backlands is to divert farm
vehicles away from No. 5 Road, minimize potential traffic conflict between the general public
and farm users, and provide continuous connected vehicular farm access to facilitate farming.

The proposed potential farm road access can be achieved through a statutory right-of-way which
can be secured as part of a development application. Map 5 included in Attachment 5 shows
where the current opportunities are to secure the statutory right-of-way. For example:

— On the north side of the King Road allowance, all the properties, except for four properties at
8100 No. 5 Road, 8160 No. 5 Road, 8720 No. 5 Road and 9220 No. 5 Road have been
already rezoned to allow assembly uses on the westerly 110m, which limits the opportunity
to secure the statutory right-of-way.

— On the south side of the King Road allowance, there is potential to negotiate for a farm road
access through the following two active development applications:

1. 10060 No. 5 Road (Lingyen Mountain Temple): Staff are processing the Lingyen
Mountain Temple rezoning application at 10060 No. 5 Road, to require the applicant to
prepare an acceptable farm plan, register a restrictive covenant on title to ensure that it is
farmed, and provide a financial guarantee and a statutory right-of-way for a farm road

CNCL - 315
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access to connect their Backlands, with 9500 No. 5 Road and the City’s property to the
south at 10640 No. 5 Road.

2. 9500 No. 5 Road (the former Mylora Golf Course site): The applicant of the non-farm
use has proposed to remediate the Backlands and dedicate it to the City in exchange for
rezoning and subdivision of the westerly 110m portion. As the City will own the
Backlands, it is not necessary to secure a statutory right-of-way along the Backlands.

On the north side of King Road, as there currently is limited opportunity to establish continuous
farm road access, staff recommend that any Backland property owners who would like to obtain
development approvals from the City, on a case by case basis, will be required to register a
statutory right-of-way on the title in favour of the City for a future farm access road.

Below are the results of staff’s review of the following three farm access road location options:

1. Along the eastern edge of the Backlands (Recommended): Providing the farm access road
along the eastern edge (immediately west of the existing City’s Riparian Management Area to
the west of Highway 99) would allow a straight north / south farm road connection and would
mitigate potential conflicts between the institutional uses and agricultural activities. In the
future, if necessary, this potential farm road access could be connected to No. 5 Road by
improving the existing City east-west road allowances (i.e., Francis, King and William Road
allowances). The potential future farm access road along the eastern edge of the Backlands is
shown on Map 6 in Attachment 5.

2. Along the western edge of the Backlands (Not Recommended): staff do not recommend this
location as the existing zoning boundary is not straight (i.e., some of the institutional uses are
approved beyond the 110 m line) and some properties have already been rezoned to allow
institutional uses, so access road would have to be acquired; therefore, the feasibility of
creating a straight, efficient access road on the western edge of the Backlands is limited.

3. A combination of using the western Backland (110m line) and eastern property edges (Not
Recommended): this option will take more farmland away from farming and break up a
consolidated area that could be farmed.

Should Council support the above Recommended farm access road requirement, staff will
identify the appropriate statutory right-of-way and driving surface widths and standards for the
future farm access road. Preliminary discussions with the Transportation staff suggest that a 6m
wide driving surface could suffice. (Note that the proposed farm access road will be affected by
the proposed George Massey Tunnel (GMT) replacement bridge).

Options to Assemble Properties Along No. 5 Road To Create An Agricultural Green Zone

The No. 5 Road Backlands Agricultural Green Zone “Concept” simply means that the Backlands
are actively farmed, owned either privately or by the City, and provide either private or City farm
road access.

Since the adoption of the current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy No. 5037 (i.e., since the City
implemented the stricter approach), active farming in the backlands is adequately secured based
on detailed farm plans. There is limited farming activity on the properties which were rezoned in
the 1990s (i.e., subject to the previous Policy 5006), but the Permissive Tax Exemption shows
that, although somewhat limited, there is some farming activity on the majority of the properties.
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To achieve the Concept and more adequate farming of the Backlands, it is proposed that the City

encourage Backland owners who do not want to farm their Backlands, to either:

1. voluntarily donate their Backland to the City, as part of a development application review
process, so that it can be farmed (e.g., by the City, or leased by the City to someone who
agrees to farm it). This approach involves subdivision and legal public access to each site, to
ensure effective agricultural activity, City control and farm vehicle access. Negotiations
between the City and the owner would determine who builds and maintains the farm road
and/or remediates the site into a suitable state for farming or gardening. Such subdivision
and construction of farm road access would require the ALC’s approval. Real Estate staff
prefer that the City own Backland sites in fee simple and have formal farm vehicle access to
sites, to facilitate farming, or

2. Alternatively, if Backland owners do not wish to voluntarily donate their land to the City for
farming and vehicle access, the City could remove their burden by entering into various legal
agreements with the owners to secure the ability to actively farm the Backlands on behalf of
the owners and have adequate access to the Backlands. The ownership of the Backlands will
remain unchanged.

Staff recommend that dedication of the Backlands be negotiated on a case-by-case basis through
future development applications (e.g., 9500 No. 5 Road — former Mylora Golf Course site).

Parks staff advise that, if the City acquires Backland properties or enters into legal agreement to
farm the Backlands on behalf of the owners, Parks would maintain them and the land could be
made available for farming by a negotiated City’s Real Estate Services lease with others (e.g., a
farmer, community group, residents), as the case may be. These leased or dedicated lands could
support community gardens.

Parks staff already manage several existing community gardens (e.g., Terra Nova Rural Park, the
south foot of Gilbert Road, adjacent to the City’s Tree Nursery, King George Park, the Garrett
Wellness Centre, the Railway and Moncton intersection, Paulik Neighbourhood Park), as well as
the implementation of the Garden City Legacy Landscape Plan. As necessary, in the future, a
study proposal may be brought forward for consideration to better clarify, for the entire
Backlands, the potential for market and community farming and how to achieve it.

Subject Referral Site - Proposed Non-farm Use at 8100 No. 5 Road (AG14-657892)

As the applicant is willing to register a statutory right-of-way (approximately 6 m wide) over the
Backland for a farm access road, staff recommend that the application be supported as presented
to the Planning Committee on May 20, 2015 and be forwarded to the Agricultural Land
Commission. Should the ALC approve the application, there will be a requirement to register a
statutory right-of-way over the Backland, as a condition of the rezoning approval. The staff
report presented to the Planning Committee on May 20, 2015 is included in Attachment 7.

The Overall Vision for the No. 5 Road Backlands

Staff recommend that the current No. 5 Road Backland Policy be strengthened by:
1. Clarifying the Vision, as follows:
— For the Frontlands (the first 110 meters from No. 5 Road): Institutional uses.
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— For the Backlands (the remainder):
e Agricultural uses
e private or City ownership of the Backlands and the farm access road.
2. Clarifying Residential Uses:

— in the first 110 metres from No. 5 Road only ancillary residential uses to the institutional
uses may occur (e.g. caretaker, assembly worker dormitory; no congregate care, senior
housing, single family houses), and

—  in the Backlands, no residential uses are to occur at all.

3. Clarifying Backland Ownership and Farm Road Access:

Backland owners will have the option to either:

— farm Backlands (by themselves or someone else),

— dedicate the Backlands, or

— enter into legal agreements to grant the City or its designate the ability to access and farm
the Backlands on behalf of the owners.

4. Clarifying Backland Ownership Annual Farm Reporting Requirements:

To ensure that the Backlands are actively farmed, staff also recommend that Backland

owners be required to annually provide clear evidence that their Backlands are being farmed

in accordance with the approved farm plan. This requirement is being closely monitored as
part of the City’s Permissive Tax Exemption process.

This clarified Policy approach will provide the City with more opportunities to manage and
possibly consolidate the Backlands into more viable farm units.

As well, staff are recommending that the Policy be incorporated to the 2041 Official Community
Plan, to ensure that it is formally recognized by all as an important City land use policy.

Highway 99 Widening

As noted in the staff report dated September 28, 2015 to the General Purposes Committee on the
George Massey Tunnel Replacement (GMTR) project, the provincial project team had indicated
that they would need to acquire additional highway right-of-way from the adjacent properties
within the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy area, since the existing section of Highway 99 between
Blundell Road and Steveston Highway is much narrower than the corridor to the north. In order
to understand the potential impacts of the widening project on the No. 5 Road Backlands, staff
have continuously requested the provincial GMTR project team to provide detailed information
including the width of the required land acquisition, but they have not clarified the matter.

Subsequently, staff met with the George Massey Tunnel Replacement (GMTR) project team on
October 22, 2015, to discuss environmental issues related to the project. At that meeting, the
GMTR team indicated that the width of the land acquisition from the properties for the proposed
Highway 99 widening could be as much as 18 m. The GMTR project team also indicated that
the width of land acquisition may vary depending on the design of the Highway 99 widening and
options for the Steveston Interchange and potential Blundell Interchange. Provincial staff have
not provide detailed design drawings at the time of preparing this report.

As noted in the memo dated November 13, 2015 from the Director of Transportation, City staff
and Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure staff with the GMTR project team met on
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ATTACHMENT 1

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 3 Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 POLICY 5037

File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY

-POLICY 5037:
it is Council policy that:

1. The area outlined in bold lines as “Area Proposed for Public and Institutional Use” on the
accompanying plan dated 01/24/00 may be considered for non-farm use.

2. The types of non-farm use which may be considered are:
» “Assembly District” uses, and
» Certain “School / Public Use District” uses (i.e., public park, public recreation facility,
municipal works, health and safety measures, community use).

3. The amount of land on each property which may be developed for approved non-farm
uses is limited to the westerly 110 m (360.892 ft) for properties fronting onto No. 5 Road.

The remaining back land portion of each property shall be retained for farm use only.

4. Satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal is required as a condition of Development Permit
approval.
5. Continue to strive for a partnership approach, with back land owner prepared farm plans

to achieve farming, but allow for a limited infrastructure component (e.g., little or no
regional and on-site drainage, irrigation or access roads), where a full infrastructure
component is not practical.

6. The current moratorium on non-farm use approvals (initiated by the Land Commission
and adopted by Council in February, 1996) should be retained and may be lifted on an
individual lot basis for owners who:

a) prepare farm plans;

b) explore farm consolidation;

¢) commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;

d) co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g., required infrastructure) to
farming the back lands, in partnership with others; and

e) commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve acceptable
land uses (e.g., farming the back lands).

f) undertake active farming of the back lands.

7. The following procedure will apply when considering applications for non-farm use and
Assembly District rezoning.

222141 CNCL - 322




City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 2 of 3 : Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 POLICY 5037
File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY :

‘ Approvals Procedure
Proponent applies to Clty and Commission for non-farm use approval.

Commission reviews proposal and may give approval in principle for non-farm use based
on the proponent:

e preparing an acceptable farm plan;

e entering into a restrictive covenant;

e providing a financial guarantee to farm; and

e agreeing to undertake active farming first

Proponent undertakes active farming based on the approved farm plan.

Commission gives final approval for non-farm use.

Proponent applies to City for rezoning of site to Assembly District (ASY).

City approves rezoning application after proponent meets all City requirements.

Amendments to the above policies

If either the City or the Land Commission intends to amend any of the above procedures, the
initiating party will advise the other party of this intent and seek comment on the proposed
amendments prior to concluding any approvals.

Co-ordination of review process

The City and the Commission will co-ordinate efforts when reviewing applications for non-farm

use, in order to ensure that the interests of each party are addressed. This co-ordinated effort
will be done prior to granting any approvals.

222141 CNCL = 323
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ATTACHMENT 2

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 1 Adopted by Council: Sept. 10/90 POLICY 5006

File Ref: 4105-00 NON-FARM USE ALONG THE NO. 5 ROAD CORRIDOR

POLICY 5006:

It is Council policy that:

The following five non-farm use and development criteria, for the area shaded grey and marked

as "Area Proposed for Public and Institutional Use" on the accompanying plan dated 06/28/90,

shall be used as the basis for evaluating non-farm use appeals to the Provincial Agricultural

Land Commission:

1. Limit the type of non-farm uses to "Assembly District" uses and certain "School/Public
Use District" uses (i.e. public park, public recreation facility, municipal works, health and
safety measures, community use).

2. Initially, limit the area which may be developed to the corridor between Blundell Road
and Steveston Highway.

3. Limit the amount of land on each property which may be developed to the front one-half.
The remaining half would be left for farm use.

4, Require that satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal be provided as a condition of
Development Permit approval.

5. Encourage property owners to develop rear portion of lots for allotment gardens, where
they do not intend to farm the land themselves.

(Urban Development Division)
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ATTACHMENT 3

City of Richmond

Policy Manual

Page 1 of 1

Adopted by Council: November 9, 1998

POLICY 5035

File Ref: 4105-00

NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS

POLICY 5035:

It is Council policy that:

For properties within the No. 5 Road Backlands:

(@)
(b)

()

Assembly District uses should continue to be considered,;

Continue to strive for a partnership approach, with Backland owner prepared farm plans
to achieve farming, but allow for a limited infrastructure component (e.g., little or no
regional and on-site drainage, irrigation or access roads), where a full infrastructure
component is not practical; '

The moratorium should be retained, but lifted on an individual iot basis for owners who:

(i)

(if)
(i)
(iv)

(v)

prepare farm plans;
explore farm land consolidation;

commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;
co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g required infrastructure) to

farming the backlands, in partnership with others; and

commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve

acceptable land use (e.g. farming the backlands).

Refer to Policy 5006 for duplicate information.

(Urban Development Division)

79083 /4105-00
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ATTACHMENT 4

Chronology of Decisions on No. 5 Road Backlands

Richmond establishes its first Zoning Bylaw No. 1134
Richmond establishes its second Zoning Bylaw No. 1430
Province establishes the Agricultural Land Reserve

Richmond establishes its first Official Community Plan (OCP)
Richmond establishes its third Zoning Bylaw No. 5300
Richmond updates the OCP

Backland Policy Established (Policy 5006)

The Provincial Agricultural Land Commission (PALC) and Richmond Council
agrees to a policy which supports non-farm uses in the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR), specifically Assembly District (ASY) uses, in the No. 5 Road corridor (area
bounded by Blundell Road, Highway 99, Steveston Highway and No. 5 Road).

This policy:

e supported Assembly District (ASY) uses only within the westerly 110 m
(361 ft.) of the properties fronting onto No. 5 Road and

e required that the backlands be kept for farming.

After several Assembly District (ASY) proposals were approved, the PALC and
Council became concerned that the farming of the backlands was not occurring.

PALC proposed that:

e a study be undertaken to identify the barriers to farming and what needed to be
done to encourage and facilitate farming.

e amoratorium be put on new applications until:
e after the study was completed, and
e apolicy was developed and adopted by Council and the Commission.

Moratorium
Council agreed to PALC's proposal for a moratorium and study.

A consultant (Zbeetnoff Consulting) undertook and completed the study.

Planning Commiittee received the study report and directed that it be forwarded to
the key stakeholders for comment.
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1998 (April) (a) No. 5 Road Backlands Consultation

1998 (Aug.)

1998 (Sept.)

4765011

Staff submitted a report to Council containing the stakeholder comments and four
recommendations.

Council adopted two of the four recommendations, namely:

e That Council proceed to address the No. 5 Road backland agricultural and
development issues on a partnership basis with the land owners and to obtain
their commitment to do their part of the implementation process.

e That staff be directed to establish a consultation process with the No. 5 Road
Public Assembly Lands Improvement Group for the purpose of:

v communicating and co-ordinating Council decisions on the future of the
backlands and implementation of the Backlands Study findings and
conclusions;

v" discussing possible ways of addressing their issues; and

v" determining the form of commitments required from the Group in respect of
the provision of on-site infrastructure improvements (i.e., drainage,
irrigation, road, land assembly, tenure arrangements for lessees, agricultural
development plans, etc.).

(b) Martin Property

In addition to adopting the above recommendations, Council also passed a
resolution directing that a letter be written to the Commission supporting a request
from Mr. and Mrs. Del Martin that consideration be given to the lifting of the
moratorium on their property at 10320 No. 5 Road, provided that:

v" a farm plan was filed for the backlands, and

v’ a commitment to ensure that the land was actually farmed was obtained.

In response to Council's directives, staff prepared and sent a questionnaire to all

property owners in the No. 5 Road Backlands area, enquiring whether or not they

are prepared to:

e participate in a partnership approach to removing the barriers to the farming of
the backlands;

e commit in principle to providing required on-site improvements on their
properties; '

e commit in principle to undertaking the other required implementation actions,
which were suggested in the Backlands Study report;

e what the owners felt the next steps should be to achieve a successful solution to
the farming of the backlands; and

e affected property owners indicated that they are not interested in farming the
land.

Council endorsed a non-farm use application from the Richmond Christian School
for the Del Martin property.
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This application will be decided by the Land Commission.

1998 (Oct.)  The Land Commission asked the City to comment on a proposal by the India
Cultural Centre (8600 No. 5 Road) to use their backland for turf farming.

Council passed a Resolution advising the Land Commission that they support the
India Cultural Centre's turf farm proposal.

1998 (Nov.) Revised Backlands Moratorium Policy (Policy 6035)
e Council adopts Policy 6035.

e This means that Council and the ALC agree to lift the moratorium on a site by
site basis if owners agree to meet certain farming conditions.

1999 (Mar.17) Richmond adopts a new OCP
2000 (Feb)  Current No. 5 Road Backlands Policy (Policy 5037)

Richmond Council considers a consolidated and clarified Revised Backlands
Moratorium policy.
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ATTACHMENT 7

City of

1
weay Richmond Report to Committee
To: Planning Committee Date: April 29, 2015
From: Wayne Craig File: AG14-657892

Director of Development

Re: Agricultural Land Reserve Appeal Application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu
Society of BC for Non-Farm Use at 8100 No. 5 Road

Staff Recommendation

That the application by Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC for a non-farm use at
8100 No. 5 Road to develop a Hindu temple and off-street parking on the westerly 110m of the
site be endorsed and forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission.
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Staff Report
Origin
Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC has applied to the City of Richmond for an
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) non-farm use application for permission to develop a Hindu
temple and required off-street parking on the westerly 110 m of the site at 8100 No. 5 Road. The

site is currently occupied by a single family dwelling, which will be demolished. A location map
and an aerial photograph are included in Attachment 1.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details of the development proposal 1s
contained in Attachment 2.

ALR Non-Farm Use Application Process

A non-farm use application requires consideration by Richmond City Council prior to being
forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for consideration. Ifthe Council passes
a resolution in support, the non-farm use application will be forwarded to the ALC. Should
Richmond Council not grant approval of the non-farm use application, the application will not
proceed further. Once the application is forwarded to the ALC, it has the sole decision making
authority on the proposal. If approved, the application will be returned to the City for future
consideration of the application to rezone the westerly 110m of the site from “Agriculture
(AG1)” to “Assembly (ASY)".

Project Description

The subject site is 10,955 m* (2.7 acres) in area. Under the proposed land use plan,
approximately 40% of the site would be used by institutional use (i.e., the Hindu temple and
associated off-street parking) and 60% would be used for agriculture. The site area for
institutional uses is located within Council’s endorsed 110m limit for institutional uses on the
No.5 Road corridor. Details of the proposed agricultural plan are provided in the “Analysis”
section of this report.

The proposed temple building will be approximately 1,308.7 m? (14,087.1 ftz) in floor area. The
building will contain a worship hall, a multi-functional hall and ancillary uses on the ground
floor, and a 152.6 m” (1,643 ff*) dormitory containing two sleeping units on the second floor.
The proposed dormitory use is permitted under the “Assembly (ASY)” zone.

The multi-functional hall will front onto No. 5 Road and will be used for community support
services such as a gathering place for seniors, language, cultural and religious studies and a
dining hall after religious services. The main entrance to the worship hall is proposed on the east
side of the building, and parking areas are proposed around the building. Preliminary drawings
are provided in Attachment 3.

The pbroposed temple development would comply with the proposed “Assembly (ASY)” zoning
regulations, except for the proposed height for the decorative roof elements. The preliminary
drawings identify a variance to increase the height of the decorative roof elements from 12 m to

4521405
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14.8 m. Details of the requested variance will be further reviewed throtigh the forthcoming
Development Variance Permit application process. If approved by the ALC, a staff report for the
rezoning will be prepared for Council, and the Development Variance Permit application will be
reviewed by the Development Permit Panel. Staff will continue to work with the applicant to
refine the building design and reduce any potential building height variance should the
application proceed. '

Surrounding Developments

The subject site is surrounded by properties contained in the ALR.

To the North: The subject site abuts three properties to the north.

o To the northwest is the Richmond Chinese Evangelical Free Church with

associate parking area located at 8040 No. 5 Road, which is zoned “Assembly
- (ASY)”.

e The middle portion of the subject site abuts the rear portion of the site located
at 12180 Blundell Road, which is zoned “Agriculture (AG1)”. The site is also
owned by Richmond Chinese Evangelical Free Church and is occupied by a
single detached house. Currently, there are no farming activities occurring on
the site. ’

¢ To the northeast is the Fujian Evangelical Church located at 12200 Blundell
Road, which is zoned “Assembly (ASY)”.

To the East: The BC Muslim Association at 12300 Blundell Road containing temple-related
buildings and off-street parking. The entire site is zoned “Assembly (ASY)”.

To the South: A property owned by Thrangu Monastery Association at 8140 No. 5 Road
containing a temple building on a split-zoned property with “Assembly (ASY)”
on the westerly 110 m and “Agriculture (AG1)” on the remaining portion. Active
farming is undertaken on the back portion of the site in the form of an orchard.

To the West: Across No. 5 Road, “Agricultural (AG1)” zoned properties.

Related Policies & Studies

2041 Official Community Plan (OCP)

The westerly 110m of the subject site is designated “Community Institutional” in the 2041 OCP
and “Agriculture, Institutional and Public” in the McLennan Sub-Area Plan, and the remaining
portion is designated “Agriculture” in both plans. The proposal complies with the existing OCP
and Sub-Area Plan land use designation (Attachment 4).

No. 5 Road Backlands Policy

The original No. 5 Backlands Policy was approved by Council in 1990 and was revised on
March 27, 2000 (Attachment 5). The provision of this Policy allow for land uses permitted in
the “Assembly (ASY)” zoning district on the westerly 110m (361 ft.) of properties on
‘No. 5 Road and all proposals for lands subject to the Policy are required to enter into legal
agreements as deemed necessary to ensure active farming of the backlands. The proposal is
consistent with this Policy.
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Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204

The proposal must comply with the City’s Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204.
Registration of a Flood Plain Covenant on title will be required as part of the rezoning
application process.

Consultation

Agpricultural Advisory Committee {AAC)

The AAC reviewed the proposal at its meeting held on January 29, 2015 and passed the
following motion (Attachment 6):

That the non-farm use application for a new Hindu temple at 8100 No. 5 Road be Sﬁppor[@d«
subject to the following conditions:

1. Additional organic soil to be retained on the site as per the recommendations included in
the agrologist report;

2. The drainage tile to be a minimum of 4” in size and noi to have a sock; and

3. An alternative drainage plan 1o be brought forward for Committee’s review and commenis
if the City does not allow the site to connect to the City’s storm sewer system.

Carried Unanimously

Details of the agricultural plan and the revisions to address the AAC’s comments are described
in detail in the “Analysis” section of this report.

Analysis

Staff Comments

No significant concerns have been identified through the review of the non-farm use application.
As the majority of the subject site is designated as an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) and
the proposed parking area would encroach onto the western portion of the ESA, an ESA
Development Permit will be required. Under the ESA Development Permit exemption criteria
specified in the 2041 OCP, agricultural activities would not be subject to the ESA Development
Permit requirements if the applicant provides information to demonstrate that the site will be
farmed by legitimate farmers. Further review will be conducted at the Development Permit stage
to determine the value of the ESA and appropriate compensation. The Development Permit
would be combined with the Development Variance Permit if the applicant wishes to continue to
pursue the variance for the increased height.

Agricultural Plan

The applicant has provided an agricultural plan prepared by a professional agrologist
(Attachment 7). The plan describes the agricultural capability of the site and provides a detailed
farm implementation plan. -

The congregation intends to grow a selection of vegetables and fruits on a small portion of the
agricultural land and plant approximately 815 blueberry trees, and donate farm products for
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charity or use them for community purposes and/or self-consumption. The operation of the farm
will be led by an established Richmond farmer who has extensive hands-on experience in
biodynamic farming and the members of the congregation with previous farming experience.

In order to increase agricultural capability of the subject site, the plan proposés a subsurface
drainage system, and salvage of topsoil from the proposed institutional portion of the site to be
spread evenly across the agricultural portion of the land.

The AAC was generally satisfied with the proposed agricultural plan but noted concerns
regarding the drainage system designed to discharge the subsurface drainage water into the
eastern portion of the ESA and infiltrate naturally into the ground if the City does not allow the
site to be connected to the City’s storm sewer system on No. 5 Road. The AAC noted that this
option may cause drainage issues for neighbouring properties, and requested that the applicant
confirm with the City’s Engineering staff if connection to the City’s storm sewer system on No.5
Road would be allowed. Also, the AAC requested that the minimum size of the subsurface
drainage pipe be 4 inches, which is typical for blueberry farming, and not be covered with a filter
sock (typically used to prevent clogging of perforated drainage pipes) as it is not suitable for
organic soil. :

In order to address the AAC concerns, the applicant has submitted a revised drainage plan and a
memo providing the following additional details (Attachment 8).

» The site will be connected to the City’s storm sewer system on No.5 Road. Since the City
does not allow groundwater to be discharged into the City’s storm sewer due to its high
iron content, the drainage design is revised to show that only surface water, not
groundwater, will be discharged to the City’s storm sewer system on No. 5 Road. The
revised plan also shows that field drainage will be by a ditch on the south property line
and site grading will direct surface water into the ditch and then into the main storm
sewer pipe under the proposed parking area.

e No filter sock will be attached to the subsurface drainage pipe as requested by the AAC.

o  Approximately 1,500 m® soil will be salvaged from the institutional portion of the site to
be spread over the agricultural area.

The memo and the revised plan were circulated to the AAC members by email for review and
comment, The AAC was generally satisfied with the revised plan and additional details provided
in the memo, but requested the applicant to increase the size of the main storm sewer pipe under
the parking area from 150 mm to 250 mm to prevent any potential flooding issues. The applicant
further revised the memo to indicate the size of the storm sewer pipe will be 250 mm.

The cost to implement the agricultural plan is estimated to be $59,925. Staff recommend that a
legal agreement and security be requirements of the forthcoming rezoning application process to
ensure the farm plan is implemented. The agreement will require confirmation that the
agricultural backlands are in full farm production, which must be verified by a report submitted
from the consulting agrologist prior to release of the security.
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Forthcoming Applications

If the ALR non-farm use application is approved, the following issues will be dealt with at the
future application stages:

e Rezoning Application

|24

Develop more detailed building plans

Review technical and servicing details and finalize all engineering and transportation
requirements including a 4-m land dedication along No.5 Road and infrastructure
upgrades '

Confirm compliance with the parking provisions in the Zoning Bylaw

Review details of the anticipated special events and parking management plan

Secure an appropriate legal agreement and bond to ensure that the agricultural
backlands will only be utilized for farm activities and the proposed agricultural plan is
implemented '

s ESA Development Permit Application

B

Review details of the existing vegetation and determine appropriate mitigation and
compensation measures

Develop detailed landscape plans

Finalize details of the landscape buffer between the proposed non-farm use and farm
use and secure a legal agreement to be registered on title that identifies that the on-site
agricultural landscape buffer to be implemented

Review details of a tree retention plan and determine appropriate replacement planting

o Development Variance Permit Application

a

Review details of the proposed height variance

The ESA Development Permit and Development Variance Permit would be processed
concurrently.

Financial Impact

None anticipated.

4521405
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City of

7. Richmond

Development Application Data Sheet

Development Applications Division

Address:

8100 No.5 Road

_ Aftachment 2 |

Applicant:

Arul Migu Thurkadevi Hindu Society of BC

Planning Area(s):

East Richmond — MqLennan Sub Area

. EXIstmg . Propoge_;l
Owner: Domenica Taddei & Al I\/Ilgu Thurkadevi Hindu
i Giuseppe Taddei Society of BC
2
Site Size (m*): 10,955 m> 10,790 m

(after 4m dedication)

LLand Uses:

A single detached house (to be
demolished)

Westerly 110m: Institutional
Remaining portion: Agriculture

Westerly 110m; Community

Designation:

OCP Designation (General): Institutional No change
Remaining: Agriculture
Westerly 110m; Agriculture,

McLennan Sub Area Plan Institutional and Public No change

Remaining: Agriculture

Zoning:

Agriculture (AG1)

Westerly 110m: Assembly (ASY)
Remaining: Agriculture (AG1)

Other Designations:

ESA (Old Fields and Shrublands)
designation on the entire
backlands and a portion of the
proposed parking area

ESA DP required
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of Richmond

Bylaw 8791

Land Use Map 2012/08/10
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ATTACHMENT 5

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 3 Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 | PoLICY 5037
File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY | ‘

POLICY 5037:
It is Council policy that:

1. The area outlined in bold lines as “"Area Proposed for Public and Institutional Use” on the
accompanying plan dated 01/24/00 may be considered for non-farm use.

2. The types of non-farm use which may be considered are:
» “Assembly District” uses, and
» Certain “School / Public Use District’ uses (i.e., public park, public recreation facility,
municipal works, health and safety measures, community use).

3. The amount of land on each property which may be developed for approved non-farm
uses is limited to the westerly 110 m (360.822 ft) for properties fronting onto No. 5 Road.

The remaining back land portion of each property shall be retained for farm use only.

4, Satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal is required as a condition of Development Permit
approval. ) ‘
5. Continue to strive for a partnership approach, with back land owner prepared farm plans

to achieve farming, but allow for a limited infrastructure. component (e.g., little or no
regional and on-site drainage, irrigation or access roads), where a full infrastructure
component is not practical.

6. The current moratorium on non-farm use approvals (initiated by the Land Commission
and adopted by Council in February, 1996) should be retained and may be lifted on an
individual lot basis for owners who:

a) prepare farm plans;

b) explore farm consolidation; -

¢) commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;

d) co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g., required infrastructure) to
farming the back lands, in partnership with others; and

e) commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve acceptable
land uses (e.g., farming the back lands).

f) undertake active farming of the back lands.

7. The following procedure will apply when considering applications for non-farm use and
Assembly District rezoning.

222141
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City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 2 of 3 ’ Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 | l POLICY 5037

File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY

l T U e E . Approvals:Procedure

Proponent apphes to Clty and Comm ission for non-farm use approvai
Commission reviews proposal and may give approval in principle for non-farm use based
on the proponent:

e preparing an acceptable farm plan;

o entering into a restrictive covenant;

¢ providing a financial guarantee to farm; and

s agreeing to undertake active farming first

Proponent undertakes active farming based on the approved farm plan.
Commission gives final approval for non-farm use.

Proponent applies to City for rezoning of site to Assembly District (ASY).

City approves rezoning application after proponent meets all City requirements.

Amendments to the above policies

If either the City or the Land Commission intends to amend any of the above procedures, the
initiating party will advise the other party of this intent and seek comment on the proposed
amendments prior to concluding any approvals.

Co-ordination of review process

The City and the Commission will co-ordinate efforts when reviewing applications for non-farm

use, in order to ensure that the interests of each party are addressed. This co-ordinated effort
will be done prior to granting any approvals.

222141
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Attachment 6

, Excerpt from the Minutes from
The Agriculturail Advisory Commitiee Meeting
Thursday, January 29, 2015 - 7:00 p.m.

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

3. Development Proposal - ALR Non-Farm Use

Staff outlined the non-farm use proposal to develop a new Hindu temple at 8100 No. 5 Road.
Staff noted that the proposal is subject to the No. 5 Backlands Policy, which allows
institutional uses on the westerly 110m when the remaining portion is strictly used for
farming. Staff also indicated the proposal includes a height variance and will be subject to the
ESA DP requirement.

Committee had the following questions and comments:

@

4521405

In response to Committee’s query about the maximum building height, Staff
explained it is the requirement specified in the proposed “Assembly” zone.

Committee asked how the properties along No. 5 had been monitored to ensure the
property owners continue to farm the backlands and whether the restriction is
enforceable. Staff explained as restrictive covenants are registered on titles of the
most sites, it is enforceable. Staff also periodically check and receive complaints or
information from neighbours.

Discussion ensued with regard to fill issues in the ALR and Committee noted that any
illegal activities should be carefully monitored.

Committee also noted the importance of a “succession plan” to ensure that the
backlands are continued to be farmed by future owners. Community members
acknowledged that the agricultural plan is solid and provides a good amount of
details. Committee noted that, if the plan is followed through, it will be successful
and continuity over time is the key.

Committee invited the applicants to the table. The project architect, Matthew Cheng,
introduced himself and noted that other consultants, including the agrologist, was also
in attendance.

Comumittee requested further details of the proposed drainage tile and noted a 4”
drainage tile is typical for blueberry farming and no sock to be attached as it is not
good for organic soil.

CNCL - 360
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o Committee expressed concerns about details of the proposed drainage plan. It was
noted that, if the City does not permit the site to be connected to the City’s storm
. sewer system it will likely become an issues for neighbouring sites.

e Committee was glad to see soil will be recaptured and reused on the site rather than
brought from outside.

o Inresponse to Committee’s question about residential units in assembly buildings,
Staff noted that the use is often included in institutional developments as an accessory
use.

o Committee also asked if there would be any parking issues. Staff noted that the
current proposal shows it meets the parking requirement. In reply to Committee’s
question about special event parking arrangement, the representative from the Hindu
society noted that they had secured an agreement with neighbours; in case of special
events, the neighbouring site could be used for additional parking.

s Asthe farm is proposed be used for non-commercial purposes, it was suggested that
the congregation consider opportunities with other non-profit community group.

The following motion was passed:

That the non-farm use application for a new Hindu temple at 8100 No. 5 Road be
supported subject to the following conditions:

L Additional organic soil to be retained on the site as per the recommendations
’ included in the agrologist report;

2. The drainage tile to be a minimum of 4” in size and not to have a sock; and

3. An alternative drainage plan to be brought forward for Committee’s review and
comments if the City does not allow the site to connect to the City’s storm sewer
system.

Carried Unanimously
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November 13,2015 v -2

3. Public Consultation re BC Hydro Transmission Line Relocation

As noted in the staff memorandum dated November 2, 2015 to Council regarding the initiation of
the public consultation process by BC Hydro, staff attended a small group meeting and part of a
public open house held in Richmond on November 5, 2015 to gather feedback on the three

alternatives for relocating the existing transmission line out of the tunnel (L.e., overhead,

underground or attached to the new bridge).

To date, the small group meetings in Richmond and Delta have typically registered three to five
participants with several of the attendees representing companies seeking business opportunities
related to the project. Approximately eight to ten people attended the open house in Richmond. BC
Hydro staff advise that attendees have been interested in further details of the GMTR project (e.g.,
number of lanes on the bridge) and, based on informal discussions, have indicated a preference for
an overhead transmission line crossing the Fraser River. Staffwill verify this finding by requesting
BC Hydro to share with the City any written feedback from the public regarding the three
alternatives.

As also noted in the above noted memorandum of November 2, 2015, a local newspaper notice
advising of the consultation opportunities in Richmond did not appear until November 4, 2015 as
the first notice (published October 30, 2015) included only the dates, locations and times of the
small group meetings and open houses in Delta. To compensate for the short notice to
Richmond residents, BC Hydro has extended the public consultation period and added a further
small group meeting in Richmond on November 16, 2015.

4, October 30, 2015 Presentation at Project Office in Ironwood Mall

The memorandum dated November 6, 2015 regarding the GMTR team’s update on the project at its
project office within the Ironwood Mall on October 30, 2015 included, as an attachment, a copy of
the presentation slides. Staff have since clarified that there were also display boards present. Staff
were originally provided with an electronic copy of the same display boards in May 2015 for
information and informal comment (Attachment 2). Staff were specifically requested by the project
team in their e-mail transmittal to refrain from distributing the material as indicated by the
watermark. The attached slides contain considerable technical details of the work being carried by
the project team at the time; a summary of the key content was conveyed to Council in past reports
and memoranda.

5. Mid Island Dike

At previous meetings, staff have advised the GMTR team of the City’s long-term flood
protection plan that would utilize Highway 99 as a mid island flood barrier or dike. While the
City recognizes that raising the Highway 99 road surface to the desired height of 4.7 m geodetic
may not be possible in all locations given fixed elevations of existing infrastructure, the City has
requested that the GMTR team identify project features that would also serve a diking purpose
where possible (e.g., higher centre median barrier) and present them to the City for review and
discussion.
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6. Highway 99 at Oak Street Bridge

As noted in a previous staff report, preliminary findings of field dé\ta_ collected by MoT1
regarding northbound morning peak period traffic volumes through the George Massey Tunnel
suggest that 60 per cent of the vehicles are destined for Richmond and of the 40 pel cent

_.continuing on to Vancouver, 30 per cent use the Oak Street Bridge. -

Given that a new 10-lane bridge may induce higher traffic volumes on Highway 99 into
Vancouver and MoTI analysis has indicated that the Oak Street-70™ Avenue intersection may be
a bottleneck in terms of traffic congestion, staff have reiterated a request that MoTI and City
staff from both Richmond and Vancouver meet to proactively identify potential measures (e.g.,
signal timing changes) that could be implemented to mitigate any impacts.

7. Backlands and ESA Policies of the City

. Staff have kept the GMTR team apprised of the current review of the City’s Backlands Policy
particularly with respect to the potential establishment of a farm access road and how any required
Highway 99 widening may impact adjacent properties and the location of the road. :

As the GMTR team noted that some private properties adjacent to the Highway 99 right-of-way that
may be impacted by the widening of the highway are designated by the City as Environmentally
Sensitive Aveas (ESAs), staff have provided an overview and clarification of the City’s ESA
policies. Staff stated that it is the City’s expectation that the GMTR project would respect and
address any requirements City’s Backlands and ESA policies, including any requirements
associated with Riparian Management Areas, which are designated on both sides of Highway 99.

8. Environmental Assessment (EA) Review Process

Following the release of the PDR, a Project Description will be prepared based on the PDR that will
be submitted to the Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) and initiate the EA review process.
The GMTR team has provided staff with the draft Application Information Requirements (DAIR)
for review and comment. The DAIR is essentially the table of contents for the project application to
the EAO that identifies the scope of issues to be addressed as part of the application. Staff will be
providing comments on the DATR to the GMTR team to ensure that it is comprehensive and reflects
Richmond-specific issues.-

9. Invitation to Tour of George Massey Tunnel

The GMTR team has extended an invitation to Council and City staff to participate in a tour of the
tunnel. The group would meet at the project office in Ironwood Mall and then proceed to the
control building. The tour itself would involve descending into the wind tunnels adjacent to the
travel lanes and walking the length of the tunnel and back (approximately two kilometres).
Appropriate clothing should be worn and protective equipment (hard hat, boots and safety vest) will
be required. The tour would take approximately three hours.

The GMTR team are flexible in scheduling a date and time depending on interest. If you are
interested, please let me know by November 20, 2015 so I may inform the project team accordingly.
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ATTACHMENT 9

Cﬁi"ﬁzy of | Malcolm D, Brodie
" V]
Richmond ayor

6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
Telephone; 604-276-4123
Fax No: 604-276-4332

A | www.richmoid.ca
October 15, 2015 ww.richmond.ca

The. Honourable Todd Stone Frank Leonard

Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure Chair, Provincial Agricultural Land Commission
PO Box 9055 Stn Prov Govt 133-4940 Canada Way

Victoria, BC V8W 9E2 Burnaby, BC V5G 4K6

Dear Minister Stone and Chair Leonard:
‘Re::  George Massey Tunnel Replacement Project and Widening of Highway 99

At its October13, 2015 meeting, Richmond City Council considered an update report on the George
Massey Tunnel Replacement (GMTR) project regarding potential property acquisition by the Ministry of
Transportation & Infrastructure (MoTT) on the west side of Highway 99 beyond the existing highway right-
of-way between Blundell Road and Steveston Highway in Richmond as the number of vehicle lanes along
this highway corridor may need to be increased as part of the GMTR project,

While adjacent properties on either side of Highway 99 in this corridor are within the Agricultural Land
“Reserve and zoned for agriculture, Gity staff have been informed by GMTR staff that based on input from
- the Agriculture Land Commission (ALC), the preference for any widening of the Highway 99 corridor is to
“occur on the west side as these lands are considered by the ALC as relatively less actively farmed.

Please note that the City’s No. 5 Road Backlands Policy (Attachment 1), which was approved by Council in
1990 and revised in 2000, requires land uses permitted in the “Assembly (ASY)” zoning district on the

. -westerly 110 m of properties fronting No. 5 Road and all proposals for lands subject to the Policy to enter
into legal agreements as deemed necessary to require farm activities on the backlands (i.e., remainder of the
property). As Council is desirous of enhancing farming on these properties, the City is concerned about the
* potential negative impacts to these backlands resulting from the widening of Highway 99.

' Moreover, a non-farm use application for expansion of the Richmond Jamea Mosque at 12300 Blundell
Road (located at the southwest quadrant of Blundell Road and Highway 99) was endorsed by Council on
November 24, 2014 and forwarded to the ALC for approval. The ALC subsequently approved the
application on June 23, 2015. This approval by ALC appears contradictory and should the GMTR
project proceed to acquire additional right-of-way from this site, the existing and proposed on-site
parking and circulation would be negatively impacted.

+ As the City'is currently reviewing and considering an update of the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy, the City
has the following requests:

-3
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.

e May we have further details from MoTT on the potential land takings from these properties as
soon as possible in order to better understand the potential impacts to the No. 5 Road backlands
as well as its general policy?

e Can the ALC clarify its rationale for preferring any widening of Highway 99 to occur on the west
. side and reconcile this position with its recent approval of the non-farm use application for an
expansion of the Richmond Jamea Mosque at 12300 Blundell Road?

e Can MoTT and the ALC ensure that the City will be fully engaged in any detailed discussions
regarding the use of ALR lands in Richmond for the GMTR project?

Further, as Council remain extremely concerned about the lack of details on the upcoming planned bridge
and highway improvements, I wish to reiterate the written requests made to Minister Stone in my letter
dated July 8, 2015 regarding the GMTR initiative:
e May we have a'draft copy of the Project Definition Report as soon as possible? There needs to be
sufficient time for Richmond City Council to review and comment on the Report before it is

finalized later this year.

e May we have your advice regarding the Ministry’s plan on the funding strategy for the
construction and operation of the new bridge?

e May we have the latest position on the future of the existing tunnel.

The full involvement of and the timely sharing of the above information with the City of Richmond would
help ensure that the GMTR project addresses any issues or concerns raised by our community.

I'look forward to your reply.

Yourg truly, A

Malcolm D. B
Mayor

Att. 1

pc:  John Yap, MLA — Richmond-Steveston
Teresa Wat, ML.A — Richmond Centre
Linda Reid, MLLA — Richmond East
Members of Council
SMT
Victor Wei — Director, Transportation
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City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 3 Adopted by Council: Mar, 27/00 " POLICY 5037
File Ref: 4105-04 NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY
POLICY 5037:

It is Council policy that: ‘

1. The area outlined in bold lines as “Area Proposed for Public and Institutional Use” on the
accompanying plan dated 01/24/00 may be considered for non-farm use.

2. The types of non-farm use which may be considered are:
> “Assembly District” uses, and
» Certain “School / Public Use District” uses (i.e., public park, public recreation facility,
municipal works, health and safety measures, community use).

3. The amount of land on each property which may be developed for approved non-farm uses is
limited to the westerly 110 m (360.892 ft) for properties fronting onto No. 5 Road.

The remaining back land portion of each property shall be retained for farm use only.
4. Satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal is required as a condition of Development Permit approval.

5. Continue to strive for a partnership approach, with back land owner prepared farm plans to
achieve farming, but allow for a limited infrastructure component (e.g., little or no regional and
on-site drainage, irrigation or access roads), where a full infrastructure component is not practical.

6. The current moratorium on non-farm use approvals (initiated by the Land Commission and
adopted by Council in February, 1996) should be retained and may be lifted on an individual lot
basis for owners who:

a) prepare farm plans;

b) explore farm consolidation;

¢) commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;

d) co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g., required infrastructure) to farming the
back lands, in partnership with others; and

e) commit to legal requirements as may be stipulated by Council to achieve acceptable land uses
(e.g., farming the back lands).

f) undertake active farming of the baclk lands.

7. - The following procedure will apply when considering applications for non-farm use and
Assembly District rezoning, '

4759167
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City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 2 of 3 Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00 POLICY 5037

File Ref: 4105-04 - | NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY

R ’Approvals Procedure =
Proponent applies to City and Commlssmn for non-farm use approval
Commission reviews proposal and may give approval in principle for non-farm use based on the
proponent:

e preparing an acceptable farm plan;

e entering into a restrictive covenant;

e providing a financial guarantee to farm; and

e agreeing to undertake active farming first

| Proponent undertakes active farming based on the approved farm plan,

Commission gives final approval for non-farm use,

Proponent applies to City for rezoning of site to Assembly District (ASY).

City approves rezoning application after proponent meets all City requirements.

Amendments to the above policies

If either the City or the Land Commission intends to amend any of the above procedures, the initiating
party will advise the other party of this intent and seek comment on the proposed amendments prior to
concluding any approvals.

Co-ordination of review process
The City and the Commission will co-ordinate efforts when reviewing applications for non-farm use, in

order to ensure that the interests of each party are addressed. This co-ordinated effort will be done prior
to granting any approvals.

4759167
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City of Richmond

Policy Manual

Page3 of 3

Adopted by Council: Mar. 27/00

POLICY 5037

File Ref: 4105-04

NO. 5 ROAD BACKLANDS POLICY
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_ 'City of
# Richmond Bylaw 9506

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000
Amendment Bylaw 9506
(No. 5 Road Backlands Policy)

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1.

4823256

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by adding the following text
to Section 7.0 Agriculture and Food:

7.3. No. 5 Road Backlands Policy
OVERVIEW:

Since 1990, the City and the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) have agreed that, within
the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), there shall be a unique area called “No. 5 Road
Backlands Policy Area” as shown on the attached No. 5 Road Backlands Policy Area Map.

The purpose of the Policy is to allow Community Institutional uses on the westerly 110m
(“Frontlands™) of the properties located on the east side of No. 5 Road between Blundell
Road and Steveston Highway (the area outlined in bold lines on the No. 5 Road Backlands
Policy Area Map), if the remaining portions (“Backlands”™) are actively farmed.

OBJECTIVE:

Community Institutional uses may be permitted in the Frontlands if the Backlands are
actively farmed.

POLICIES:

a) The types of uses which may be considered in the Frontlands are those consistent with
the Community Institutional land use definition contained in the 2041 Official
Community Plan (the “OCP”) to be considered and approved by the City and the
Agricultural Land Commission through the necessary land use approval process.

b) In the Frontlands, clearly ancillary uses (e.g., dormitory) to the principal Community
Institutional uses are allowed, but principal residential uses (e.g., congregate housing,
community care facility, multi-family housing) are not allowed.

c) Property owners who do not intend to farm the Backlands themselves are encouraged to,
either lease them to a farmer, dedicate their Backlands to the City or enter into legal
agreements with the City to allow the City or the City’s designate to access and farm the
Backlands.
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Bylaw 9506 Page 2

d)

e)

g)

The City will continue to strive for a partnership approach with property owners to
achieve farming of the Backlands (e.g., based on the approved farm plans).

In the Backlands, a limited infrastructure component (e.g., little or no regional and on-
site drainage, irrigation or farm access roads) could be allowed, where a full
infrastructure component is not practical.

In the Frontlands, satisfactory sanitary sewage disposal is required as a condition of non-
farm use or rezoning approval.

Applicants shall submit the necessary reports to the City to achieve farming with all
costs to implement works associated with an approved farm plan to be paid by the
applicant.

Development Application Procedure and Requirements

a)

b)

d)

All proposals for Community Institutional development are subject to City and ALC
approval through the necessary development application process to be reviewed on a
case-by-case basis and in accordance with the OCP.

Consideration of Community Institutional development in the Frontlands is generally
subject to:

i.  Submission and approval of an ALR Non-Farm Use application that is
required to be endorsed by the City prior to being considered by the ALC. If
the City endorses the ALLR Non-Farm Use application, it will be forwarded to
the ALC for consideration.

ii.  Pending the outcome of the ALR Non-Farm Use application, a rezoning
application will also be required and subject to the required statutory process.

iii.  Other Development Applications (i.e., Environmentally Sensitive Area
Development Permit, Development Variance Permit) may also be required
based on the proposal or site context.

In certain cases, a rezoning application will not be required following approval of an
ALR Non-Farm Use application. Under these circumstances, any specific
requirements to be secured through the ALR non-farm use application are to be
confirmed through the necessary resolution of Council upon consideration of the
application.

In considering development proposals (i.e., ALR Non-Farm Use applications or
rezoning application) in the No. 5 Road Backlands Policy area, the City requires the
applicants to:
i.  Prepare farm plans with access;

ii.  Explore farm consolidation;

iii.  Commit to do any necessary on-site infrastructure improvements;

iv.  Co-operate as necessary to remove constraints (e.g., required infrastructure) to

farming the Backlands, in partnership with others;
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= /\ C_Ity of Report to Committee
LAY RIChmond Planning and Development Division

To: Planning Committee Date: November 30, 2015

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 15-690379
Director, Development

Re: Application by Kenneth Kevin McWilliam for Rezoning at 10631 Williams Road
from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Compact Single Detached (RC2)

Staff Recommendation

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9508, for the rezoning of 10631
Williams Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Compact Single Detached (RC2)”, be
introduced and given first reading.

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MIANAGER
Affordable Housing m/ -%,/7 - O A
4 i /

/

4825043 CNCL - 417




November 30, 2015 -2- RZ 15-690379

Staff Report
Origin
Kenneth Kevin McWilliam has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone the
property at 10631 Williams Road from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to the “Compact
Single Detched (RC2)” zone, to permit the property to be subdivided to create two (2) lots, with

vehicle access to/from the existing rear lane (Attachment 1). A site survey showing the proposed
subdivision plan is included in Attachment 2.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
attached (Attachment 3)

Surrounding Development
Development immediately surrounding the subject site is as follows:

To the North, directly across the rear lane, is a dwelling on a lot zoned “Single Detached
(RS1/E)” fronting Aragon Road.

To the South, directly across Williams Road, are two (2) dwellings on lots zoned “Compact
Single Detached (RC1)”.

To the East and West, are dwellings on lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)”.

Related Policies & Studies
Official Community Plan

The Official Community Plah (OCP) land use designation for the subject site is “Neighbourhood
Residential”. This redevelopment proposal is consistent with this designation.

Arterial Road Policy

The Arterial Road Policy identifies the subject site for redevelopment to compact lots or coach
houses, with real lane access. This redevelopment proposal is consistent with the Arterial Road
Policy designation.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The proposed redevelopment must meet the requirements of the Richmond Flood Plain
Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is
required prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.
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Public Consultation

A rezoning sign has been installed on the subject property. Staff have not received any
comments from the public about the rezoning application in response to the placement of the
rezoning sign on the property.

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and should Council grant 1% reading to
the rezoning bylaw, a Notice of Public Hearing will be sent to all residents and property owners
of land within 50 m of the subject site with instructions on how to participate in the public
process.

Analysis
Proposed Site Access

Vehicular access to Williams Road (a minor arterial road) is not permitted in accordance with
Residential Lot (Vehicular) Access Regulation Bylaw No. 7222.

Vehicular access to the proposed lots will be from the existing rear lane to the north of the
subject site that runs parallel to Williams Road. At the applicant’s cost, the City is to remove the
existing driveway crossing to Williams Road and install a concrete sidewalk and boulevard to
match the existing condition to the east and west.

Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant is required to submit a Construction Parking
and Traffic Management Plan to the City’s Transportation department for review.

Tree Retention and Replacement

A Certified Arborist’s Report was submitted by the applicant, which identifies tree species and
location, assesses tree structure and condition, and provides recommendations on tree retention
and removal relative to the proposed development. The Report assesses three (3) bylaw-sized
trees on-site and six (6) trees off-site.

The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator and Parks Department Arborist have reviewed the
Arborist’s Report, conducted visual tree assessment, and concur with the Arborist’s
recommendations to:

e Protect and retain the Hazelnut tree (Tree # 60) that is in good condition and that is
located along the rear property line, which was not included on the site survey.

e Protect and retain the two (2) bylaw-sized trees on the adjacent property to the east at
10651 Williams Road (Trees E and F), as these trees are not anticipated to be impacted
by the proposed development at the subject site.

e Protect and retain the four (4) flowering Cherry trees (Trees A, B, C, D) in the boulevard
along Williams Road on City-owned property.
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However, the City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has identified that:

e The Dogwood tree (Tree # 58) is not a good candidate for retention and should be
removed due to bacterial blight.

e The Beech tree (Tree # 59) that is located in the side yard is in fair condition but cannot
be retained due to its proximity to the dwelling on the proposed east lot and the proposed
raise in lot grade to meet the required Flood Construction Level.

Tree Protection

A total of one (1) tree on-site and six trees off-site are to be retained and protected. The
proposed Tree Retention Plan is shown in Attachment 4.

To ensure protection of the trees (Trees # 60, A, B, C, D, E, F), the applicant must complete the
following items prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw:

e Submit a contract with a Certified Arborist for supervision of all works conducted within
close proximity to tree protection zones. The contract must include the scope of work,
including the number of monitoring inspections at specified stages of construction, any
special measures required for tree retention, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a
post-construction impact assessment report to the City for review.

e Submit a survival security in the amount of $1,000 for Tree # 60. The security will not
be released until an acceptable impact assessment report is submitted by the Arborist and
a landscaping inspection has been passed by City staff.

Prior to demolition of the existing dwelling on the subject site, the applicant is required to install
tree protection fencing around the trees to be retained. Tree protection fencing must be installed
to City standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin TREE-03
prior to any works being conducted on-site, and must remain in place until construction and
landscaping on-site is completed.

Tree Replacement

A total of two (2) bylaw-sized trees on-site are proposed to be removed and replaced (i.e., Trees
# 58 and 59). Consistent with the OCP tree replacement ratio of 2:1, the applicant has agreed to
plant and maintain a total of four (4) replacement trees on the proposed lots (minimum 8§ cm
deciduous caliper or 4 m high confiner).

To ensure that the required replacement trees are planted and maintained and that the front yards
of the proposed lots are enhanced, the applicant is required to submit a Landscape Plan prepared
by a Registered Landscape Architect, along with a Landscaping Security in the amount of 100%
of a cost estimate for the proposed works provided by the Landscape Architect. The Landscape
Plan must respond to the guidelines of the Arterial Road Policy. The Landscape Plan, Cost
Estimate, and Landscaping Security are required to be submitted prior to final adoption of the
rezoning bylaw. A portion of the security (e.g. 70%) will be released after construction and
landscaping at the subject site is completed and a landscaping inspection by City staff has been
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passed. The City will retain the balance of the security for a one-year maintenance period to
ensure that the landscaping survives.

Affordable Housing Strategy

The Affordable Housing Strategy for single-family rezoning applications received prior to
September 14, 2015, requires a secondary suite or coach house on 50% of new lots, or a cash-in-
lieu contribution of $1.00/ft* of total buildable area towards the City’s Affordable housing
Reserve Fund.

The applicant proposes to provide a legal secondary suite on one (1) of the two (2) lots proposed
at the subject site. To ensure that the secondary suite is built to the satisfaction of the City in
accordance with the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant is required to enter into a
legal agreement registered on title stating that no final Building Permit inspection will be granted
until the secondary suite is constructed to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the BC
Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw. Registration of this legal agreement is required
prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. This agreement will be discharged from title (at
the initiation of the applicant) on the lot where the secondary suite is not required by the
Affordable Housing Strategy after the requirements are satisfied.

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements
There are no servicing concerns with rezoning.

At future subdivision and building permit stage, the applicant must:

e Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), School Site Acquisition Charge,
Address Assignment Fees, and the costs associated with completion of the required
servicing works and off-site improvements as described in Attachment 5.

e Pay $16,858.05 prior to subdivision approval in accordance with Works and Services
Cost Recovery Bylaw No. 8752 for lane drainage works that have already been installed
by the City.

Financial Impact

This rezoning application results in an insignificant Operational Budget Impact (OBI) for off-site
City infrastructure (such as roadworks, waterworks, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, street lights,
street trees and traffic signals).

Conclusion

The purpose of this rezoning application is to rezone the property at 10631 Williams Road from
the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to the “Compact Single Detached (RC2)” zone, to permit
the property to be subdivided to create two (2) lots.

This rezoning application complies with the land use designations and applicable policies
contained within the OCP for the subject site.
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The list of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 5, which has been agreed to by the
applicant (signed concurrence on file).

On this basis, it is recommended that Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9508 be
introduced and given first reading.

Cynthia Lussier
Planner 1

CL:rg

Attachment 1: Location Map/Aerial Photo

Attachment 2: Site survey and proposed subdivision plan
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 4: Proposed Tree Retention Plan
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations
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FAX: 604-270—-4137
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CLIENT REF:

— ELEVATIONS ARE IN METRES AND ARE DERIVED FROM
CITY OF RICHMOND HPN MONUMENT #191 (02H2453)
WITH AN ELEVATION OF 1.664 METRES.

- PROPERTY LINE DIMENSIONS ARE DERIVED FROM
LAND TITLE OFFICE PLAN RECORDS AND LEGAL
FIELD SURVEYS.

-~ ALL DESIGNATED TREES AS DEFINED BY CITY OF RICHMOND
BYLAW NO. 8057, ARE SHOWN HEREON.
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: C.ty O Development Application Data Sheet
428 Richmond | Development Applications Department

RZ 15-690379 Attachment 3

Address: 10631 Williams Road

Applicant: Kenneth Kevin McWilliam

Planning Area(s):  Shellmont

Existing 1 Proposed
Owner: SZE?:TOT;Y:; '\Ag\é\g:ﬁ? To be determined
Site Size (m?): 674.2 m? (7,257 f2) zévf’gz(;}tlc)’ts’ each 337.1m*
Land Uses: One (1) single detached dwelling Two (2) residential lots
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change
| Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Compact Single Detached (RC2)

The Arterial Road Policy

designates the subject site for
Other Designations: redevelopment to compact lots or | No change
coach houses, with access from
the existing operational rear lane

On Future

Subdivided Lots | Bylaw Requirement l Proposed ‘ Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 60 Max. 60 none permitted
Lot Coverage — Buildings: Max. 40% Max. 40% none
Lot Coverage — Buildings, .
structures, and non-porous Max. 70% Max. 70% none
surfaces:;
Lot Coverage — Landscaping with Min. 20 % ' Min. 20 % none
live plant material:
Lot Size (min. dimensions): 270 m? 337.1m? none
Setback — Front & Rear Yards (m): Min. 6 m Min. 6 m none
Setback — Side Yards (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none
Height (m): 2 Y, storeys 2 Y. storeys none

Other:  Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees.
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ATTACHMENT 5

City of . _
Rezoning Considerations

5\ RIChmond Development Applications Department
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1

Address: 10631 Williams Road File No.: RZ 15-690379

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9508, the developer is required to
complete the following:

1. 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, fencing, hard and soft landscaping, and 10% contingency). The Landscape
Plan should:

e comply with the guidelines of the OCP’s Arterial Road Policy 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 four (4) required replacement trees (minimum 8 cm deciduous caliper or 4 m high confiner).

2. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within close proximity of the tree protection zones of the trees to be retained (Trees # 60, A, B, C,
D, E, F). The Contract should include the scope of work, including: the proposed number of site monitoring
inspections at specified stages of construction, any special measures requires for tree protection, and a provision for
the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.,

3. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $1,000 for Tree # 60.
Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.
5. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until a

secondary suite is constructed on one (1) of the two (2) future lots, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with
the BC Building Code and the City’s Zoning Bylaw.

At Demolition Permit stage, the following requirements must be completed:

o Installation of tree protection fencing around the trees to be retained (Trees # 60, A, B, C, D, E, F). Tree
protection fencing must be installed to City standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information
Bulletin TREE-03 prior to any works being conducted on-site, and must remain in place until construction and
landscaping on-site is completed.

Subdivision* and Building Permit* stage, the following requirements must be completed:
e Payment of Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, Address
~ Assignment Fees, and costs associated with completion of the following servicing works and off-site
improvements:
Water Works:

- Using the OCP Model, there is 552.1 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at the Williams Road frontage.
Based on your proposed development, your site requires a minimum fire flow of 95.0 L/s.

- At Building Permit* stage, the applicant is required to submit Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International
Organization for Standardization (ISO) fire flow calculations to confirm the development has adequate fire
flow for onsite fire protection. Calculations must be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be
based on Building Permit Stage Building designs.

- Atthe applicant’s cost, the City is to:
- Cut and cap the existing water servicccnlefti_oagshe watermain along the Williams Road frontage.

Initial:
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- Install two (2) new 25 mm water service connections complete with meters and meter boxes along the
Williams Road frontage.
Storm Sewer Works:

- The applicant is required to pay $16,858.05 in accordance with Works and Services Cost Recovery Bylaw
No. 8752 for lane drainage works installed by the City, prior to subdivision approval.
- At the applicant’s cost, the City is to:
- Cap the existing storm service connection at the southwest corner of the subject site.
- Cutand cap the existing storm lead and remove the inspection chamber and trench drain at the northeast
corner of the subject site.

- Install a new storm inspection chamber with two (2) new service connections at the common property line
of the two lots along the Williams Road frontage.

Sanitary Sewer Works:
- At the applicant’s cost, the City is to:

- Assess the existing sanitary service connection at the northeast corner of the subject site and upgrade as
required.

- Install a new sanitary service connection for the proposed west lot complete with an inspection chamber
along the lane frontage.

Off-Site Improvements:

- At the applicant’s cost, the City is to remove the existing driveway crossing to Williams Road and install a
concrete sidewalk and boulevard to match the existing condition to the east and west.

General Items:
- The applicant is required to coordinate with private utility service providers:
- To underground proposed Hydro service lines (if applicable).

- When relocating/modifying any of the existing power poles and/or guy wires within the property
frontages.

- To determine if above ground structures are required and coordinate their locations (e.g. Vista, PMT,
LPT, Shaw cabinets, Telus kiosks, etc).

- Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Building Permit(s) to the
satisfaction 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, piling, pre-
loading, ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence,
damage or nuisance to City and private utility infrastructure.

Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Department. The
Management Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any
lane closures, and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by
Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and
associated fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building
Approvals Department at 604-276-4285.

*  This requires a separate application.

e 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.éhaef_emea&@ be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
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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 indemnities, 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.

e  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 to, 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.

e  Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

(signed original on file)

Signed Date
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sex Richmond Bylaw 9508

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9508 (RZ 15-690379)
10631 Williams Road

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

L. 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 “COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2)”.

P.I.D. 003-491-323

Lot 23 Block 19 Sections 26 and 35 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District
Plan 18548

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9508”.

CITY OF

FIRST READING RICHMOND
APPROVED
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON >y
BK.
SECOND READING ﬁ;;’?g‘c’g?
or Solicitor
THIRD READING s

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

4826709 CNCL - 431




City of

Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Finance Committee Date: November 23, 2015
From: Jerry Chong, CPA, CA File: 03-0970-01/2015-Vol

Director, Finance

01

Re: 2016 One-Time Expenditures

Staff Recommendation

That the recommended one-time expenditures in the amount of $1.635M, as outlined in the 2016
One-Time Expenditures staff report, be approved for funding from the Rate Stabilization

Account.

Jerry Chong, CPA, CA
Director, Finance
(604-276-4064)

Att. 3

4763304

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

/1,4__\/:,

CONCURRENCE OF SMT INITIALS:

i
./
.

A ZjED BY $AO
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Staff Report
Origin

One-time expenditure requests are typically non-recurring items for consideration over and
above the base annual budget. Council established a Rate Stabilization Account (RSA) to
provide funding for such requests without a tax impact. Each year, once the City’s accounts
from the prior year are finalized, any arising surplus is transferred into the RSA. The funds can
be used to help balance the budget in order to minimize any tax increases or to offset any one-
time expenditure requests.

Any approved one-time expenditure requests will be included in the 2016-2020 5-Year Financial
Plan (5YFP). The City must adopt the SYFP Bylaw before May 15™ of ecach year in accordance
with Subsection 165(1) of the Community Charter.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #7 Strong Financial Stewardship:

7.1.  Relevant and effective budget processes and policies.

7.2. Well-informed and sustainable financial decision making.

7.3.  Transparent financial decisions that are appropriately communicated to the public.
Analysis

For 2016, there are 17 one-time expenditure requests totalling $3.7M. The list includes items that
were considered in the Capital process, but were not recommended in the 2016 Capital Budget
due to funding constraints and other priorities. Staff conducted a thorough review and prioritized
each request using established ranking criteria.

Only high priority requests are recommended. If any one-time expenditure requests are
approved by Council, the respective expenditure will be included in the 5-Year Financial Plan
(2016-2020). There is no tax impact from any of the proposed one-time expenditures as they
will be funded from the RSA which has a balance of approximately $10.6M. The recommended
one-time expenditures total $1.6M, which would leave a balance of $9.0M. A further $1.0M is
pending further information; a recommendation may be brought forward at a future date.

Table 1 shows the summary of the one-time expenditure requests:

Table 1 — One-Time Expenditure Requests Summary

# of One-Time | Recommended Pending Not
. Recommended Total
Expenditures Amount (In Amount (In Amount (In (In $000s)
Requested $000s) $000s) $000s)
17 $1,635 $992 $1,043 $3,670

4763304
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Attachments 1, 2, and 3 provide a brief description of all one-time expenditure requests with
recommendations and non-recommendations respectively provided by SMT and the CAO.
Council may change any of the recommendations or may choose to address other one-time
funding needs.

Financial Impact

The recommended one-time expenditure requests of $1.6M are funded from the Rate
Stabilization Account with no tax impact. These recommended amounts will be included in the
5-Year Financial Plan (2016-2020), should they be approved by Council. This leaves a balance
of approximately $9.0M in the RSA prior to the transfer of any surplus arising from 2015.

Conclusion’

One-time expenditure requests were reviewed and prioritized by SMT and the CAO. The high
priority requests in the amount of $1.6M as summarized in Attachment 1 are recommended to be
funded from the Rate Stabilization Account.

Melissa Shiau, CPA, CA
Manager, Financial Planning and Analysis
(604-276-4231)

MS:gjn
Att. 1: One-Time Expenditure Requests - RECOMMENDED

2: One-Time Expenditure Requests — PENDING
3: One-Time Expenditure Requests ~ NOT RECOMMENDED

CNCL -434
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City of

7 Report to Committee
s¥22 Richmond '

To: Finance Committee Date: November 27, 2015

From: Jerry Chong, CPA, CA File:  03-0970-01/2015-Vol
Director, Finance 01

Re: 2016 Council Community Initiatives One-Time Expenditures

Staff Recommendation

That:
1. The one-time expenditure requests as outlined in Attachment 1 of the 2016 Council
Community Initiatives One-Time Expenditures staff report, be received for information.

2. Funding of $895,000 for the 2017 Canada 150" Steveston Ships to Shore Events be
included in the City’s 5-Year Financial Plan (2016-2020) Bylaw.

Jerry Chong, CPA, CA
Director, Finance
(604-276-4064)

Att. ]

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

A——a.———’u

CONCURRENCE OF SMT INITIALS:

VA

Al
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Staff Report
Origin

On July 13, 2015, Council established a Council Community Initiatives Account with an initial
balance of $3.0M transferred from the Gaming provision. The purpose of the account is to enable
Council to utilize a portion of gaming revenue towards one-time initiatives that address social,
environmental, recreation and sports, heritage, arts and culture, safety and security, or
infrastructure needs in accordance with the established Terms of Reference. One-time
expenditure requests are typically non-recurring items for consideration over and above the base
annual budget.

Council also approved a new gaming revenue allocation model with 2% of budgeted gaming
revenue toward the Council Community Initiatives Account.

Any approved one-time expenditure requests will be included in the 2016-2020 5-Year Financial
Plan (5YFP). The City must adopt the SYFP Bylaw before May 15" of each year in accordance
with Subsection 165(1) of the Community Charter.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #7 Strong Financial Stewardship:.

7.1.  Relevant and effective budget processes and policies.

7.2.  Well-informed and sustainable financial decision making.

7.3. Transparent financial decisions that are appropriately communicated to the public.
Analysis

2016 Projected Funding

The Terms of Reference for this account suggests the maximum annual distribution should not
exceed 50% of prior year’s ending account balance in order to.ensure funding availability for
future years; however, Council has the discretion to waive this limitation.

Based on the initial balance of $3.0M the suggested annual distribution for 2016 should not
exceed $1.5M. Any unallocated amount will remain in the Council Community Initiatives
Account for distribution in future years.

The annual gaming revenue budget for 2016 is $18.1M, therefore a total of $362,000 (2% as part
of the new gaming revenue allocation model) will be allocated toward the Council Community
Initiatives Account.

2016 Requests for Funding

There are two Council Community Initiatives expenditure requests received to date totalling
$0.9M as summarized in Table 1.

CNCL - 441
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Table 1 — CCIA Requests Summary

Ei; ef nflglllﬁas Previously Approved by Pending Total
Requested Council (in $000’s) (in $000°s) (in $000s)
2 $895 524 $919

All expenditures from this account are at Council’s discretion. Any approved one-time
expenditure requests will be included in the 5-Year Financial Plan (2016-2020). There is no tax
impact from any of the proposed one-time expenditures as funding is available in the Council
Community Initiatives Account.

Attachment 1 provides a brief description of the Council Community Initiative requests for
Council consideration.

Allocations may be approved throughout the year and will be included in the original 5 Year
Financial Plan Bylaw or subsequent 5 Year Financial Plan Amendment Bylaw, depending on the
timing. '

Financial Impact

The approved one-time expenditure request of $0.9M will be funded from the Council
Community Initiatives Account with no tax impact. Any further approved amounts will be
included in the 5-Year Financial Plan (2016-2020) or the 5-Year Financial Plan Amendment
(2016-2020), depending on the timing of the approval.

Conclusion

Council previously approved $0.9M to be funded by the Council Community Initiatives
Account. Any further approvals will be included in the 2016-2020 Financial Plan.

Melissa Shiau, CPA, CA

Manager, Financial Planning and Analysis
(604-276-4231)

MS:gjn

© Att. 1: Council Community Initiative Account Requests

CNCL - 442

4811158



CNCL - 443



CNCL - 444



December 9, 2015

Heather Howey

Legislative Services Coordinator
Finance & Corporate Services
City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond BC V6Y 2C1

Dear Ms. Howey,

Thank you for offering us the opportunity to participate in the December 14th, City of Richmond
Council meeting.

We would like to present to the Mayor and Council members a copy of the Paulik Park 2016
calendar on behalf of the Richmond Garden Club and community volunteers.

Richmond Garden Club adopted the Park in 2008 and continues to maintain the 1.5 acre
gardens area along with community volunteers.

There is a ton of pride and passion amongst all of the volunteers. The Park continues to offer
the volunteers an opportunity to meet people from all walks of life while working in the gardens.
It gives all of us a sense of peace, a sense of living in a wonderful community and a sense of
connection to people in our community.

We are a very committed group and thank the City for the support and enthusiasm that is
continuously bestowed on us. We know that our commitment to the beauty in the Park extends
out to all people living in Richmond. The whole community has become stewards of this little
gem in the middle of Richmond.

All the best,
Paulik Neighbourhood Park Committee:
Jill Wright, Coordinator

Gary Lake, Past President, Richmond Garden Club
Lynda Pasacreta, President, Richmond Garden Club
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About United Way of the Lower Mainland

Our Vision: A healthy, caring, inclusive community.

Our Mission: To strengthen our community’s capacity to address social issues.

United Way of the Lower Mainland (UWLM) invests in your communities — where you live, work, learn

and play.

United Way has been helping people in the Lower Mainland for more than 80 years. Working with over
150 community partners, we fund over 300 programs each year to create a better future for children,

families and seniors.

How United Way works and leads social change:

* Collaborate: We multiply our impact through
partnerships.

* Research: We fund and conduct research to
understand community needs and plan for the
future.

United Way's vision is a better community for all of
us; we believe that every person who lives in the
Lower Mainland should have access to the same
opportunities to build a better life for themselves.
United Way makes change by targeting root causes
of complex social issues in our communities and
focuses on Al that Kids Can Be, Poverty to Possibility
and Building Strong Communities as priority areas.

¢ Invest: We make smart community investments
to achieve results.

* Advocate: We help people understand the
issues and influence public attitudes, systems
and policies.

Dollars are invested where they can make the most
difference creating long term social change.

None of the work we do would be possible without
the generosity of our donors. We all share in the
impact when we create neighbourhoods that we
are proud to call home.

The United Way CQNQ!T F’Foﬂ'é—&%ichmond — December 2015
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Preface

THE UNITED WAY of the LOWER MAINLAND COMMUNITY PROFILE SERIES

RICHMOND COMMUNITY PROFILE: December 2015

This report is the second in a series across the
Lower Mainland, to dive deep into a community
and its current socio-demographic profile.

The United Way decided to conduct this profile for
Richmond for a few reasons:

e Cities in the Lower Mainland are changing and
the United Way wants to identify exactly how.

e UWLM funds agencies and services in Richmond
and we are aware of changing need. This profile
will inform our targeted investment in future
services, and will allow us to partner in Richmond
for an even stronger community.

¢ As a knowledge resource and community
partner, UWLM is pleased to provide this profile
to the municipalities of the Lower Mainland — and
all the agencies serving here — to inform their
planning and strategies.

This profile focuses on the socio-demographic
indicators in Richmond. With the changes in

these communities, the social safety net has also
evolved over the same period. This is a result

of UWLM donor dollars invested in effective
community-based programs and services and
because UWLM continues to work in partnership
with public partners, like the City of Richmond.
Readers are encouraged to consider other sources
of information in exploring how UWLM and others
have — and continue to — respond to the changing
socio-demographic context described in this
report.

In this document, the population demographic
information from the 2001 Census is generally
updated with census data from 2011 in Section A
unless at the municipal level. In a few cases,

comparisons over time are not possible, therefore
only 2011 point-in-time data is used. The authors
wish to acknowledge Planning Department staff
at the City of Richmond who assisted in providing
much of the data we needed.

The three municipalities with the largest
populations in the Lower Mainland — Vancouver,
Burnaby, and Surrey — are compared with
Richmond. The report also includes overall
Metro Vancouver' data for comparison.

Richmond is comprised of 16 planning areas:
Blundell, Bridgeport, Broadmoor, City Centre,
East Cambie, East Richmond, Fraser Lands,
Gilmore, Hamilton, Sea Island, Seafair, Shellmont,
South Arm Islands, Steveston, Thompson and
West Cambie. In this report, East Richmond and
Fraser Lands have been combined into a single
geography; South Arm Islands is also a planning
area but does not have residents and thus there is
no data for this report. Therefore, this report uses
14 Richmond planning area geographies.

The United Way wishes to thank bc211 for

the valuable service they provide to parts of
British Columbia, with UWLM funding. The

data they provided to enhance this report (see
acknowledgements), and the snapshot of these
communities’ demonstrated needs, added a
dimension not previously explored and may help
further inform funders, planners and providers.

'http://www.metrovancouver.org/about/municipalities/Pages/default.aspx

The United Way Cg‘Ngly' Woﬂ'gg?ichmond — December 2015



Notes regarding the 2011 National
Household Survey and data comparability
Readers should be aware that major changes
occurred in the methodology of the 2011 Census
(see notes below for more details). In 2006, a
mandatory short questionnaire was completed by 80
per cent of Canadian households, and an additional
mandatory long questionnaire (which included

the short form questions) was distributed to the
remaining 20 per cent of the population. The 2011
Census had a single ten-item questionnaire that was
completed by all households. The voluntary National
Household Survey (NHS) replaced the long-form
questionnaire and was distributed to one-third of
Canadian households.

As the NHS estimates are derived from a voluntary
survey, they are subject to a higher non-response
bias than from the previous mandatory, long-
form questionnaire. Change in survey method

or content can affect the comparability of the
data over time. Statistics Canada states that it is
impossible to determine whether, and to what
extent, differences in a variable are attributable
to change or to non-response bias. As a result,
caution must be exercised when NHS estimates
are compared with data from previous censuses.
Statistics Canada notes:

“Caution must be exercised when NHS estimates
are compared with estimates produced from the
2006 Census long form, especially when the analysis
involves small geographies. Users are asked to use
the NHS’s main quality indicator, the global non-
response rate (GNR), in assessing the quality of the
NHS estimates and determining the extent to which
the estimates can be compared with the estimates
from the 2006 Census long form."”2

In many cases, due to data quality concerns, this
report does not compare 2001 and 2011 Census
data, but only presents the 2011 data. Sections B
and C (Economic and Social Indicators) draw

significantly on 2011 NHS data. Therefore, Section
B and C cannot make comparisons between the
2011 NHS and 2001 Census, in contrast to the
2001/2011 comparisons in Section A. Since Section
A draws largely on the 2011 (mandatory) Census,
comparisons are made using the 2001 Census.

The 2011 NHS is prone to higher non-response
bias. In assessing the quality of NHS estimates,
global non-response rates (GNR) for geographies
used in this report are provided below. A higher
GNR indicates higher non-response bias, which
occurs when a survey’s non-respondents are
different from its respondents. In this case, the
survey may not accurately reflect the socio-
demographic profile of a community.

Richmond - 20.5%
Burnaby - 23.6%

Surrey — 26.5%
Vancouver — 24.5%

Metro Vancouver — 24.4%
British Columbia — 26.1%

Since the 14 Richmond planning areas, are very
small geographies, we encourage the reader to
exercise extreme caution, as the GNRs may be
higher than Richmond’s 20.5 per cent GNR.

Lastly, planning area-level data will not always

add up to the City of Richmond total, due to
random rounding and data suppression. “To
ensure confidentiality,” Statistics Canada notes,
“the values, including totals are randomly rounded
either up or down to a multiple of 5 or 10. As a
result, when these data are summed or grouped,
the total value may not match the individual values
since totals and sub-totals are independently
rounded. In addition to random rounding, area
and data suppression has been adopted to
further protect the confidentiality of individual
respondents’ personal information.”?

2Statistics Canada. (2014). “NHS Profile, 2011 — About the data.” Available at: https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/
2011/dp-pd/prof/help-aide/aboutdata-aproposdonnees.cfm?Lang=E.

*Ibid.
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Executive Summary

This United Way of the Lower Mainland publication
presents data for the City of Richmond, and its 14
planning areas, around three different indicators

that can help decision-makers plan social services:
Population, Economic and Social Indicators. It also
presents data on calls to the bc211 Helpline (2014) to
shed some light on the needs of callers in Richmond.

Population Indicators

Richmond has experienced 50 per cent growth
between 1991 and 2011 - less than the City of
Surrey — but more than Metro Vancouver and the
other comparison municipalities, including Burnaby
and the City of Vancouver. Richmond's population is
projected to grow from 190,473 in 2011 to 275,000
by 2041 — a growth rate of 44 per cent. Within
Richmond, Gilmore is growing at the fastest rate of
all (93 per cent growth rate), however it is a very small
community with a total of 460 residents in 2011. The
next highest growth is found in the larger planning
areas of City Centre (almost 46 per cent) and West
Cambie (almost 42 per cent). The population aged
35 to 64 is the largest group at 46 per cent, followed
by children (21 per cent), young adults aged 20 to 34
(20 per cent) and seniors (14 per cent). About 23 per
cent of the population is in the 50 to 64 age cohort,
and these 44,000 people are expected to retire in the
next five to ten years. In 2011, foreign-born residents
represented 60 per cent of all residents in Richmond,
the highest of all Metro Vancouver municipalities.
Immigrants made up a significant proportion of the
population in almost all of the planning areas in
Richmond, with a high of 71 per cent in both City
Centre and West Cambie. 41 per cent of Richmond
residents indicated Chinese as their mother tongue,
followed by English (36.6 per cent), Tagalog (Philipino)
(3.9 per cent), and Panjabi (Punjabi) (3.1 per cent).

Economic Indicators

In Richmond, the median family income is $69,553,
15 per cent lower than that of Metro Vancouver. City
Centre, East Cambie and West Cambie have the
lowest median incomes within Richmond, ranging
from about $51,000 to $69,000. The prevalence of
residents living in a low income (after tax) situation is
22 per cent in Richmond, and highest in City Centre,
Blundell, and Thompson. These planning areas had
high percentages of children under 18 years of age.
In 2011, Richmond had the same unemployment
rate of Metro Vancouver at 7.1 per cent. The top
three occupations (in order) were in sales and service;
business, finance and administration; and trades,
transport and equipment operators. 77 per cent of
Richmond homes are owner occupied, with 23 per
cent renter occupied. Vacancy rates in the rental
market are much lower than recommended (3 per
cent), at 1.6 per cent in 2014, with a O per cent
vacancy rate for family-sized apartments of three
bedrooms or more.

Social Indicators

Richmond has only 1 per cent of the region’s
homeless — about 38 people in total were identified

in the 2014 Metro Vancouver Homeless Count, with
its homeless population decreasing by 22 per cent
between 2011 and 2014. There are almost 9,000
families headed by a lone parent, 80 per cent of
which were single mothers. Most families in Richmond
live in single-family households, with 5.4 per cent in
multiple-family households, and almost 26 per cent
living with non-family. In the Richmond School District,
28 per cent of students have been English language
learners every year since 2012. In contrast to the
comparison municipalities in this report, Richmond
interestingly has much lower rates of young mothers
less than 20 years old, alcohol-related deaths, drug-
induced deaths, and, crime rates.
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Section A: Population Indicators

Population Size and Growth
Why is this important?

The size and composition of a population has
many implications for decision-makers. Generally,
population growth may encourage new investment,
economic growth and greater job opportunities.
However, this growth may also place greater
demand on existing infrastructure, transportation,
health, education and community services and
supports necessary to meet the needs of an
increasingly diverse population. Population growth
occurs as a result of births in the region, as well as
families and individuals moving into the community
from elsewhere, whether it is migration within
Canada or immigration into Canada.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In Metro Vancouver in 2011, the total population
was 2,313,328, up 16 per cent from 2001. Since
1991 there has been a 40 per cent increase in the
population.

Richmond experienced an increase of 30 per cent
from 1991 to 2001, and a further 16 per cent
increase from 2001 to 2011.

Population Size and Growth, Select Metro Municipalities, 2001-2011
C % Growth % Growth
Municipality 1991 2001 2011 19912001 | 2001-2011

Richmond 126,624 164,345 190,473 30% 16%
Burnaby 158,858 193,954 223,218 22% 15%
Surrey 245,173 347,825 468,251 42% 35%
Vancouver 471,844 545,671 603,502 16% 11%
Mgtk 1,601,796 | 1,986,965 | 2,313,328 24% 16%
Vancouver

Source: Statistics Canada, 1991- 2011 Census

In 2011, the City of Vancouver population
of 603,502 was the largest in the region and
accounted for 26 per cent of the region’s total

population. Richmond's population of 190,473 was
the second lowest in the region at 8.2 per cent.
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Municipality populations, 2011

How do planning areas within Richmond 22,045 in 2001 to 48,190 ten years later, for an

compare? increase of 46 per cent. West Cambie saw a 42 per
cent increase during the decade.

The largest absolute growth in Richmond occurred

in City Centre, with the population rising from

Population Size and growth, Richmond Planning Areas, 2001-2011
% Growth,
2001 2011 2001-2011
Blundell 17,529 18,125 3.4%
Bridgeport 3,082 3,185 3.3%
Broadmoor 22,653 23,315 2.9%
City Centre 33,045 48,190 45.8%
East Cambie 10,509 11,185 6.4%
East Richmond/Fraser Lands 3,273 3,400 3.9%
Gilmore 238 460 93.3%
Hamilton 4,146 5,090 22.8%
Sea Island 736 785 6.7%
Seafair 16,091 16,450 2.2%
Shellmont 10,739 11,125 3.6%
Steveston 22,340 25,350 13.5%
Thompson 14,431 15,970 10.7%
West Cambie 5,533 7,840 41.7%
Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census
CNCL - 456
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Planning area growth, 2001-2011

Population Projections

The following population estimates are from Metro
Vancouver and are based on the 2006 Census. From
2006 to 2041, Richmond's population is projected to

increase by 51 per cent and will account for 8 per cent
of Metro Vancouver's population, the same as in 2011.
In comparison, the City of Vancouver will increase by
23 per cent (138,000 people). Metro Vancouver will

increase by 55% for a population of 3.4 million by 2041.

Population Estimates, Select Metro Municipalities, 2006-41

Absolute
Change | % Change
2006 2021 2031 2041 (2006-41) | (2006-41)
Richmond 182,700 225,000 252,000 275,000 592,300 51%
Burnaby 210,500 277,000 314,000 345,000 134,500 64%
Surrey 413,000 578,000 668,000 740,000 327,000 79%
Vancouver
City 601,200 673,000 705,000 740,000 138,800 23%
Metro
Vancouver 2,195,000 | 2,780,000 | 3,129,000 | 3,400,000 1,205,000 55%

Source: Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy Targets and Projections.

Population projections for Richmond's 14 planning areas are not available.
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Live Births

Why is this important?

Population changes occur for three different reasons
— births, deaths and people migrating in and out of a
community.

Richmond is growing — and new births indicate a
need for community-based services and supports for
families with infants and young children, including
greater access to daycares, Early Childhood
Development opportunities, parenting classes,
children’s programming, child-friendly environments,
as well as schools.

The live birth rate (or simply, birth rate) is the number
of live births divided by the mid-year population and
converted to a rate per 1,000 population in order to

make comparisons possible.

What is the situation in Richmond?

From 2007-2011, the Richmond local health area
(LHA) had a live birth rate of 8.8, lower than Burnaby
(10.25), Surrey (13.47), Vancouver Midtown (11.5),
and British Columbia (9.89).

Source: BC Vital Statistics Agency, 2011 Annual Report

Source: BC Vital Statistics Agency, 2011 Annual Report

Live births by local health area and BC, 2007-2011

# Rate (# live births/1,000)
Richmond 8,475 8.8
Burnaby 11,416 10.25
Surrey 25,799 13.47
Vancouver Midtown 5,131 11.5
British Columbia 220,141 9.89
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Mortality Rates

Why is this important?

Deaths are another reason for population changes.
Mortality is expressed as a standardized mortality
ratio (SMR), which is “the ratio of the number of
deaths occurring to residents of a geographic area
(e.g. local health area) to the expected number of
deaths in that area based on provincial age-specific
mortality rates. The SMR is a good measure for
comparing mortality data that are based on a small
number of cases or for readily comparing mortality
data by geographical area.”* A value of one
indicates that a place is experiencing the same
age-specific mortality as the standard population.

What is the situation in Richmond?

From 2007-2011, the Richmond local health area
(LHA) had an SMR of 0.74 or 4,568 deaths, lower
than Burnaby (0.92), Surrey (0.94), and Vancouver
Midtown (0.87).

Mortality by local health area and BC, 2007-2011

H Standardized Mortality Ratio
Richmond 4,568 0.74
Burnaby 6,762 0.92
Surrey 9,082 0.94
Vancouver Midtown 2,192 0.87
British Columbia 157,197 1.00

4BC Vital Statistics Agency. (2011). Annual Report. Victoria: Ministry of Health, p. 141. Available at: http://www2.gov.
bc.ca/gov/content/vital-statistics/statistics-reports/annual-reports/2011.
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Immigration

Why is this important?

Immigration can bring an enriching diversity to

a community and brings added skills into our
labour force. It is important for our communities
to be welcoming and inclusive of newcomers.
Immigrating can present challenges to immigrant
families as they adjust to their new home country.
The growth of the foreign-born population

may indicate increased demand for immigrant
settlement services — things like parenting,
education and employment support — as well as the
need for community services to consider cultural
adaptation and language training.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In 2011 foreign-born residents represented a
significant percentage of all residents living in
Richmond at 60 per cent. This was the highest of all
Metro municipalities. The comparative proportions
for the comparison municipalities were Burnaby (50
per cent), the City of Vancouver (44 per cent) and
Surrey (41 per cent).

The top source countries of immigrants to Metro
Vancouver in 2011 were China (17 per cent of all
immigrants), India (12 per cent), Philippines (10
per cent) and Hong Kong (8 per cent).

Immigrant Population, Select Metro Municipalities, 2011
2001 2011
# % of Total # % of Total

Richmond 88,305 53.7 112,875 59.6
Burnaby 90,690 46.8 111,170 50.5
Surrey 114,725 33.0 187,845 40.5
Vancouver 247,640 45.4 258,750 43.8
PAEHD 738,550 37.5| 913,310 40.0
Vancouver

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

—
'.

Photo courtesy of City of Richmond
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Immigrant population, municipalities, 2011

In nine of the 14 areas immigrants made up more
than half of the total population of these planning
areas in 2011.

How do planning areas within Richmond
compare?

Immigrants made up a significant proportion of the
population in almost all of the planning areas with a

high of 71 per cent in City Centre and West Cambie.

Foreign Born Population, Richmond Planning Areas, 2011
Total MNon- % Foreign
population immigrants Immigrants Born

Blundell 18,015 6,565 11,250 62.4%
Bridgeport 3,150 1,290 1,800 57.1%
Broadmoor 23,110 8,440 14,375 62.2%
City Centre 47,595 11,715 34,200 71.9%
East Cambie 11,130 3,855 7,105 63.8%
E. Richmond / Fraser Lands 3,465 1,830 1,535 44.3%
Gilmore 400 270 120 30.0%
Hamilton 5,095 2,390 2,675 52.5%
Sea Island 775 625 155 20.0%
Seafair 16,425 7,455 8,720 53.1%
Shellmont 11,170 5,580 5,420 48.5%
Steveston 25,155 14,940 9,840 39.1%
Thompson 15,975 5,470 10,095 63.2%
West Cambie 7,845 2,060 5,580 71.1%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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Recent immigrant population

Why is this important?

Recent immigrants (arrived in the past ten years) can
face a number of challenges including recognition

of educational achievement, securing quality
employment and linguistic isolation. Often these
challenges place great stress on children and families.
Young children of recent immigrants are also more
likely to struggle in school. These challenges may
impact the number and type of immigrant support
programs such as language skill development and
job placement.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In 2011, there were 112,875 immigrants residing

in Richmond with the highest proportion of recent
immigrants born in Asia (1.9 per cent), followed by
Surrey at 85.3 per cent. Comparatively, across Metro
Vancouver, 78.4 per cent of recent immigrants were
born in an Asian country.

Select Metro Municipalities, 2011

Recent Immigrants (arrived 2001-2011) as Percent of Total Immigrant Population,

Total Immigrant Population % Recent Immigrants
Richmond 112,875 32.2
Burnaby 111,170 34.2
Surrey 187,845 35.6
Vancouver 258,750 29.0
Lo 913,310 32.1
Vancouver

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

Between 2006 and 2011, an estimated 18,685
immigrants came to Richmond, and 84 per cent of
those came from the following six countries: China
(10,470), the Philippines (3,315), Taiwan (645), India
(570), Hong Kong (425) and the USA (315).

How do planning areas within Richmond
compare?

Due to a lack of reliable data from the National
Household Survey, we are not able to provide an
accurate time comparison across the planning areas
in Richmond for this section.

Photo courtesy of City of Richmond
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Mother Tongue

Why is this important?

Mother tongue refers to the first language learned at
home in childhood, and where the individual remains
proficient at the time of the census. For children,
learning one’s heritage language in childhood

can help promote self-esteem and pride in one’s
background. Having a non-English mother tongue
can be an asset, especially when they also speak one
of the official languages. Immigrants able to speak
multiple languages, for instance, can be valuable
interpreters to service providers and businesses who
may offer service in other languages.

Children who do not speak English in the home
before school entry may experience difficulties in
school. Parents may also have difficulty participating
actively in their child’s education. This affects the
need for language supports within the school system
and increases demand for services in the community
in languages other than English.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In Metro Vancouver 42.5 per cent spoke a mother
tongue other than English, up from 39 per cent ten
years earlier. Richmond saw the most marked change
over the decade with the proportion speaking a non-
official language as their mother tongue increasing
from over half of the population (54.7 per cent) to
two thirds (62 per cent).

In Richmond, 41 per cent indicated Chinese as their
mother tongue, 36.6 per cent indicated English, 3.9
per cent indicated Tagalog (Filipino) and 3.1 per cent
indicated Panjabi (Punjabi).s

In Burnaby the proportion speaking a mother tongue
other than English had increased from almost 52 per
cent in 2001 to 56.5 per centin 2011. In 2011, 46
per cent of Surrey spoke a mother tongue other than
English, up from 37 per cent. Vancouver has dropped
slightly from 50.6 per cent in 2001 to 48.3 per cent a
decade later.

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census

5 City of Richmond Fact Sheet, October 2014

Non-English language mother tongue, Single respondents, Select Metro
Municipalities, 2001-2011
2001 2011
it % of Total # % of Total

Richmond 87,630 54.7 114,010 62.1
Burnaby 97,390 51.9 121,115 56.5
Surrey 125,370 37.0 205,815 45.8
Vancouver 267,545 50.6 279,385 48.3
::':r:;mr 750,110 388| 948,605 425

The United Way CQ‘NQ!T F’Foﬂ'g—aﬁchmond — December 2015
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How do planning areas within Richmond which refers to whether the person can conduct a

compare? conversation in English, French, in both or in neither
language. Presented in the following table are those

We were unable to obtain a breakdown of mother results for Richmond’s planning areas, in which

tongue by planning area in Richmond. However, respondents indicated that they were unable to

an additional question was asked in the 2011 converse in either official language.

census regarding knowledge of official languages,

Knowledge of official languages: Inability to converse in English or
French, Richmond Planning Areas, 2011

Total

Pop. Neither English nor French
Blundell 17,955 2,150 12.0%
Bridgeport 3,175 290 9.1%
Broadmoor 23,190 2,540 11.0%
City Centre 48,010 7,220 15.0%
East Cambie 11,105 1,005 9.0%
E.Richmond/ Fraser Lands 3,395 230 6.8%
Gilmore 460 30 6.5%
Hamilton 5,095 265 5.2%
Sea Island 785 5 0.6%
Seafair 16,435 1,235 7.5%
Shellmont 11,120 800 7.2%
Steveston 25,235 1,055 4.2%
Thompson 15,950 1,840 11.5%
West Cambie 7,835 1,080 13.8%
Richmond 189,740 19,745 10.4%

Source: Statistics Canada 2011 Census

15 per cent of those residents of Richmond'’s City Blundell (12 per cent), Thompson (11.5 per cent)
Centre were unable to converse in English. West and Broadmoor (11 per cent).
Cambie is next at almost 14 per cent, followed by
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Population by Age

Why is this important?

The composition of the population can have
significant government policy implications and
thereby affect the provision of adequate and
appropriate community services and programs. A
population of children needs a sufficient number
of schools and after school care. Later, economic
policy to stimulate job growth becomes even more
important as the younger population graduates from
school to the work force, looking for enough jobs
to accommodate them. Communities with a large
proportion of older people may need to develop
retirement programs, medical facilities and home
care to serve them. Therefore, as a community’s
population proportions change — so do age
appropriate infrastructure, community program and
services needs change.

What is the situation in Richmond?

The proportion of Richmond's population aged 19
years and younger has decreased slightly over the
last 10 years from 24.5 per cent to 20.9 per cent.
Conversely, the proportion of the population aged
65 years and over has increased from 11.8 per cent
to 13.7 per cent as the initial wave of the boomers
begin to retire from the labour force. This will
strongly influence demand for supported housing,
services and amenities for an older population.

Over the next 10 to 20 years, seniors will increase as
a percentage of the population in Metro Vancouver
from 12 per cent in 2001 to 14 per centin 2011, 17

per cent by 2021, and 21 per cent by 2031.

The following table shows how the age distribution in
selected age groups has changed over a decade.

Age Group Distributions, Select Metro Municipalities, 2001 and 2011
Municipality 0-19 20-34 35-64 65+
2001 2011 2001 2011 2001 2011 2001 2011

Richmond 24.5% | 20,9% | 19.9% | 19.7% | 43.8% | 45.7% | 11.8% | 13.7%
Burnaby 22.2% | 19.8% | 23.7% | 23.4% | 40.7% | 43.0% | 13.4% | 13.8%
Surrey 28.7% | 26.0% | 204% | 204% | 40.1% | 41.5% | 108% | 12.1%
Vancouver 18.6% | 16.6% | 27.2% | 26.0% | 41.4% | 43.8% | 12.9% | 13.6%
Metro Vancouver 24.0% | 21.6% | 21.8% | 21.1% | 42.0% | 43.7% | 12.2% | 13.5%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census
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Population distribution (%) by select municipalities, 2011

Photo courtesy of City of Richmond
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In 2011 the median age in Richmond was 42 years. The overall age distribution for the City of Richmond in

2011 was as follows:

Population Distribution, City of Richmond, 2011
City of Richmond % of total

0-4 8,395 4.4%
5-9 8,855 4.6%
10-14 10,110 5.3%
15-19 12,535 6.6%
20-24 13,680 7.2%
25-29 12,740 6.7%
30-34 11,160 5.9%
35-39 11,720 6.2%
40-44 14,510 7.6%
45-49 16,635 8.7%
50-54 16,490 8.7%
55-59 14,910 7.8%
60-64 12,720 6.7%
65-69 8,010 4.2%
70-74 6,195 3.3%
75-79 5,035 2.6%
80-84 3,595 1.9%
85+ 3,180 1.7%
Total 190,475 100.0%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census

How do planning areas within Richmond

compare?

City Centre had the smallest proportion of those
aged 0-19 (17 per cent) and most of the other

The median age across the planning areas ranged
from 38.6 in Bridgeport to 44.2 in Blundell. Gilmore
was the highest at 49.2, but the small population in
that area should be noted.

areas ranged from a fifth to a quarter of their total
population in this age group.

The United Way Cgmgly Ij-roﬂ't,ﬁ—?Richmond — December 2015
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Population by Selected Age Groups, Richmond Planning Areas, 2011

Total Median

Pop. 0-19 20-34 35-64 65+ Age
Blundell 18,105 3,850 | 21% 3,230 | 18% 8,315 | 46% | 2,710 | 15% 44,2
Bridgeport 3,185 T35 | 23% BOS | 22% 1,430 | 45% 335 11% 386
Broadmaoor 23,305 4,950 | 21% 4270 | 18% | 10570 | 45% | 3,515 | 15% 43.7
City Centre 48,175 8,135 17% 11,590 | 24% 21,620 | 45% 6,830 14% 41.4
E Cambie 11,180 2,715 | 24% 2,270 | 20% 4,865 | 44% | 1,330 | 12% 39.3
E Richmaond/
Fraser Lands 3,415 G660 19% 710 | 21% 1,515 | 44% 530 16% 42.0
Gilmaore 465 B85 18% 70 15% 220 | 47% a0 19% 49.2
Hamilton 5,085 1,375 | 27% 930 | 18% 2,370 | 47% 410 8% 38.5
Sea lsland 785 215 | 2% 100 | 13% 395 | S0% 75| 10% 40.9
Seafair 16,455 3695 | 22% 2775 | 17% 7,645 | 46% | 2,340 | 14% 43,7
Shellmont 11,135 2,640 | 24% 2,120 | 19% 4,965 | 45% | 1,410 | 13% 40.6
Steveston 25,365 5,690 | 22% 4,000 | 16% | 12,075 | 48% | 3,600 | 14% 43.4
Thompson 15,970 3,590 22% 2,915 18% 7440 | 47% 2,025 13% 419
W Cambie 7,835 1,580 20% 1,875 24% 3,540 | 45% 840 11% 39.7

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census

Population Aged 65 Years and Older

Why is this important?

People are living longer and healthier lives. This
societal aging affects economic growth, formal

and informal support systems and the ability of
communities to provide resources for older citizens.

What is the situation in Richmond?

The proportion of seniors aged 65 and older was
13.7 per cent in Richmond in 2011, similar to those

in Burnaby and Vancouver. This was up slightly from
11.4 per cent in 2001.

The percentage of Richmond seniors living alone
dropped from 21.3 per cent to 18.7 per cent during
the same period. This trend was apparent in all of the
selected municipalities.
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Population aged 65 Years and older, Select Metro Municipalities, 2011

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census

How do planning areas within Richmond
compare?

The seniors’ population has increased in all areas
of Richmond over the ten years, with the highest
number in the City Centre (6,830), followed by

Steveston (3,600) and Broadmoor (3,515). The lowest
proportion was evident in Hamilton at 8 per cent.

The proportion of seniors living alone in 2011 varied
greatly across the 14 areas, with a low of 3 per cent in
Bridgeport and a high of 29.4 per cent in Gilmore.

Population aged 65 Years and older, Richmond Planning Areas, 2001 and 2011

2001 2011 2011
# % # Y Living alone
Blundell 2,160 12% 2,710 | 15% 16.3%
Bridgeport 301 10% 335 | 11% 3.0%
Broadmoor 2,861 13% 3,515 | 15% 16.7%
City Centre 5,365 16% | 6,830 | 14% 26.5%
East Cambie 921 9% 1,330 | 12% 12.0%
E Richmond/ Fraser Lands 388 12% 530 | 16% 12.5%
Gilmore 28 12% 90 | 19% 29.4%
Hamilton 280 7% 410 8% 6.1%
Sea Island 75 10% 75| 10% 23.1%
Seafair 1,955 12% 2,340 | 14% 17.8%
Shellmont 895 8% 1,410 | 13% 11.4%
Steveston 2,213 10% 3,600 | 14% 23.6%
Thompsan 1,344 9% 2,025 | 13% 13.6%
West Cambie 526 9% 240 | 11% 5.3%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census
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Aboriginal Population

Why is this important?

Aboriginal identity, as defined by Statistics Canada,
includes persons who reported being an Aboriginal
person, including First Nations (North American
Indian), Metis, or Inuk (Inuit), and/ or those who
reported Registered or Treaty Indian status.

Repercussions of a tragic history, including residential
schools, have impacted Aboriginal populations. They
have been shown to be more vulnerable than the
general population to challenges like poverty, chronic
health issues, and unemployment. With a growing
Aboriginal population there will likely be increased
demand for health, educational and social services to
meet their specific needs.

In BC, the Aboriginal population was generally
much younger than the non-Aboriginal population.
Based on 2011 Census data, the median age for
the Aboriginal population in BC was 29 years of age
compared to 42 years of age for the non-Aboriginal
population. The same figures for Canada were 28
and 41 years of age respectively.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In Richmond a total of 1,935 people reported
Aboriginal identity in the 2011 National Household
Survey, up from 1,170 five years earlier. This
represented only 1 per cent of the total population.

Aboriginal Population, Select Metro Municipalities, 2001-2011

2001 2011 % change 2001-2011
Richmond 1,170 1,935 65.4%
Burnaby 3,150 3,295 4.6%
Surrey 6,895 10,955 58.9%
Vancouver 10,445 11,545 14.4%
Metro Vancouver 36,860 52,375 42.1%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

Aboriginal origin = First nations (North American Indian), Inuit and Metis
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How do planning areas within Richmond appeared in the City Centre at 0.4 per cent. In two

compare? areas, Gilmore and Sea Island, no one identified as
Aboriginal.

Blundell had the highest proportion of Aboriginal

people at 2.4 per cent and the lowest proportion

Aboriginal Population, Richmond Planning Areas, 2011
Total Aboriginal Population
population

# Share of Pop (%)
Blundell 18,015 440 2.4%
Bridgeport 3,150 65 2.1%
Broadmoor 23,115 195 0.8%
City Centre 47,585 205 0.4%
East Cambie 11,130 115 1.0%
East Richmond / Fraser Lands 3,470 25 0.7%
Gilmore 400 0 0.0%
Hamilton 5,085 100 2.0%
Sea Island 780 0 0.0%
Seafair 16,425 145 0.9%
Shellmont 11,170 250 2.2%
Steveston 25,155 215 0.9%
Thompson 15,975 140 0.9%
West Cambie 7,840 40 0.5%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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Section B: Economic Indicators

Median Family Income

Why is this important?

Research has shown that higher incomes are linked
to better health and social wellbeing for individuals
and the communities in which they live. These
individuals face less stress because of more financial
security, improving their overall wellbeing and that
of their families. People with higher incomes have

a greater ability to contribute to the local economy,
helping build stronger communities.

Median Family Income, 2010

Richmond 569,553
Burnaby 571,511
surrey 578,283
Vancouver 577,515
Metro Vancouver 580,006

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

¢ Statistics Canada (2015). “Economic family.” Available at:
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/eng/concepts/definitions/famecon.

What is the situation in Richmond?

The following tables compare median family
incomes based on an economic family, which refers
to "a group of two or more persons who live in the
same dwelling and are related by blood, marriage,
common-law or adoption.”¢ Medlian family income
refers to the middle of the distribution of incomes for
economic families within a particular geography.

The median family income for economic families in
Richmond was $69,553, less than Burnaby ($71,511),
Surrey ($78,283), Vancouver ($77,515), and Metro
Vancouver ($80,006).

Photo courtesy of City of Richmond
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How do planning areas within Richmond

2010, Gilmore had the highest median family income

compare? of $115,844, while City Centre had the lowest at
$50,983. Following City Centre, West Cambie and
There are considerable differences in median family East Cambie reported the lowest median family

incomes across Richmond's 14 planning areas. In

incomes of $66,381 and $69,226, respectively.

Median Family Income by Community, 2010

Blundell 572,332
Bridgeport 579,029
Broadmoor §71,254
City Centre $50,983
East Cambie 569,226
East Richmond/Fraser Lands 577,585
Gilmore $115,844
Hamilton 594,010
Sea Island $92,412
Seafair 580,752
Shellmont 572,883
Steveston 594,865
Thompson 570,799
West Cambie $66,381

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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Median Family Income by Richmond Planning area, 2010

Prevalence of Low Income

Why is this important?

People with lower incomes can become socio-
economically entrenched, and rising above poverty
can become even more challenging. They spend a
higher percentage of their income on food, shelter
and clothing leaving less available for other expenses
such as education and transportation. People with
low incomes tend to have more stress and poorer
health. Not only that, but children coming from low
income families tend to repeat the cycle of poverty,
and as adults, they may also have worse health
outcomes and lower incomes themselves.

We use the low-income measure after-tax (LIM-AT),
which reflects “a consistent and well-defined
methodology that identifies those who are
substantially worse off than average.” Furthermore,
“the after-tax low income measures will take into
account the reduced spending power of households

because of income taxes paid.” However, this
measure must be treated cautiously, since Statistics
Canada "has clearly and consistently emphasized
that low income lines are not measures of poverty.”’

What is the situation in Richmond?

In 2010, 42,365 Richmond residents (22.4 per

cent of all residents) had incomes below the low-
income measure after-tax (LIM-AT). Richmond had
the highest prevalence of low income compared

to Burnaby (21 per cent), Surrey (15.5 per cent),
Vancouver (20.5 per cent), and Metro Vancouver
(17.4 per cent). Compared to the three comparison
municipalities and Metro Vancouver, Richmond also
had the highest prevalence of children under 18
(25.4 per cent) and children under six (22.6 per cent)
in low-income households. 8,820 children under 18
and 2,280 children under six were estimated to be in
low income situations in Richmond.

7 Statistics Canada. (2013). “Low-income measure after tax.” Available at:
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/ref/dict/fam021-eng.cfm.
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Low income residents, by prevalence and age, 2010

Total # of Priﬁ:‘:ce under age of | under age of | underage | underage

low income Income (%) 18 18 (%) of 6 of 6 (%)

Richmond 42,365 22.4 8,820 25.4 2,280 22.6
Burnaby 46,360 21.0 8,835 23.1 2,615 20,6
Surrey 71,695 15.5 20,350 18.7 6,155 17.8
Vancouver 121,020 20.5 19,855 22.4 5,500 18.6
Metro 395,095 17.4 85,535 19.5 23,805 17.3
Vancouver

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

How do planning areas within Richmond
compare?

In 2010, City Centre had the highest number and
prevalence of residents designated low income,
with 15,695 residents or one-third (33 per cent) of
the community’s population. Broadmoor (4,875)
and Blundell (4,450) followed with largest number
of low-income residents. Sea Island reported the
smallest number of low-income individuals (50) and

the lowest prevalence of low income (6.4 per cent) of
Richmond's planning areas.

Numerically, the greatest number of children under
18 in low-income families resided in City Centre
(2,615), Blundell (1,150), and Broadmoor (1,080). The
greatest number of children under six in low-income
households were in City Centre (755), Thompson
(285), and Blundell (240).

Low income residents, by prevalence and age, 2010

toflow | Frevalence | oiiven | Chlldren | clidren | Children

income . Ak under 18 der 18 under& | under & (%)

income (%) (%)

Blundell 4,450 24.7 1,150 34.0 240 3l4
Bridgeport 440 14.0 100 16.5 1] 5.6
Broadmoor 4,875 211 1,080 253 215 19.4
City Centre 15,695 330 2,615 374 755 329
East Cambie 1,920 17.2 470 19.6 175 27.0
East Richmand f 695 201 115 183 30 14.6
Fraser Lands
Gilmore 55 15.0 0 25.0 1] 0.0
Hamilton 560 11.0 | 130 10.5 55 13.3
Sea Island 50 6.4 0 0.0 0 0.0
Seafair 2,895 17.6 675 21.1 135 16.0
Shellmont 1,920 17.2 555 23.7 115 17.3
Steveston 2,875 11.4 580 11.6 160 10.2
Thompson 4,185 26.2 a75 31.4 285 30.5
West Cambie 1,760 224 350 25.2 100 233

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

The United Way CQhNg!y- P-roﬂ'Z—s%ichmond — December 2015

1760

23



Labour Force Participation Rates

Why is this important? What is the situation in Richmond?

Labour force participation rates are a good indicator ~ In 2011, Richmond had the lowest labour force

of how well the economy is doing at generating participation rate for the total population (61.7 per
jobs and matching workers to those jobs. The labour  cent), compared to Burnaby (63.6 per cent), Surrey
force participation rate is the number of individuals (65.6 per cent), Vancouver (67.3 per cent), as well as
in the labour force expressed as a percentage of Metro Vancouver (66.1 per cent).

the population. The labour force is the number of

individuals who are currently working plus those Richmond also had the lowest labour force

who are unemployed. participation rates for males (66.6 per cent) and

females (57.2 per cent) out of the comparison
municipalities — Burnaby, Surrey, and Vancouver —
as well as Metro Vancouver.

Labour force participation rates (%), 15 years and older, 2011

Total Males Females
Richmond 61.7 66.6 57.2
Burnaby 63.6 68.1 59.3
surrey 65.6 71.1 60.4
Vancouver 67.3 71.2 63.6
Metro Vancouver 66.1 70.8 61.7

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

How do planning areas within Richmond per cent) and lowest in Blundell (56 per cent). For
compare? males, it was highest in Hamilton (77 per cent) and
lowest on Sea Island (57 per cent). For females, the
Within Richmond's 14 planning areas, the total labour  labour force participation was highest on Sea Island
force participation rate was highest in Hamilton (74 (78 per cent) and lowest in Gilmore (46 per cent).
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Labour force participation rates (%), 15 years and older, 2011
Total Males Females

Richmond 62 67 57
Blundell 56 63 50
Bridgeport 73 76 69
Broadmoor 57 61 53
City Centre 60 65 56
East Cambie 66 71 61
East Richmond / Fraser Lands 59 66 53
Gilmore 62 76 46
Hamilton 74 77 71
Sea Island 71 57 78
Seafair 6l 67 57
Shellmont 67 71 b4
Steveston B6 71 b2
Thompson 59 64 54
West Cambie 62 66 59

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

How do planning areas within Richmond
compare?

Within Richmond'’s 14 planning areas, the total labour

force participation rate was highest in Hamilton (74

Labour Force by Occupation

Why is this important?

Different occupations require different levels

of education and experience. Professional and
executive work will have higher pay, while sales and
service — including retail workers, cashiers,

and servers — earn less.®

8 StBC Stats. (2009). “Labour and Income.” Available at:

per cent) and lowest in Blundell (56 per cent). For
males, it was highest in Hamilton (77 per cent) and
lowest on Sea Island (57 per cent). For females, the
labour force participation was highest on Sea Island
(78 per cent) and lowest in Gilmore (46 per cent).

What is the situation in Richmond?

In 2011, the largest percentage of Richmond
residents were employed in occupations in sales
and service (28.7 per cent), business, finance, and
administration (20 per cent), and in management
(12.4 per cent). Similarly, sales and service (24.4
per cent) and business, finance, and administration
(17.6 per cent) occupations are the largest share of
employment in Metro Vancouver.

http://bestats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/Labourlncome.aspx.
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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Unemployment Rates

Why is this important?

Unemployment, especially chronic unemployment,
has negative consequences on individuals,
communities and the economy. The longer a
person goes without a job, the harder it may be to
subsequently be hired. Individuals suffer financially
as well as emotionally, as lack of meaningful work
can impact self-confidence, and the stress from
unemployment may have negative health effects.
Communities may suffer as homes cannot be
maintained and foreclosures may occur, leading to
abandoned and rundown properties. The economy
can suffer with high unemployment rates as

consumer spending inevitably drops. Unemployment
rates are the number of individuals unemployed
expressed as a percentage of the labour force.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In 2011, Richmond's total unemployment rate for
the population aged 15 years and over was 7.1

per cent — the same rate as Vancouver and Metro
Vancouver. Compared to the three comparison
municipalities and Metro Vancouver, Richmond had
lower unemployment rates for males (7 per cent) and
females (7.1 per cent).

Unemployment rates (%) by sex, 15 years and over, 2011 ‘

Total Males Females ]
Richmond 7.1 7.0 7.1
Burnaby 7.4 7.4 7.4
surrey 7.9 7.4 8.6 ]
Vancouver 7.1 7.2 6.9 ]
Metro 7.1 7.1 7.2 ‘
Vancouver

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

Unemployment rates by municipality, 2011

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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How do planning areas within Richmond

compare?

In 2011, total unemployment rates were highest

in Blundell (8.2 per cent) and City Centre (7.9 per
cent), and lowest in Gilmore (0 per cent) and East
Richmond/Fraser Lands and Steveston (both 5.5 per

cent), and lowest in Gilmore (0 per cent) and East
Richmond/Fraser Lands (4.6 per cent). For females,
unemployment rates were highest in Seafair (8.9 per
cent) and Blundell (8 per cent), and lowest in Gilmore
and on Sea Island (both O per cent), as well as East
and West Cambie (both 5.5 per cent). Readers
should be cautious when interpreting these figures
since Gilmore has a total population of 460.

cent). For males, unemployment rates were highest
on Sea Island (12.5 per cent) and Blundell (8.6 per

Unemployment rates (%) by sex, 15 years and over, 2011
Total Males Females

Richmond 7.1 7.0 7.1
Blundell 8.2 8.6 8.0
Bridgeport 5.9 5.5 6.4
Broadmoor 7.4 7.4 7.4
City Centre 7.9 7.8 7.9
East Cambie 6.0 6.5 5.5
East Richmond / Fraser Lands 5.5 4.6 6.6
Gilmaore 0.0 0.0 0.0
Hamilton 6.8 6.1 71
Sea Island 7.4 12.5 0.0
Seafair 7.5 6.2 8.9
Shellmont 6.9 7.8 5.9
Steveston 5.5 5.2 5.7
Thompson 7.5 7.5 7.6
West Cambie 5.9 6.4 5.5

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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Income Assistance

Why is this important?

The number of individuals and families needing
income assistance (welfare), and the percent that
are children with single parents, indicates a level

of need for social support services beyond just the
income they are receiving. Basic income assistance
for single individuals is $610 per month, while a
single parent with a child, for example, can receive
$946 per month. ? BC's income assistance rates have
been frozen since 2007. Since income assistance
eligibility requires all personal financial resources

to be exhausted, it is financial support of last resort
and provides an indicator of extreme material
deprivation. Research shows that children who grow
up in poverty face additional risk factors. They are
less likely to do well at school, have lower literacy
levels and are more likely as adults to suffer from job
insecurity, underemployment, and poor health.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In the Richmond local health area (LHA),™ 0.6

per cent of the population was receiving income
assistance in September 2012, lower than Burnaby
(1.3 per cent), Surrey (2.5 per cent), Vancouver
Midtown (1.4 per cent), and British Columbia (1.7
per cent). Compared to the three case studies and
BC, Richmond also had the smallest percentage of
children (0-14 years old) and youth (15-24 years old)
receiving income assistance. Richmond’s income
assistance caseload percentage of single parent
families (21.6 per cent) was lower compared to BC
(25.5 per cent).

Percentage of population receiving income assistance, by local health area and BC, September '
2012
Total Hiiden Y c:Er'::':_-f :;5103;:::31
(0-14) | (15-24) BI= B
families

Richmond [ 0.6% 1.1% | 0.5% | 21.6% |
Burnaby ' 1.3% 2.8% 1.2% 25.2%
Surrey 2.5% 4.1% 2.4% 28.7%
Vancouver Midtown 1.4% 1.9% 1.5% 17.1%
British Columbia 1.7% 3.1% 1.8% 25.5%

Note. All income assistance recipients, except Aboriginal persons on-reserve and the disabled.

Source: BC Stats Socio-Economic Profiles, 2012

? For BC income assistance rates, see http://www.eia.gov.bc.ca/mhr/ia.htm#a

10BC Stats provides income assistance data based on local health areas (LHAs). These geographies do not
necessarily conform to municipal boundaries. In the case of the Richmond LHA, it does conform to municipal
boundaries. For more information, please visit http://bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/Geography/

ReferenceMaps/Health.aspx.
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High School Completion Rates

Why is this important?

A high school diploma opens doors to further
education and it is often a minimum requirement for
entry-level jobs. As per BC Stats, the percent of 18
year-olds who did not graduate is calculated as the
population of eighteen-year-olds minus the number
of high school graduates as a per cent of all eighteen
year-olds. It is used as an indicator of the high school
dropout rate.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In the Richmond School District (38), 29.1 per cent of
18 year olds did not graduate based on a three-year
average from 2009/10-2011/12. The Richmond School
District ranked 24 out of 57 school districts in BC
based on the percentage of 18 year olds who did not
graduate. Richmond's percentage of 18 year olds who
did not graduate ranks slightly below Vancouver (31.6
per cent), but above the BC average (26.2 per cent).
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Highest Level of Education

Why is this important? Source: BC Stats
Socio-Economic Profiles, 2012

Education makes competing in the labour market,
especially for higher paying jobs, easier. Higher
education is linked to higher incomes, better health
and social wellbeing, and stronger local economies

What is the situation in Richmond?
In 2011, the greatest percentage (36.7 per cent) of

Richmond's population (aged 25-64) had a university
certificate, diploma or degree at the bachelor level or

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

above, below Vancouver (43.5 per cent) and Burnaby
(37.6 per cent). The second and third largest share

of Richmond'’s population either had a high school
diploma or equivalent (23.9 per cent), or college,
CEGEP or non-university certification or diploma (16.5
per cent). After Burnaby (7.5 per cent), Richmond had
the smallest percentage of the population without a
certificate, diploma or degree or completion of high
school (7.8 per cent). Compared to the three case
study municipalities and Metro Vancouver, Richmond
had the lowest share of its population with an
apprenticeship or trades certificate or diploma

(6.2 per cent).
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No certificate, diploma or degree than Surrey (12.7 per cent), Vancouver (8 per cent),
and Metro Vancouver (8.4 per cent).

In Richmond, 7.8 per cent of the population did
not have a certificate, diploma or degree, lower

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

High school diploma or equivalent level of education in 2011, slightly above Metro
Vancouver (23.1 per cent).

In Richmond, 23.9 per cent of the population had
a high school diploma or equivalent as the highest

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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Apprenticeship or trades certificate an apprenticeship or trades certificate or diploma

or diploma as the highest level of education in 2011, lower
than the comparison municipalities and Metro
In Richmond, 6.2 per cent of the population had Vancouver (8.5 per cent).

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

College, CEGEP or other non-university college, CEGEP or other non-university certificate
certificate or diploma or diploma as the highest level of education in 2011,
lower than Burnaby (18.7 per cent), Surrey (18 per

In Richmond, 16.5 per cent of the population had a cent), and Metro Vancouver (18.6 per cent).

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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University certificate or diploma below
bachelor level

In Richmond, 8.9 per cent of the population

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

University certificate, diploma or degree at
the bachelor level or above

In Richmond, 36.7 per cent of the population had
a university certificate, diploma or degree at the

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

had a university certificate or diploma below the
bachelor level as the highest level of education
in 2011, greater than the three case study
comparisons and Metro Vancouver (7.3 per cent).

bachelor level or above as the highest level of
education in 2011, greater than Surrey (23.7 per
cent) and Metro Vancouver (34.1 per cent), but
lower than Burnaby (37.6 per cent) and Vancouver
(43.5 per cent).
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How do planning areas within Richmond
compare?

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

No certificate, diploma or degree

Across Richmond’s 14 planning areas in 2011, the
percentage of the population (aged 25-64) with
no certificate, diploma, or degree was highest in

High school diploma or equivalent

In 2011, Gilmore had the highest percentage of
its population (42 per cent) with a high school
diploma or equivalent as the highest level of

Apprenticeship or trades certificate or
diploma

Across Richmond’s 14 planning areas, Sea Island
(16 per cent) and East Richmond/Fraser Lands (12

East Cambie (12 per cent) and West Cambie (11
per cent), and lowest in Sea Island (0 per cent) and
Steveston (4 per cent).

education, followed by East Cambie (32 per cent).
Sea Island had the lowest percentage (17 per cent).

per cent) had the largest percentages of residents
with an apprenticeship or trades certificate or
diploma in 2011. Gilmore had the lowest (0 per
cent)..
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College, CEGEP or other non-university
certificate or diploma

Across Richmond's 14 planning areas, Sea Island
(25 per cent) and Shellmont (23 per cent) had the

University certificate or diploma below
bachelor level

In 2011, Gilmore had the highest percentage of
its population (42 per cent) with a high school

University certificate, diploma or degree at
the bachelor level or above

Across Richmond'’s 14 planning areas in 2011,
Thompson (42 per cent) had the highest

highest percentages of residents with a college,
CEGEP or other non-university certificate or
diploma. East Cambie (13 per cent) had the
lowest percentage.

diploma or equivalent as the highest level of
education, followed by East Cambie (32 per cent).
Sea Island had the lowest percentage (17 per
cent).

percentage of residents with a university
certificate, diploma or degree at the bachelor level
or above. Bridgeport (23 per cent) had the lowest
percentage.
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Rental Housing

Why is this important?

Finding decent affordable housing in Metro Vancouver
is becoming increasingly difficult to do, as housing
prices continue to climb. It can be especially true for
lower income earners such a single parents, recent
immigrants, and young people, whose earning power
tends to be lower. As well, the available stock of
decent affordable housing continues to fall, as smaller
homes are torn down to build larger ones, as rentals
become run down from lack of maintenance and care,
and as the population continues to grow.

What is the situation in Richmond?

Compared to the three case study municipalities
and Metro Vancouver, Richmond has the highest
percentage of owned dwellings and lowest
percentage of rented dwellings. In 2011, 22.9 per
cent of private dwellings were rented and 77.1 per
cent were owned in Richmond.

Occupied Private Dwellings, 2011
Owned Rented
Total # % # T

Richmond 67,980 £2,420 77.1% 15,555 22.9%
Burnaby 86,840 55,125 63.5% 31,710 36.5%
Surrey 152,845 | 111,660 73.1% 41,190 26.9%
Vancouver 264,570 | 128,440 48.5% 136,135 51.5%
Metro 891,310 | 583,425 65.5% 307,555 34.5%
Vancouver

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

The United Way CQNLQ!T F’?oﬂ'g—a?ichmond — December 2015

1760

37



How do planning areas within Richmond
compare?

Within Richmond, in 2011, East Cambie (30
per cent) and City Centre (29 per cent) had the
highest percentage of rented dwellings, and City

Centre had the greatest number of rented private
dwellings in Richmond (6,025). Sea Island (0 per
cent), Gilmore and Bridgeport (both 14 per cent)
had the lowest percentage of occupied private
dwellings.

' Occupied Private Dwellings, 2011
Owned Rented
Total # % # %
Richmond 67,980 52,420 T7% 15,555 23%
Blundell 5,875 4,650 79% 1,225 21%
Bridgeport 890 765 B6% 125 14%
Broadmoor 7,710 6,275 B1% 1,435 159%
City Centre 20,595 14,565 T1% 6,025 29%
East Cambie 3,300 2,305 T0% 990 30%
East Richmond / Fraser Lands 1,090 815 75% 270 25%
Gilmore 145 125 B6% 20 14%
Hamilton 1,565 1,335 B5% 230 15%
Sea Island 295 260 B8% 0 0%
Seafair 5,635 4,615 B2% 1,025 18%
Shellmont 3,540 2,715 T7% 830 23%
Steveston 9,415 7,625 B1% 1,785 19%
Thompson 5,485 4,355 T9% 1,130 21%
West Cambie 2,450 2,015 B2% 430 18%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

Rent Costs for Renter Households

Why is this important?

The generally agreed manageable percentage
of income spent on shelter costs is about 30 per
cent, and more than that puts other necessary
household spending in jeopardy. Renting is
often cheaper and more attainable than buying,
as saving a down payment is difficult for many

people.
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What is the situation in Richmond?

Compared with the three case study municipalities
and Metro Vancouver, Richmond had the highest
percentage of renter households spending more
than 30 per cent of their total household income
on rent. 47.5 per cent of renter households (7,384
households) were spending 30 per cent or more of
their household income on shelter costs. In Metro
Vancouver, 44.7 per cent of renter households were
spending 30 per cent or more of their household
income on shelter costs in 2011.
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on Shelter Costs, 2011

Renter Households Spending 30% or More of Household Total Income

# %
Richmond 7,384 47.5%
Burnaby 14,650 46.2%
Surrey 15,519 37.7%
Vancouver 62,622 46.0%
Metro Vancouver 136,829 44.7%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey
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How do planning areas within Richmond highest percentage of renter households spending
compare? 30 per cent or more of their household income on

shelter costs. City Centre had the largest number
In 2011, Gilmore (75 per cent), Bridgeport (58.3 of households - 3,217 — spending 30 per cent
percent), and City Centre (53.4 per cent) had the or more.

Renter Households Spending 30% or More of Household Total Income
on Shelter Costs, 2011
# %

Richmond 7,384 47.5%
Blundell 532 43.4%
Bridgeport 70 58.3%
Broadmoor 647 45.1%
City Centre 3,217 53.4%
East Cambie 402 40.4%
East Richmond / Fraser Lands 105 40.4%
Gilmore 15 75.0%
Hamilton 66 28.9%
Sea Island 0 0.0%
Seafair 505 49.3%
Shellmont 367 44,2%
Steveston 682 38.1%
Thompson 562 49.5%
West Cambie 205 48.2%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey

Photo courtesy of City of Richmond
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Vacancy Rates

Why is this important?

Vacancy rates for purpose-built rental apartments
indicate the availability of rental housing. Low vacancy
rates indicate that demand is exceeding rental housing
supply, meaning rents will continue to rise and renters
have constrained mobility in the rental market. Higher
vacancy rates provide renter households with more
options, and rental rates may also increase more
slowly. Low vacancy rates for larger apartment units,
for example, means that families may struggle to find
adequate housing. Housing experts say 3 per cent is
the minimum vacancy rate for a healthy rental market."

What is the situation in Richmond?

In October 2014, Richmond had a total apartment
vacancy rate of 1.6 per cent, higher than Burnaby
(1.3 per cent), Vancouver (0.5 per cent), Metro
Vancouver (1 per cent), but lower than Surrey (2.5
per cent). Notably, the vacancy rate for bachelor and
three-bedroom plus apartments or more was O per
cent, lower than the three case study municipalities
as well as Metro Vancouver.

Apartment vacancy rates (%) by size, October 2014

Bachelor | 1 Bedroom | 2 Bedroom | 3 Bedroom + Total
Richmond 0.0 | 3.2 0.4 0.0 16
Burnaby 0.7 | 13| 1.2 2.0 1.3 |
Surrey 0.8 | 2.3 2.4 5.1 2.5
VYancouver 0.6 | 0.5 | 0.4 0.9 0.5 |
Metro Vancouver 0.8 0.9 1.1 1.7 1.0

Source: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 2014 Rental Market Report

" Wellesley Institute. (2015). Painfully Low Vacancy Rates, Shrinking Number Of Homes: New National Report
Underlines Rental Housing Woes Across Canada. Available at:
http://www.wellesleyinstitute.com/housing/painfully-low-vacancy-rates-shrinking-number-of-homes-new-nation-

al-report-underlines-rental-housing-woes-across-canada/.
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Source: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 2014 Rental Market Report

Housing Types

Why is this important?

The structural type of dwelling reflects the amount of
particular types of housing structures, everything from
single-detached houses to apartment buildings. The
characteristics of the housing stock in a municipality
also indicates to what extent residents have diverse
housing options, which can be important for
affordability and lifestyle choices. For example, a
diversity of housing types provides younger people

and seniors with housing options appropriate to meet

their age-specific needs.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In Richmond in 2011, single-detached houses
accounted for 37 per cent of occupied private
dwellings, followed by apartment buildings of less
than five storeys (24 per cent), row houses (20 per
cent), and apartment buildings of five storeys or
more (10 per cent). Richmond followed Surrey (42
per cent) in the percentage of single-detached
houses. Richmond has the greatest percentage

of row houses (20 per cent) of the comparison
municipalities and Metro Vancouver (9 per cent).
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Occupied private dwellings by housing type, 2011

Metro
Richmond Burnaby surrey Vancouver Vancouver
# % # % # % # b # %
Single-
detached
house 25,320 | 37% | 21,355 | 25% | 64,515 | 42% | 47,530 | 18% | 301,135 | 34%
Semi-
detached
house 1,690 | 2% 2,735 | 3% 3,345 | 2% 4,000 | 2% 19,295 | 2%
Row house | 13,445 | 20% 7,775 | 9% | 20,900 | 14% 9,040 | 3% | 80505 | 9%
Duplex 4,050 6% | 12,670 | 15% | 27,410 | 18% | 45845 | 17% | 126,605 | 14%
Apartment
less than 5
storeys 16,210 | 24% | 23,180 | 27% | 31,345 | 21% | 87430 | 33% | 228,585 | 26%
Apartment
5 storeys
or more 6,955 | 10% | 19,055 | 22% 3800 2% | 70,270 | 27% | 129,255 | 15%

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census

Photo courtesy of City of Richmond
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Section C: Social Indicators

Homelessness

Why is this important?

Homelessness in the Lower Mainland is an
ongoing issue. Following the federal government's
withdrawal from affordable housing, “declining
wages, reduced benefit levels ... and a shrinking
supply of affordable housing have placed more
and more Canadians at risk of homelessness.”
Being subject to homelessness has many negative
effects, as a 2001 BC report notes, “people

who do not have safe, secure, affordable shelter
have more health problems than the general
population, experience social problems that may
be exacerbated by their lack of shelter, and are
more likely to become involved in criminal activity
than the general public.” Homeless individuals,
families, and children suffer worse social and health
outcomes, and society pays for increased use of
some services, such as shelters and emergency
hospital services.

The following data are derived from the 2014
Homeless Count in Metro Vancouver, which is a
conservative estimate of homelessness because

it measures the number of homeless people on

a specific day. This point-in-time measure cannot
fully account for the “hidden homeless” who may
be couch-surfing, sleeping in cars or otherwise less
visible.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In 2014 Homeless Count, Richmond recorded 16
sheltered homeless individuals, 22 unsheltered
homeless individuals, for a total of 38 homeless
individuals or 1 per cent of Metro Vancouver’s
homeless population. Compared to the three cast
study municipalities, Richmond had the fewest
number of homeless individuals.

From 2011-2014, the homeless population in
Richmond decreased 22 per cent, but has slightly
increased since 2002.

12Stephen Gaetz, Tanya Gulliver, & Tim Richter. (2014). The State of Homelessness in Canada: 2014. Toronto:
The Homeless Hub Press, p 3. Available at: http://homelesshub.ca/sites/default/files/SOHC2014.pdf.

3 Government of British Columbia. (2001). The Relationship Between Homelessness and the Health, Social Services,
and Criminal Justice Systems: A Review of the Literature. Homelessness: Causes & Effects, Vol. 1, p. 1. Available

at: http://www.housing.gov.bc.ca/pub/Vol1.pdf.
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Homeless population, sheltered and unsheltered, selected municipalities, 2014

Sheltered Unsheltered
Homeless Homeless Total Homeless
% of % of % of
# Region # Region # Region

Richmond 16 1% 22 2% i 1%
Burnaby 14 1% 44 5% 58 2%
surrey 263 14% 140 15% 403 15%
Vancouver 1,267 70% 536 56% 1,803 65%

Source: Greater Vancouver Regional Steering Committee on Homelessness, 2014 Homeless Count

Total homeless population selected municipalities, 2002-2014

2002 2005 2008 2011 2014 Change: 2011 to 2014
# # # # # %
Richmaond 31 35 56 49 38 -11 -22%
Burnaby 18 42 86 78 S8 -20 -26%
Surrey 171 392 402 400 403 3 1%
Vancouver 670 1,364 1,576 1,581 1,803 222 14%

Source: Greater Vancouver Regional Steering Committee on Homelessness, 2014 Homeless Count
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Family Structure

Why is this important?

According to research out of the Human Early Learning
Partnership (HELP) at the University of British Columbia,
the nature of a child’s family environment has a very
strong effect on his/her cognitive and behavioural
development, and on the prevalence of childhood
developmental vulnerability. The factors within this
environment that have been shown to have an

impact on child development are parenting skills; the
cohesiveness of the family unit; the educational level
and mental health of the mother; and, the extent to
which parents are actively engaged with their children.
The composition of the family can have significant
impact on the planning of adequate and appropriate
community services and programs.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In 2011, there were 55,400 census families in Richmond.

The majority of census families consisted of two
persons (42 per cent). Families of five or more persons
comprised 7.1 per cent of census families. The average
number of persons per census family was three.

Richmond had one of the higher proportions of lone
parent families among the selected municipalities (16.1
per cent or one in six). Of those 83 per cent or 7,385
were headed by women and another 1,535 by men.

In the region as a whole, lone-parent families
represented 15.5 per cent of all families; 80 per cent
of those were female lone parents.

Two parent and lone parent Families, Select Metro Municipalities, 2011

Total # Couple Families | # Lone Parents | % Lone Parents
Richmond 55,400 46,480 8,920 16.1
Burnaby 61,365 51,415 9,950 16.2
Surrey 131,070 111,540 19,525 14.9
Vancouver 151,330 126,610 24,725 16.3
Metro
Vancouver 633,460 535,180 98,280 155

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census
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How do planning areas within Richmond families and at 19 per cent the highest proportion
compare? of single parent families.

City Centre had the largest absolute number of

Families by Type, Richmond Planning Areas, 2011

Total # Couple # Lone-Parent % Lone Female Male
Community Families Families Families Parents Lone Lone

Parent Parent

Blundell 5,260 | 4,475 785 14.9% 655 125
Bridgeport 820 60 125 14.0% a0 40
Broadmoor 6,750 5,690 1,060 15.7% 885 180
City Centre 13,965 | 11,310 2,650 19.0% 2,235 415
East Cambie 3,115 2,605 515 16.5% 420 a5
E.Richmond/ 970 | 245 125 12.9% 85 45
Fraser Lands
Gilmare 130 110 25 19.2% 15 10
Hamiltan 1,490 | 1,305 185 12.4% 145 45
Sea Island 230 | 190 40 17.4% 30 5
Seafair 4,865 | 4,135 730 15.0% 580 150
Shellmant 3,220 [ 2,745 475 14,8% 380 100
Steveston 7,475 | 6,400 1,075 14.4% 900 180
Thompson 4,695 | 3,935 755 16.1% 650 110
West Cambie 2,345 1,970 375 16.0% 320 55

* Couple families include married couples and common-law families
Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census
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Percent lone parent families by community
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Household Types

Why is this important?

Household structures are changing, most likely
due to demographic and cultural factors, such

as increasing immigration, changing migration
streams, increases in remarriages, cohabitation,
and blended families, as well as increases in non-
relative households. The impact may be felt by

residential real estate development and in the types

and size of new housing starts, affecting the need
for nearby amenities and public spaces.

What is the situation in Richmond?

Richmond had the highest proportion of single-
family households at almost 69 per cent compared
to 61 per cent for Metro Vancouver as a whole. 5
per cent were multiple family households, second
to Surrey at 8.3 per cent.

% Households by Type, Select Metro Municipalities, 2011
% Single Family % Multiple Family % MNon-Family

Richmond 68.9 5.4 25.7
Burnaby 61.0 3.8 35.2
Surrey 6.6 8.3 25.1
Vancouver 487 3.0 48.3
Metro 60.7 4.1 35.2
Vancouver

Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census

How do planning areas within Richmond
compare?

In most areas single-family households made
up 70 per cent or more of all households. The

lowest proportion was in City Centre at 60 per
cent, where the highest percentage of non-family
households could be found (37 per cent). Almost
one in eight households in Bridgeport was a
multiple family household (12 per cent).
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2011 Census

*Family household refers to a household that persons) occupy the same private dwelling. Family
contains at least one census family, that is, a married  households may also be divided based on the
couple with or without children, or a couple living presence of persons not in a census family. This
common-law with or without children, or a lone table does not include this category.
parent living with one or more children (lone-
parent family). One-family household refers to a Non-family household refers to either one person
single census family (with or without other persons)  living alone in a private dwelling or to a group of
that occupies a private dwelling. Multiple-family two or more people who share a private dwelling,
household refers to a household in which two or but who do not constitute a census family.

more census families (with or without additional
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Home Language of Students

Why is this important?

Parents who struggle with speaking English as a

second language can find it difficult to participate

in their child's education because of the language

barrier. They have more trouble communicating with

teachers and administrators and in helping their

children with their schoolwork in English.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In the Richmond School District, English (40.5 per
cent), Mandarin (21 per cent), Cantonese (13.7 per
cent), Tagalog (5.5 per cent), and Chinese (4.2 per
cent) were the top five home languages spoken. Since
2010/11, Mandarin has increased from 16.4 per cent,
while Cantonese has declined from 16.7 per cent.

Top ten home languages in Richmond School District (38), by percentage, 2010/11 — 2014/15

2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15
English 42.0 41.5 41.1 41.1 40.5
Mandarin 16.4 17.1 18.2 19.3 210
Cantonese 16.7 15.7 14.7 14.1 13.7
Tagalog (Philipina) 5.4 5.6 5.7 5.6 5.5
Chinese 4.1 45 5.1 4.8 4.2
Punjabi 33 31 31 3.0 29
lapanese 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.5
Spanish 13 1.3 13 1.2 1.2
Arabic 0.8 1.0 1.0 1.2 1.2
Russian 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2

Source: BC Ministry of Education, 2015
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English Language Learning Students

Why is this important?

Between 2006 and 2011, an estimated 18,685
immigrants came to Richmond, contributing to the
rich cultural diversity in our communities. Yet, children
of recent immigrants are also more likely to struggle
in school due to not having adequate English skills.
English language learning (ELL) students emigrating
from places where English is not a primary language
must learn English to succeed in school, and later,
find employment. The number and percentage of ELL
students in the school districts indicates the need for
social supports to help students adjust to — and thrive
in — Canadian schools and society.

What is the situation in Richmond?

In the 2014/15 school year, 27.8 per cent of the
Richmond School District students (5,927 students)
were English Language Learners (ELL), slightly up from
27.7 per cent in 2012/13. In 2014/15, Richmond's
proportion of students enrolled in ELL programs was
greater than Burnaby (18.7 per cent), Surrey (22.6 per
cent), and Vancouver School Districts (18.8 per cent),
as well as British Columbia (11 per cent).

English Language Learners by school district (number) and BC, 2012/13 - 2014/15
2012/13 2013714 2014115

# % # % i %
Richmond
ﬂ3|3:| 6,128 27.7 6,123 28.1 5,927 27.8
;ulr}"ab"' 4,827 19.3 4,751 19.0 4,631 18.7
Surrey (36) 15,157 21.1 15,553 21.5 16,022 22.6
v
::gqm"”er 11,177 19.7 10,664 19.1 10,190 18.8
Brisy 61,296 10.9 61,395 11.0 61,079 11.0
Colurnbia

Note. English Language Learning (ELL) was known as English as a Second Language (ESL) prior to 2012.

Figures only include ELL students in public schools.
Source: BC Ministry of Education, 2015
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Aboriginal Students

Why is this important? What is the situation in Richmond?

There remain significant differences in educational In 2014/15, there were 255 Aboriginal students in
outcomes of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal the Richmond School District (38), comprising 1.2
students. As a recent report notes, early per cent of the student population. The number
intervention and support in Aboriginal students’ and percentage of Aboriginal students has slightly

education “could lead to improvements in the rate decreased since 2012/13 (282 students). Richmond

of which Aboriginal students progress through the School District has a smaller number of Aboriginal

grades and successfully graduate.”™ students compared to Burnaby (824 students),
Surrey (3,396), and Vancouver (2,160).

Aboriginal students, by school district and BC, 2012/13 - 2014/15

2012/13 2013/14 2014/15

# o # %, # o

Richmaond
(38) 282 13 286 1.3 255 1.2
Burnaby
(1) 899 3.6 903 3.6 824 3.3
Surrey (36) 3,688 5.1 3,572 4.9 3,396 4.8
Vancouver 2,231 39 2,254 4.0 2,160 40
(39)
SEHHIERES 65,440 116 64,130 115 61,811 11.2
Columbia

Source: BC Ministry of Education, 2015

Ministry of Advanced Education. (2009). Education Achievements of Aboriginal Students in BC. Student Transitions
Project, p. 3. Available at: http://www.aved.gov.bc.ca/student_transitions/documents/STP_aboriginal_report.pdf.
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Early Development Instrument (EDI) Results

The Early Development Instrument is a
measurement tool to identify childhood
vulnerabilities in the following domains: Physical
Health and Well-being; Social Competence;
Emotional Maturity; Language and Cognitive
skills; Communication Skills; and any combination

of those.

Source: Human Early Learning Partnership, UBC

East Richmand
- Gilmare 17%

The map below™ shows the vulnerability

rates, across all domains, for children entering
Kindergarten in Richmond and the darker

the shading, the higher the developmental
vulnerability. City Centre (North and South) and
Blundell have vulnerability rates quite a bit higher
than the provincial rate of 32.5 per cent.

>Human Early Learning Partnership, UBC; http://earlylearning.ubc.ca/maps/edi/bc/
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Election Turnout

Why is this important? What is the situation in Richmond?

Voting in elections is a means for citizens to be a In Richmond, 40,245 eligible electors (32.4 per cent)
part of their community’s governance by choosing voted in the 2014 municipal election. Richmond had
its leadership. Policies and actions taken by a higher turnout than Burnaby (25.9 per cent) and
municipal governments have direct impact on the Surrey (31.5 per cent), but lower than Vancouver
daily lives of residents, families, and businesses. (37.6 per cent).

City Council makes decisions about land use and
bylaws, infrastructure, economic development, and
public services, while School Boards are responsible
for the local delivery of public education, including
elementary and secondary schools. These impact
every resident in some way.

Source: Civiclnfo BC

Voter turnout in municipal elections has been municipal election, 32.4 per cent of eligible voters
increasing in Richmond from 22.4 per cent in 2008  cast a ballot, which is an increase from 2011 (24
to 32.4 per cent in 2014. In the 2014 Richmond per cent) and 2008 (22.4 per cent).
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Source: Civiclnfo BC

Photo courtesy of City of Richmond
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Live Births to Mothers under Age of 20

Why is this important? What is the situation in Richmond?

Pregnancy under age of 20 is an important issue from ~ From 2007-2011, Richmond local health area (LHA)
a public health and social determinants of health had rate of live births to mothers under 20 years
perspective. Teenage mothers are more likely to leave  of age of 5.66 per 1,000 live births, lower than
school prior to completion and struggle financially. ' Burnaby (10.51), Surrey (22.06), Vancouver Midtown
Furthermore, teen pregnancies pose greater health (6.82), and British Columbia (30.86).

risks to the mother and child and can be a significant

predictor of additional social, educational and

employment barriers later in life as well.” A trend of

many young mothers can indicate a need for targeted

social support services in a community

Source: BC Vital Statistics Agency, 2011 Annual Report

16CDC. (2015). About Teen Pregnancy. Available at: http://www.cdc.gov/teenpregnancy/about/index.htm

7 Ontario Ministry of Health. (2012). Teen Pregnancy. Available at: http://www.health.gov.on.ca/en/public/publica-

tions/pubhealth/init_report/tp.html
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Alcohol-Related Deaths

Why is this important?

Severe alcohol abuse can come with many negative
health consequences as well as social consequences,
including financial, legal and family problems. In
addition to the potential health problems, alcohol can
impair judgment and lead to risky behaviours such as
high-risk sexual practices, violence, crime, and traffic
accidents.

Alcohol-related deaths are expressed as a

standardized mortality ratio, which is “the ratio of
the number of deaths occurring to residents of

Source: BC Vital Statistics Agency, 2011 Annual Report

a geographic area (e.g. local health area) to the
expected number of deaths in that area based on
provincial age-specific mortality rates. The SMR is
a good measure for comparing mortality data that
are based on a small number of cases or for readily
comparing mortality data by geographical area.”

What is the situation in Richmond?

From 2007-2011, Richmond local health area (LHA)
had a rate of alcohol-related death of 0.38, lower
than Burnaby (0.72), Surrey (0.79), and Vancouver
Midtown (0.62).

18 British Columbia Vital Statistics Agency. (2011). Annual Report. Victoria: Ministry of Health, p. 141.
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Drug-Induced Deaths

Why is this important?

Drug use can lead to physical and emotional
problems for individuals and creates challenges

for society as a whole. Drug addiction can cause
significant strain on family relationships, pose
financial problems and fuel the illicit drug trade in
BC. This leads to not only increased costs to society
from policing and the justice system (not to mention
health care system), but also the cost of lost lives.

Drug-induced deaths are expressed as a

standardized mortality ratio (SMR), which is “the
ratio of the number of deaths occurring to residents

Source: BC Vital Statistics Agency, 2011 Annual Report

of a geographic area (e.g. local health area) to the
expected number of deaths in that area based on
provincial age-specific mortality rates. The SMR is
a good measure for comparing mortality data that
are based on a small number of cases or for readily
comparing mortality data by geographical area.”"

What is the situation in Richmond?

From 2007-2011, Richmond local health area
(LHA) had a rate of drug-induced death of 0.42
standardized mortality ratio (SMR), lower than
Burnaby (0.77), Surrey (1.07), Vancouver Midtown
(0.63), and the British Columbia SMR (1.0).

1¥BC Vital Statistics Agency. (2011). Annual Report. Victoria: Ministry of Health, p. 141.
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Crime Rates

Why is this important?

Crime and societal inequalities are correlated,” and
therefore, higher crime rates could signal inequality
in a community. Researchers note that “income
inequality affects social inequality. It affects health,
education, housing, whole neighbourhood blocks
and the services they receive. And now we know
that incarceration, which has been our primary
response to crime, further affects social mobility
and income inequality not only for offenders but
for their children, increasing the prospects for

more crime.”? Based on the statistical relationship

Source: BC Stats Socio-Economic Profiles, 2012

between literacy, income, and crime, the poverty-
related costs of crime in BC were estimated to be
$745 million in 2008.2 Inequities can be mitigated
through targeted social services and social policy.

What is the situation in Richmond?

From 2009-2011, the Richmond local health area
(LHA) had the lowest rates of violent crime (1.8),
property crime (5.8), and motor vehicle theft (2.2)
compared to Burnaby, Surrey, Vancouver Midtown,
and British Columbia.

2 Fajnzylber, P, Lederman, D., & Loayza, N. (2002). Inequality and Violent Crime. Journal of Law and

Economics 45(April).

21 Smart Justice Network of Canada. (2015). Social inequality. Available at: http://smartjustice.ca/smart-justice/

social-inequity/

2lyvanova, |. (2011). The Cost of Poverty in BC. Vancouver: Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, the Public Health
Association of BC, and the Social Planning and Research Council of BC, p. 11. Available at: https://www.policyal-

ternatives.ca/costofpovertybc.
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Calls to the bc211 Help Line

Why is this important?

bc211 is a United Way-funded information and
referral agency that responds to calls, text messages
and email inquiries for help and information about
community, government and social services 24/7
from many communities in B.C., including the
Lower Mainland. BC residents can also access 211
services through The Red Book Online. A look at the
demographics of callers, the reasons they call and
the types of referrals made provides insight into the
issues Richmond residents face.

Who is using the bc211 Helpline?
It is interesting to note the demographics of the

people who are making the calls to the helpline in
2014. This may indicate a need for tailored services

Richmond Call demographics

What is the situation in Richmond?

In 2014, there were 1,481 calls from Richmond,

an increase of 14 per cent from the previous year
(compared to a 3 per cent increase in the number
of calls in the Lower Mainland). This may be the
effect of increased awareness of the service versus
increased need for the service. In Richmond, the
majority of calls came through the 211 line (69.6 per
cent), followed by the VictimLink BC line (19.3 per
cent). Housing and homelessness (29 per cent) were
the main reason for calls, and of these, 82 per cent
were for immediate shelter needs and 18 per cent
for housing information. Housing and homelessness
was also identified in follow up calls as the greatest
unmet need after the referral was given (83 calls).

and support for different demographics, both in
gender and age. These data indicate the callers are
almost equally male or female and almost all in the
19-54 age range. ltis in line with Metro Vancouver,
which is 53% female and 47% male.

Gender Calls % Age Group | Calls %
Female 759 51% 13-18 Youth 4 0.3%
Male 716 49% 19-54 Adult 1392 94%
Transgender 1 =

55-64 Adult 49 3.3%
Unknown 5 -
b5+ Seniar 36 2.4%

The United Way CQ‘NQ!T F’Foﬁél—aﬁchmond — December 2015
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Why are People Calling the bc211 Helpline?  As stated, housing and homelessness was the top

concern, with substance use (9 per cent), and mental

The reasons for calls may also help communities health (? per cent) the next most frequent reasons.
identify gaps in services, especially if the referrals These were followed closely by gambling and abuse
cannot be met in the community the caller is in. — both at 8 per cent of the total calls.

Source: be211
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Reasons for the calls to bc211, percentage, Richmond 2014

Source: bc211

Top 5 Reasons for the Calls, Surrey and White Rock, number and percentage; 2014

Surrey White Rock

Reason Calls ¥ Reason Calls | %
Housing and Homelessness 4,008 34% | Housing and Homelessness 120 26%
Substance Lse 2,184 18% | Substance Use 76 16%
Abuse 1,170 10% | Health 50 11%
Health 682 6% | Abuse 48 10%
Basic Needs 624 5% | Legal and Public Safety is 7%

Source: bc211

1760

The United Way CQ‘NLQ!V P-roﬁg—s%ichmond — December 2015

63



Where are People Who Call Being

Referred To?

Looking at where the services exist to meet the needs

of callers may help to identify gaps in services or

other trends.

Referrals made to select services within Richmond or outside of Richmond

% of % of
Services Services
Number# of | located in outside

Referrals made Referrals Richmond Richmond *
Information and 388 A4% 56%
Referral
Housing 355 45% 55%
Education 130 18% 82%
Assessment 48 81% 19%
Food 41 93% 7%
Community Centres 31 45% 55%
Employment Search
Assistance 24 B7% 33%
Financial Assistance 22 9% 91%
Community Living
Support 13 23% 7%
Employment
Preparation 12 33% 67%
Settlement
Assistance 11 27% 73%
Home Support 8 87% 13%
Employment
Resource Centres 2 100% 0%

* Includes internet and telephone referral services

Source: bc211

The United Way CQhNg!y- P-roﬁg—ﬁ%ichmond — December 2015

64



Source: bc211

Photo courtesy of City of Richmond
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&84 Richmond Bylaw 9492

Inter-muniCipaI Business Licence Bylaw No. 9040,
Amendment Bylaw No. 9492

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:
1. Inter-municipal Licence Bylaw No. 9040 as amended is further amended by:
a. Repealing secﬁon 2 and marking it as “REPEALED”;
b. Deleting the definition of Inter-municipal Business, and substituting the following:

“Inter-municipal Business” means a trades contractor or other professional
related to the construction industry or a contractor who performs maintenance,
repair, and/or inspections of land and buildings outside of its Principal
Municipality”, R

c. Deleting section 11 and substituting the following; .

“11. Despite section 12 the Inter-municipal Business Licence fee will not be
prorated.”

d. Deleting Section 12 and substituting the following:

“12. The length of term of an Inter-municipal Business Licence is twelve (12)
months, except that at the option of a Participating Municipality, the length of
term of the initial Infer-municipal Business Licence issued to an Inter-municipal
Business in that municipality may be less than twelve (12) months in order to
harmonize the expiry date of the Inter-municipal Business Licence with the expiry
date of the Municipal Business Licence.”

2. This Bylaw shall come into force and take effect on the 1% day of January, 2016.

3. This Bylaw is cited as “Inter-Municipal Business Licence Bylaw No. 9040, Amendment
Bylaw No. 94927,

FIRST READING NOV 09 2015 RIGHMOND
’ APPROVED
SECOND READING NOV 09 2015 forcontort by
7 dgpt.
THIRD READING NOV 09 2015 ;
‘ { APPROVED
ADOPTED e beid

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Inter-municipal Business Licence Agreement Bylaw No. 9493
A By-law to enter into an agreement among the City of Burnaby, the Corporation of Delta, the
City of New Westminster, the City of Richmond, the City of Surrey, and the City of Vancouver

(the “Participating Municipalities™) regarding an Inter-municipal Business Licence Scheme

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND, in public meeting, enacts as follows:

1. Council hereby authorizes the City to enter into an Agreement with the City of Burnaby,
the Corporation of Delta, the City of New Westminster, the City of Richmond, the City of
Surrey, and the City of Vancouver, in substantially the form and substance of the
Agreement attached to this Bylaw as Schedule A, and also authorizes the Chief
Administrative Officer and the General Manager, Corporate and Financial Services to
execute the Agreement on behalf of the City, and to deliver it to the Participating
Municipalities on such terms and conditions as the Chief Administrative Officer and the

General Manager, Finance and Corporate Services deem fit.

4742887 CNCL = 520

2. This Bylaw is cited as “Inter-municipal Business Licence Agreement Bylaw No. 9493”.
FIRST READING < NOV 09 2015 R
. APPROVED
SECOND READING NOV 09 2015 Cosgoping”
: t.

THIRD READING NOV 09 2015

o tegiity
ADOPTED by Solicitor

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER



Bylaw 9493 Page 2

Schedule A
Inter-municipal Business Licence Agreement

WHEREAS the City of Burnaby, the Corporation of Delta, the City of New Westminster, the
City of Richmond, the City of Surrey, and the City of Vancouver (hereinafter the “Participating
Municipalities”) wish to permit certain categories of Businesses to operate across their
jurisdictional boundaries while minimizing the need to obtain a separate municipal business
licence in each jurisdiction;

NOW THEREFORE the City of Burnaby, the Corporation of Delta, the City of New
Westminster, the City of Richmond, the City of Surrey, and the City of Vancouver agree as
follows: ’

1. The Participating Municipalities agree to establish an inter-municipal business licence
scheme among the Participating Municipalities, pursuant to section 14 of the Community
Charter and section 192.1 of the Vancouver Charter.

2. The Participating Municipalities will request their respective municipal Councils to each
ratify this Agreement and enact a bylaw to implement a permanent inter-municipal
business licence scheme effective January 1, 2016.

3. In this Agreement:

“Business”’ has the meaning in the Community Charter;

“Community Charter” means the Community Charter, S.B.C. 2003, c. 26;

“Inter-municipal Business” means a trades contractor or other professional related to the
construction industry or a contractor who performs maintenance, repair, and/or
inspections of land and buildings outside of its Principal Municipality;

“Inter-municipal Business Licence” means a business licence which authorizes an
Inter-municipal Business to be carried on within the jurisdictional boundaries of any or
all of the Participating Municipalities, ’

“Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw” means the bylaw adopted by the Council of
each Participating Municipality to implement the inter-municipal business licence
scheme contemplated by this Agreement;

“Municipal Business Licence” means a licence or permit, other than an Inter-municipal
Business Licence, issued by a Participating Municipality that authorizes a Business to be
carried on within the jurisdictional boundaries of that Participating Municipality;

“Participating Municipality” means any one of the “Participating Municipalities”;

“Person’ has the meaning in the Interpretation Act, S.B.C. 1 996, c. 238;

4742887 CNCL - 521



Bylaw 9493 Page 3

10.

11.

12.

13.

4742887

“Premises” means one or more fixed or permanent locations where the Person ordinarily
carries on Business;

“Principal Municipality” means the Participating Municipality where a Business is
located or has Premises; and

“Vancouver Charter” means the Vancouver Charter, S.B.C. 1953 c. 55.

Subject to the provisions of the Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw, the
Participating Municipalities will permit a Person who has obtained an Inter-municipal
Business Licence to carry on Business within any Participating Municipality for the term
authorized by the Inter-municipal Business Licence without obtaining a Municipal .
Business Licence in the other Participating Municipalities.

A Principal Municipality may issue an Inter-municipal Business Licence to an applicant
if the applicant is an Inter-municipal Business and meets the requirements of the Inter-
municipal Business Licence Bylaw, in addition to the requirements of the Principal
Municipality ’s bylaw that applies to a Municipal Business Licence.

Notwithstanding that a Person may hold an Intermunicipal Business Licence that would
make it unnecessary to obtain a Municipal Business Licence in other Participating
Municipalities, the Person must still comply with all other regulations of any municipal
business licence bylaw or regulation in addition to any other bylaws that may apply
within any jurisdiction in which the Person carries on Business.

An Inter-municipal Business Licence must be issued by the Participating Municipality in
which the applicant maintains Premises.

The Participating Municipalities will require that the holder of an Inter-municipal
Business Licence also obtain a Municipal Business Licence for Premises that are
maintained by the licence holder within the jurisdiction of the Participating Municipality.

The Inter-municipal Business Licence fee is $250 and is payable to the Principal
Municipality.

The Inter-municipal Business Licence fee is separate from and in addition to any
Municipal Business Licence fee that may be required by a Participating Municipality.

Despite section 15, the Inter-municipal Business Licence fee will not be pro-rated.

The Participating Municipalities will distribute revenue generated from Inter-municipal
Business Licence fees amongst all Participating Municipalities based on the Principal
Municipality retaining 90% of the Inter—munzczpal Business Licence fee and the remaining

10% distributed equally to the remaining Participating Municipalities.

The Participating Municipalitie& will review the inter-municipal business licence scheme
and the revenue sharing formula established by this Agreement from time to time and

CNCL - 522



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

4742887

may alter the formula in section 12 by written agreement of all Participating
Municipalities.

The revenue generated from Inter-Municipal Business Licence Fees collected from January
1 to December 31 inclusive that is to be distributed to other Participating Municipalities in
accordance with section 12 will be distributed by February 28 of the year following the year
in which fees were collected. The Participating Municipalities will designate one
municipality, which may change from time to time, to calculate and distribute the revenue
generated from Inter-municipal Business Licence fees.

The length of term of an Inter-municipal Business Licence is twelve (12) months, except
that, at the option of a Principal Municipality, the length of term of the initial Infer-
municipal Business Licence issued to an Infer-municipal Business in that municipality
may be less than twelve (12) months in order to harmonize the expiry date of the Inzer-
municipal Business Licence with the expiry date of the Municipal Business Licence.

An Inter-municipal Business Licence will be valid within the jurisdictional boundaries of
all of the Participating Municipalities until its term expires, unless the Inter-municipal
Business Licence is suspended or cancelled or a Participating Municipality withdraws
from the inter-municipal business licence scheme among the Participating Municipalities
in accordance the Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw.

Each Participating Municipality will share a database of Inter-municipal Business
Licences, which will be available for the use of all Participating Municipalities.

Each Participating Muﬁicipality which issues an Inter-municipal Business Licence will
promptly update the shared database after the issuance of that licence.

A Participating Municipality may exercise the authority of the Principal Municipality
and suspend an Inter-municipal Business Licence in relation to conduct by the holder
within the Participating Municipality which would give rise to the power to suspend a
business licence under the Community Charter or Vancouver Charter or under the
business licence bylaw of the Participating Municipality. The suspension will be in
effect throughout all of the Participating Municipalities and it will be unlawful for the
holder to carry on the Business authorized by the Inter-municipal Business Licence in any
Participating Municipality for the period of the suspension.

A Participating Municipality may exercise the authority of the Principal Municipality
and cancel an Inter-municipal Business Licence in relation to conduct by the holder
within the Participating Municipality which would give rise to the power to cancel a
business licence under the Community Charter or Vancouver Charter or the business
licence bylaw of the Participating Municipality. The cancellation will be in effect
throughout all of the Participating Municipalities. ‘

The cancellation of an Inter-municipal Business Licence under section 20 will not affect
the authority of a Participating Municipality to issue a business licence, other than an
Inter-municipal Business Licence, to the holder of the cancelled Inter-municipal Business
Licence.
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

4742887

Nothing in this Agreement affects the authority of a Participating Municipality to
suspend or cancel any business licence issued by that municipality or to enact regulations
in respect of any category of Business under section 15 of the Community Charter or
sections 272, 273, 279A, 279A.1, 279B, and 279C of the Vancouver Charter.

A Participating Municipality may, by notice in writing to each of the other Participating
Municipalities, withdraw from the inter-municipal business licence scheme among the
Participating Municipalities, and the notice must:

(a) set out the date on which the withdrawing niunicipality will no longer recognize
the validity within its boundaries of Inter-municipal Business Licences, which
date must be at least six months from the date of the notice; and

(b) include a certified copy of the municipal Council resolution or bylaw authorizing
the municipality’s withdrawal from the Inter-municipal Business Licence scheme.

Prior to the effective date of a withdrawal under section 23 of this Agreement, the
remaining Participating Municipalities may review and enter into an agreement to amend
the revenue distribution formula set-out in section 12 of this Agreement.

Nothing contained or implied in this Agreement shall fetter in any way the discretion of
the Council of the Participating Municipalities. Further, nothing contained or implied in
this Agreement shall prejudice or affect the Participating Municipalities’ rights, powers,

- duties or obligation in the exercise of its functions pursuant to the Community Charter,

Vancouver Charter, or the Local Government Act, as amended or replaced from time to
time, or act to fetter or otherwise affect the Participating Municipalities’ discretion, and
the rights, powers, duties and obligations under all public and private statutes, bylaws,
orders and regulations, which may be, if each Participating Municipality so elects, as
fully and effectively exercised as if this Agreement had not been executed and delivered
by the Participating Municipalities.

Despite any other provision of this Agreement, an Inter-municipal Business Licence
granted in accordance with the Inter-municipal Business Licence Bylaw does not grant
the holder of a licence to operate-in any jurisdiction other than within the jurisdictional
boundaries of the Participating Municipalities. Furthermore, a business licence granted
under any other inter-municipal business licence scheme is deemed not to exist for the
purposes of this Agreement even if a Participating Municipality is a participating
member of the other inter-municipal licence scheme.

This Agreement may be executed in several counter parts, each of which shall be deemed

to be an original. Such counterparts together shall constitute one and the same

instrument, notwithstanding that all of the Participating Municipalities are not signatories
to the original or the same counterpart.
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Bylaw 9493 Page 6

SIGNED AND DELIVERED on behalf of the Participating Municipalities, the Councils of
each of which has, by bylaw, ratified this Agreement and authorized their signatures to sign on
behalf of the respective Councils, on the dates indicated below. ‘

CITY OF BURNABY

Clerk

Date

CORPORATION OF DELTA

Mayor

Clerk

Date

CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER

Mayor

Clerk

. Date

CITY OF RICHMOND

Chief Administrative Officer

General Manager, Finance
and Corporate Services

Date

CITY OF SURREY

Mayor

Clerk

Date

CITY OF VANCOUVER

Director of Legal Services

Date
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e Richmond Bylaw 9243

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9243 (RZ 15-694974)
10291 No. 5 Road

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

l. 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 “COMPACT SINGLE DETACHED (RC2)”.

~ P.LD. 003-480-631
Lot 392 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 45712

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zening Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9243”.

CITY OF
RICHMOND

APPROVED

by

Rle

APPROVED
by Director
or Solicitor

)

FIRSTREADING JUL 13 2015

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON SEP G 8 2015

SECOND READING | SEP 08 2015

T\HIRD READING - , SEP 08 2015

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED DEC 10 2015
INFRASTRUCTURE APFROVAL SEP 23 2015

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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