4 Richmond Agenda

City Council

Council Chambers, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, March 26, 2012
7:00 p.m.

CNCL ITEM
Pg. #

MINUTES

1.  Motion to adopt:

(1) the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on Monday, March
12, 2012 (distributed previously); and

CNCL-13 (2) the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings held
on Monday, March 19, 2012.

AGENDA ADDITIONS & DELETIONS

PRESENTATION

Jerry Chong, Director, Finance and Ted Townsend, Senior Manager,
Corporate Communications to present the Canadian Award for Financial
Reporting, and the Award for Outstanding Achievement in Popular Annual
Financial Reporting, bestowed on the City of Richmond by the Government
Finance Officers Association.
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Council Agenda — Monday, March 26, 2012

CNCL
Pg. #

3494825

ITEM

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; OR ON DEVELOPMENT
PERMITS/DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS - ITEM NO. 25.)

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

= Fire Rescue Plan 2012-2015

= Strategic Community Investment Funds

» Richmond Film Office Update & Bylaw Amendments
= 2012 Arts & Culture Grant Program

= Council Term Goals for the Term 2011-2014

= South Arm Pool Piping Repairs

= Housing Agreement Bylaw No. 8691 - Affordable Housing 6951
Elmbridge Way

= Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the
Public Hearing on Monday, April 16, 2012):

= 10231 & 10251 Ruskin Road — Rezone from (RS1/E) to (RS2/B)
(Ying Yi Zhang — applicant)
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Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-59

CNCL-65

CNCL-71
CNCL-75

CS-43

3494825

ITEM

= 8540 & 8560 Jones Road — Rezone from (RS1/E) to (RTH1) (Zhao
XD Architect Ltd. — applicant)

= 9100, 9120 & 9140 No. 3 Road — Rezone from (RS1/E) to (RTL4)
(Am-Pri Construction Ltd. — applicant)

= 6011 & 6031 No. 1 Road — Rezone from (CL) & (RS1/F) to
(ZMU21) (Centro Terrawest Development Ltd. — applicant)

= 12631 Vulcan Way — Temporary Commercial Use Permit (Paul
Cheung (Lions Communications Inc.) — applicant)

= BC Stewardship Regulation Relating to Packaging and Printed Paper

» Flood Plain Designations & Protection Bylaw 8204, Amendment Bylaw
8876

= Residential Water Metering Program Update

Motion to adopt Items 6 through 21 by general consent.

COMMITTEE MINUTES

That the minutes of:

(1) the Community Safety Committee meeting held on Tuesday, March
13, 2012;

(2) the General Purposes Committee meeting held on Monday, March
19, 2012;

(3) the Planning Committee meeting held on Tuesday, March 20, 2012;

(4) the Public Works & Transportation Committee meeting held on
Wednesday, March 21, 2012,

be received for information.

THE FIRE-RESCUE PLAN 2012-2015
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3236395 v.3)

See Page CS-43 for full report

COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the Fire-Rescue Plan: 2012-2015 (as attached to the report dated
February 27, 2012, from the Fire Chief, Richmond Fire-Rescue) be
endorsed.
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Pg. #

CS-105

GP-11

GP-25

3494825

ITEM

10.

STRATEGIC COMMUNITY INVESTMENT FUNDS
(File Ref. No. 09-5375-00) (REDMS No. 3484676 v.2)

See Page CS-100 for full report

COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Council authorize the CAO and\or the General Manager, Law and
Community Safety to sign the Strategic Community Investment Funds
Agreement on behalf of the City of Richmond, as outlined in the staff report
dated February 29, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community
Safety.

RICHMOND FILM OFFICE UPDATE AND BYLAW AMENDMENTS
(File Ref. No. 08-4150-09-01/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3425923v6)

See Page GP-11 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
That:

(1) the Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708 be introduced and given first,
second and third readings; and

(2) the Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment Bylaw No. 8709
be introduced and given first, second and third readings.

2012 ARTS AND CULTURE GRANT PROGRAM
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3484781)

See Page GP-25 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
(1) That:

(@) the Richmond Community Band Society be awarded a total
grant amount of $3600;

(b) the Community Arts Council be awarded a total grant amount
of $5000; and

(c) the Britannia Heritage Shipyard Society be awarded a total
grant amount of $2500,

for a total additional increase of $7250; and
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CNCL ITEM
Pg. #
(2) That the 2012 Arts and Culture Grants be awarded for the
recommended amounts, and cheques disbursed for a total of $82,300
(additional $7250 grants included) as per the staff report from the
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services, dated March 2, 2012,
Consent 11. COUNCIL TERM GOALS FOR THE TERM 2011-2014
Agenda (File Ref. No. 01-0103-65-20-02/Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3482823)
GP-107 See Page GP-107 for full report
GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
That the Council Term Goals for the 2011-2014 term of office, as outlined
in the staff report dated February 28, 2012 from the Director, Corporate
Planning, be approved with the following amendments:
(1) The addition of 2.8 under the Community Social Services section, to
read as:
“2.8 Completion of the Memorial Garden Project”; and
(2)  The revision of 5.1 under Financial Management to read as:
“5.1 Develop a strategic plan that considers borrowing to take
advantage of the current low interest rates and results in
significant long term financial benefits for the City”.
CNCL-79 NOTE: Please see the revised report which incorporates revisions as per
Committee direction.
Consent 12. SOUTH ARM POOL PIPING REPAIRS
Agenda (File Ref. No. 06-2050-20-PSA/Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3489639)
GP-115 See Page GP-115 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the estimated expenditures of $70,000 with respect to the South Arm
Pool Piping Repair project be funded from the Minor Capital Provision.
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PLN-15

PLN-41

PLN-57

3494825

ITEM

13.

14.

15.

HOUSING AGREEMENT (6951 ELMBRIDGE WAY) BYLAW NO.
8691- TO SECURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS LOCATED IN

6951 ELMBRIDGE WAY
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8691) (REDMS No. 3316108)

See Page PLN-15 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Housing Agreement (6951 Elmbridge Way) Bylaw No. 8691 be
introduced and given first reading to permit the City, after adoption, to enter
into an amended Housing Agreement with 6951 Elmbridge Way Ltd., in
connection with the property identified in Housing Agreement (6951
Elmbridge Way) Bylaw No. 8691, all in accordance with section 905 of the
Local Government Act.

APPLICATION BY YING YI ZHANG FOR REZONING AT 10231
AND 10251 RUSKIN ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO

SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/B)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8871, RZ 11-591786) (REDMS No. 3481202)

See Page PLN-41 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Bylaw No. 8871, for the rezoning of 10231 and 10251 Ruskin Road
from *“Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/B) ™, be
introduced and given first reading.

APPLICATION BY ZHAO XD ARCHITECT LTD. FOR REZONING
AT 8540 AND 8560 JONES ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED

(RS1/E) TO HIGH DENSITY TOWNHOUSE (RTH1)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8872, RZ 11-593412) (REDMS No. 3478339)

See Page PLIN-57 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Bylaw No. 8872, for the rezoning of 8540 and 8560 Jones Road from
“Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “High Density Townhouse (RTH1)”, be
introduced and given first reading.

CNCL -6



Council Agenda — Monday, March 26, 2012

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

PLN-77

PLN-101
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ITEM

16.

17.

APPLICATION BY AM-PRI CONSTRUCTION LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 9100, 9120 AND 9140 NO. 3 ROAD FROM SINGLE

DETACHED (RS1/E) TO LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTL4)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8873, RZ 11-577561) (REDMS No. 3478950)

See Page PLN-77 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Bylaw No. 8873, for the rezoning of 9100, 9120 and 9140 No. 3 Road
from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)”, be
introduced and given first reading.

APPLICATION BY CENTRO TERRAWEST DEVELOPMENT LTD.
FOR REZONING AT 6011 AND 6031 NO. 1 ROAD FROM LOCAL
COMMERCIAL (CL) AND SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F) TO

COMMERCIAL MIXED USE (ZMU21) - TERRA NOVA
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8874/8875, RZ 11-586705) (REDMS No. 3476638)

See Page PLN-101 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8874, to
redesignate 6011 and 6031 No. 1 Road from “Residential (Single-
Family) “ to “Mixed-Use” in Schedule 2.2B of Official Community
Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Terra Nova Sub-Area Plan), be introduced and
given first reading.

(2) That Bylaw No. 8874, 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 deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act.

(3) That Bylaw No. 8874, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
not to require further consultation.

CNCL -7
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CNCL ITEM
Pg. #

(4) That Bylaw No. 8875, to:
(@) Create “Commercial Mixed-Use (ZMU21) — Terra Nova”;

(b) Amend Section 5.15.1 (Affordable Housing) to include the
“ZMU21” zone and the density bonusing sum of “$4.00””; and

(c) Rezone 6011 and 6031 No. 1 Road from “Local Commercial
(CL)” and “Single Detached (RS1/F)” to “Commercial Mixed-
Use (ZMU21) — Terra Nova”, be introduced and given first
reading.

Consent 18. APPLICATION BY PAUL CHEUNG (LIONS COMMUNICATIONS
Agenda INC.) FOR A TEMPORARY COMMERCIAL USE PERMIT AT 12631
VULCAN WAY FOR 2012, 2013 AND 2014

(File Ref. No.; TU 12-600784; REDMS No. 3487216)

PLN-137 See Page PLN-137 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the application of Paul Cheung (Lions Communications Inc.)
for a Temporary Commercial Use Permit at 12631 Vulcan Way be
considered at Public Hearing to be held on April 16, 2012 at 7:00 pm
in the Council Chambers of Richmond City Hall, and that the
following recommendation be forwarded to that meeting for
consideration:

“That a Temporary Commercial Use Permit be issued to
Paul Cheung (Lions Communications Inc.) for the
property at 12631 Vulcan Way for the purposes of
permitting an evening night market event between May 11,
2012 to September 16, 2012 (inclusive), May 10, 2013 to
September 8, 2013 (inclusive) and May 9, 2014 to
September 14, 2014 (inclusive) subject to the fulfillment of
all terms, conditions and requirements outlined in the
Temporary Commercial Use Permit and attached
Schedules.”

(2) That the Public Hearing notification area include all properties
within the area bounded by River Road to the north, No. 5 Road to
the west, Bridgeport Road to the south and Knight Street to the east.

CNCL -8
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PWT-11

PWT-17

3494825

ITEM

19.

20.

BC STEWARDSHIP REGULATION RELATING TO PACKAGING
AND PRINTED PAPER
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-00) (REDMS No. 3486556)

See Page PWT-11 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That:

(@) Whereas recycling rates for residential homes in Metro
Vancouver is currently at 44%;

(b) Whereas in Metro Vancouver, the municipal blue box curbside
service is the most established and successful aspect of the waste
stream in terms of diversion;

(c) Whereas recyclable materials represent a potential revenue
stream for municipalities;

(d) Whereas public policy priorities to drive zero waste should focus
on much diverting waste from multi-family dwellings, and the
commercial and industrial sectors;

(e) Whereas the Province has amended the Recycling Regulation to
include extended producer responsibility for paper and
packaging by 2014;

()  Whereas municipalities have the most knowledge about the
recycling system in their communities;

() Whereas the new stewardship program doesn’t require
municipal pick up and could eliminate publicly controlled
residential collection of paper and packaging; and

(h) THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Province amend the
Recycling Regulation so that stewardship organization fund
recycling programs through local governments;

(2) That the foregoing be forwarded to the Lower Mainland Local
Government Association and Metro Vancouver for information.

FLOOD PLAIN DESIGNATION AND PROTECTION BYLAW 8204,

AMENDMENT BYLAW 8876
(File Ref. No. 10-6060-04-01) (REDMS No. 3477400)

See Page PWT-17 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

CNCL -9
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PWT-21

3494825

ITEM

21.

22.

23.

That Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204, Amendment
Bylaw 8876 be introduced and given first, second and third reading.

RESIDENTIAL WATER METER PROGRAM UPDATE
(File Ref. No. 10-6650-02) (REDMS No. 3486556)

See Page PWT-21 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That the options for alternate water utility rate structures that enhance
water conservation and equity be brought forward for consideration in 2012
prior to the annual utility rates report.

*hkkkhkkkkihkkkihkkkihkhkkikihkkiiikkx

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE
CONSENT AGENDA

*hkhkkkhkhkhkkhkhkkkhkhkkkhhkhkkihkhiikikh

NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

MEETING OF THE LMTAC BOARD OF DIRECTORS
(File Ref. No.: ) (REDMS No.)

That in the absence of Councillor Linda Barnes, an alternate Council
member be appointed to attend the meeting of the LMTAC Board of
Directors to be held at the District of North Vancouver Municipal Hall, on
Monday, April 2", 2012.

PUBLIC DELEGATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

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

CNCL -10
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CNCL ITEM

Pg. #

CNCL-87 (1) Michael Wylie, Richmond Frame & Alignment, to speak about
property taxes, mill rates and the future planning and zoning in
Richmond.

CNCL-99 (2) Roland Hoegler, to speak about Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).

24. Motion to rise and report.

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS

NEW BUSINESS

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION

CNCL-105 Road Closure and Removal of Road Dedication Bylaw 8845 (A Portion of
Road Adjacent to 3391 Sexsmith Road) Bylaw No. 8845
Opposed at 1%/2"/3" Readings — None.

CNCL -11
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CNCL ITEM
Pg. #

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL

25. RECOMMENDATION

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

(1) That the minutes of the Development Permit Panel meeting held on
CNCL-107 Wednesday, March 14, 2012, and the Chair’s report for the
CNCL-115 Development Permit Panel meetings held on March 14, 2012 be
received for information; and

(2)  That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of a
Development Variance Permit (DV_11-587706) for the property at
12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260 English Avenue and 12231, 12233,
12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 & 12253 Ewen Avenue, be endorsed, and
the Permits so issued.

ADJOURNMENT

CNCL —-12
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City of | |
Richmond | Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, March 19, 2012

Place: Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Present: ‘Mayor Malcolm.D. Brodie
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhaijl
Councillor Harold Steves

Gail Johnson, Acting Corporate Officer

Absent: Councillor Linda Barnes
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt

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

1. . Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8812 (RZ 11-566870)
(Location: 9780 Alberta Road; Applicant: Jaing Zhu)
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:
(a) Fred Zhu, 9800 Alberta Road (Schedule 1)
Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH12/3-1 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8812 be given first and second readings.
CARRIED

CNCL -13
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, March 19, 2012

2. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8849 (RZ 11-594227) _
(Location: 10580 River Drive; Applicant: Jagtar and Shingara Kandola)
Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions’ -

None.

Submissions from the floor:

Sharon Ginter, 10491 Gilmore Crescent, expressed concern for trees on the
subject site, two trees on her property and a tree on the property to the west -
of her property. She stated that tree protection fencing had been erected
around the trees on the subject site, but when the site was preloaded, some
of the protective fencing had come down.

PH12/3-2 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8849 be given first and second readings.
' CARRIED

3.  Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8852 (RZ 11-587549)
(Location: 11291 Williams Road; Applicant: Robert Kirk)
Applicant’s Comments: 7
The applicant was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:
None, | ‘
Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH12/3-3 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8852 be given first and second readings.
- CARRIED

CNCL - 14
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PH12/3-4

PH12/3-5

3477852

miam Richmond

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, March 19, 2012

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8863 (RZ 11-594451)
(Location:  10180/10200 Finlayson Drive; Applicant: Yaseen Grewal,
Balbir Randhawa, and Sarbjit Randhawa) .

Applicant’s Comments.

- The applicant was available to answer questions.

Written Submissions.
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

It was moved and seconded

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8863 be given first and second readings.
‘ CARRIED

- Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8866 (RZ 11-587257)

(Location: 8631 Francis Road; Applicant: Harbinder Bahd)

Applicant’s Comments.

The applicant was available to answer questions.

Written Submissions:

(a) Harvey Gill, 8951 Cooper Road (Schedule 2)

(b) Manfred Henschel, 8528 Robinson Place (Schedule 3)

_ Submissions from the floor:

None.

It was moved and seconded

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8866 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED

CNCL - 45
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearlngs
Monday, March 19, 2012

6. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8868 (RZ 11-581552)
(Location: 9500, 9520 and 9540 Granville Avenue; Applicant: Khalid
Hasan)
Applicant’s Comments.
- The applicant was not in attendance,
“Written Submissions:
(a) Odelia Liv, 7051 Ash Street (Schedule 4)
Submissions from the floor:
S None.
"PHI12/3-6 It was moved and seconded ‘
That Zomng Amendment Bylaw 8868 be given first and second readmgs
' CARRIED

7. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8869 (RZ 11-577322)
(Location: 4771 Duncliffe Road; Apphcant Pacific Coastal Homes Ltd )
Applzcarzt s Comments.
The applicant was not in attendance.
+ Written Submissions: '
‘None. '
Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH12/3-7 It was moved and seconded
| That ZoningA}nendment Bylaw 8869 be given first and second readings.
CARRIED

CNCL - 16
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearmgs
Monday, March 19 2012

8. Temporary Commercial Use Permit Application (TU 11-595782)
(Location: 8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87 Section 21 Block 5
North Range 6 West Plan 34592); Applicant: Firework Productions Ltd.)

Applicant’s Comments:
Raymond Cheung, Firework Productions, advised that he was the founder
and owner of the Richmond Night Masket, and that for the past iwelve years
the Night Market had provided entertainment.
Mr. Cheung noted that parking stalls for the Duck Island site provided three
times the number of parking stalls- provided at previous Night Market
locations. He also stated that the proposed Night Market on the subject site
included 200 retail booths, 88 food booths, a farmers market section
featuring local produce, and that the Night Market would provide free, live
entertainment, diverse in nature. »
Mr. Cheung concluded his remarks by expressing appreciation to City staff, -
and the Night Market’s supporters.
Douglas Smith, ATC Traffic Management Ltd. provided details of the
traffic management plan designed by his company for the proposed Night
Market.
Written Submissions:
() Reynaldo P. Concepcion, #801-1080 Howe Street, Vancouver
" (Schedule 5)
(b) Myette Acha, St. John Ambulance #120-6851 Elmbrldge Way
‘ (Schedule 6)
(¢)  Chief Ernest Campbell, Musqueam Indian Band, 6735 Salish Drive,
Vancouver (Schedule 7)
(d) MLA John Yap, Province of B.C., #115-4011] Bayvnew Street
(Schedule 8) )
(e) Pamela Gervacio, resident of Richmond (Schedule 9)
(f)  Vince Sara, Rogers Media (Schedule 10)
(g) Manfred Chan, Scouts Canada, 5531 Garrison Road (Schedule 11)
(h)  Abdul Walli, Park ‘N Fly Valet Parking, 6380 Miller Road (Schedule
12) :

CNCL - 47
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearmgs
Monday, March 19, 2012

(i)  Esther Ho, Care for Life Founda’uon #3125-8888 Odlin Crescent
(Schedule 13)
(i)  James Dickson, Richmond Firefighters Charitable Soc1ety, #1210-
- 11980 Hammersmith Way (Schedule 14)

. (k) Paul Ho, The Integration Youth Services Society, #3125-8888 Odlin
- Crescent (Schedule 15) :

(D Peter Goudron, Great Canadian Gaming Corporation, #350 13775
Commerce Parkway (Schedule 16)

(m) Henry Davies, Jayker Holdings Ltd., 8560 River Road (Schedule 17)

(n) John Edward del Rosario, Circulo llonggo Association of B.C.
(Schedule 18)

(o) Lilian Chau, Port Metro Vancouver, 100 The Pointe, 999 Canada
Place, Vancouver (Schedule 19)

(p)  Yalixe M. Rojas-Uzcategui, 8831 Douglas Street (Schedule 20)
(@) Mike Merhi, 883 [ Douglas Street (Schedule 21)

(r)  Supplementary Staff Report dated March 1, 2012 (Schedule 22)
Submissions from the floor:

Howard Blank, Vice-President, Great Canadian Gaming Corporation,
commended Raymond Cheung for meeting with him. He then expressed the
following concerns: (1) the success of the proposed Night Market might
mean that visitors who arrive using public transit would be encumbered by
articles purchased at the market, and then require a taxi ride home thus
causirig more traffic congestion; (ii) if the success of the Night Market
negatively impacts the River Rock Casino, the three year permit means a
three year wait to address the situation; (iii) a decline, even a small one, in
‘the Casino’s revenue due to the Night Market; (iv) traffic problems may
cause River Rock Casino customers to go elsewhere; and (v) if the Night
Market creates bottlenecks on roads surrounding the Casino, this could
delay the RCMP from attending at any mishaps. -

Mr. Blank requested that the Night Market receive a one-year, instead of a
three-year, Temporary Use Permit.

Jasper Smith, Director of Investigations, IPSA International, a member of
the Canadian Anti-Counterfeiting Network, requested that special attention
be given to prevent the sale of counterfeit goods at the Night Market.

CNCL - 18
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, March 19, 2012

Mr. Smith suggested that anti-counterfeiting clauses be placed in the
‘temporary use permit agreement, and that the following measures be
undertaken: (i) liaise with the RCMP and rights holders; (ii) the Night
Market undertake its own policing against counterfeiting; (iii) the vendors
be educated with regard to the sale of counterfeit goods; and (iv) that self-
regulation takes place. .

Mr. Smith recommended zero tolerance for the sale of counterfeit goods,
and although the sale of counterfeit goods has dropped in recent years, it has
not been eliminated.

Wayne Grant, Councillor, Musqueam Indian Band, 6735 Sallsh Drive,
Vancouver, spoke in support of.the proposed Night Market and stated that
Mr. Cheung has invited members of the Band to share their culture through
dance performances on the entertainment stage at the Night Market.

Andrew Vince, Senior Staff Officer, St. John Ambulance, #120-6851
Elmbridge Way, spoke in support of the proposed Night Market and stated
that his organization provides volunteer first aid coverage at events,
including Night Markets. He stated that providing volunteer first aid service
at the Night Market enables St. John Ambulance to grow its program.

Pamela Gervacio, a resident of Richmond, spoke in support of the proposed
Night Market and advised that she enjoys going to the Night Market. She -
supported the Duck Island location, stated that the traffic plan represented
an opportunity, and said that it would be unfair to the Market’s investors to
grant a one year Temporary Use Permit.

Bill Chuck advised that he spoke on behalf of Esther Ho, Care for Life
Foundation, #3125-8888 Odlin Crescent, and spoke in support of the
proposed Night Market. He stated that the Market would: (i) assist in
business development; (ii) create jobs;, (iii) create entrepreneurial
opportunities; and (iv) bring fun activities to the City for families and
children.

Florence Gordon asked whether there is some connection the City has with
TransLink to encourage more people to arrive at the proposed Night Market
via public transit, and not in their vehicles. She suggested that television
stations be asked to work with the City and TransLink to promote the
proposed Night Market.

CNCL -19 -
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Peter Mitchell, 6271 Nanika Crescent noted that traffic travelling north on
No. 3 Road can get heavy, especially when the River Rock Casino is busy,
and ‘also that the traffic lights positioned close together in the Bridgeport
Road/No. 3 Road/Sea Island Way neighbourhood lead to slow moving

- traffic. He added that it is important to synchronize the traffic lights in this
area, and also that the Traffic Control personnel working for the Night
- Market might have to choose one set of lights over another set of lights,
‘when they move in to ease and manage traffic flow.

Mr. Mitchell added that one way to minimize any negative impact on either
the Casino or the proposed Night Market at times of high traffic is to ensure
that the two entities work together so that when the Casino schedules a
show the Night Market does not schedule a ceremony, and vice versa.

Andy Leung identified himself as an entrepreneur who moved to Richmond
because of the opportunity presented by the Night Market. He expressed
support for the Night Market and stated that it helps to grow business and is
a place where investors can test run services and products, without having to
make a large investment. He said that there are a lot of bridges that can be
“created between the Casino and the Night Market to bring the two entities
together.

Adrian Wilding, Owner, Tusky Services; advised that he provides traffic
control services for, and runs a food booth at, the Vulcan Way Summer
Night Market event. He stated his concern that because the Vulcan Way
Summer Night Market provides paid parking stalls, and the proposed Night
Market at Duck Island provides free parking stalls, the Vulcan Way
Summer Night Market’s business may suffer and jobs created by the
Vulean Way Summer Market may be lost.

Maggie Ho, Best Western Abercorn Inn, 9260 Bridgeport Road, spoke in
support of the proposed Night Market and advised-that Mr. Cheung’s Night
Markets in past years have had a positive effect and have brought visitors
from Seattle, B.C.’s interior, and the Guif Islands to Richmond, many of

* whom stay overnight in hotels in the Bridgeport Road area. From a tourism
perspective, Ms. Ho stated that the proposed site of the Night Market s a
good location, and that the event presents a great opportunity.

CNCL - 20
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Dan, a Vancouver resident, advised that on Friday nights the Oak Street and
Arthur Lang Bridges already experience heavy rush hour traffic, and this
time period coincides with the time the proposed Night Market gets
underway on Friday evenings. He noted that vehicles driving to the
proposed Night Market would worsen the already jammed traffic caused by
businesses in the area.

He also raised a concern regarding emergency vehicles being able to easily
access the proposed Night Market site.

Mr. Cheung, and Mr. Smith of ATC Traffic Management Ltd., responded to
queries from Council, and provided information regarding emergency
access, signage, traffic management, counterfeit products and other matters.

Henry Davies, Jayker Holdings Ltd., 8560 River Road, expressed concern
regarding the environmentally sensitive area along the Fraser River in the
vicinity of Duck Island, and referenced a ditch that he said was dug through

- the dike in order to drain the subject site. e also mentioned sand that is
migrating onto the railway track area. Mr, Davies requested that the City
allow the applicant to hook up to.its drainage system. In closing he also
noted the presence of eagles, ducks and geese on the Duck Island site.

PH12/3-8 It was moved and seconded

.That a Temporary Commercial Use Permit be issued to Firework
Productions Ltd. for the property at 8351 River Road and Duck Island for
the purposes of permitting an evening night market event between May
18, 2012 to October 8, 2012 (inclusive), May 17, 2013 to October 14, 2013 -
(inclusive) and May 16, 2014 to October 13, 2014 (inclusive) subject to:

(1) the fulfillment of all terms, conditions and requirements outlined in
the Temporary Commercial Use Permit and attached Schedules;

(2) an amendment fo the list of conditions in Schedule A, under Traffic
Management Plan (TMP), as follows:

o the TMP is to be monitored by the City’s Transportation Division in
consultation with on-site RCMP and Community Bylaws staff and is
subject to revision and changes (i.e., alteration of the plan;
additional Traffic Control staff, and appropriate traffic control signs
and other related matters) should the need arise; and

CNCL - 21
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(3) the Product Counterfeiting strategy, set out on pﬁge 12 of the staff
report dated February 9, 2012, being added to the list of conditions

in Schedule A.
CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
PH12/3-9 It was moved and seconded
’ That the meeting adjourn (8:55 p.m.).
CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the

- Minutes of the Regular Meeting for Public
“Hearings of the City of Richmond held on
Monday, March 19, 2012.

Mayor (Malcolm D, Brodie) ] : Acting Corporate Officer
~ City Clerk’s Office (Gail Johnson)
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Schedule 1 to the Minutes of To Pobiic Hoaring

the Council Meeting for Date: MAR LM (9 2012
hom [

. Public Hearing held on
N ) R ‘Z )
Hi Mr. David Johnson, Monday, March 19, 2012. o ‘&*f 21N

March 16, 2012-03-16

ran e,

This is Fred Zhu, the President behind of Strata Council at 9800 ATB’éﬁ““R"d‘“‘tlTere*rsw o
concerned for the proposal rezoning plan at the 9780 Alberta Rd:

By my undérstanding since 2007 City already requlre bigger land assemblies to avoid
creatmg small townhouse sites.

By .Official Community Plan (OCP) MCLENNAN NORTH 8.2.1.d.ii) minimum
requirement: Along local or collector roads - Incorporate a minimum frontage width of
40 m and a minimum lot area of 2,000 m2 (0.5 ac).

But the proposal rezoning plan at 9780 Alberta Rd, the frontage width is only 20 m and
size is only 1,000 m2, it’s not meet the minimum requirement by OCP of City of
Richmond.

In the meanwhile, there is an old single house at west adjacent property 9760 Alberta Rd,
the owner Mr. Dave Szabo willing to sell his property to developer already couplé years,
and asking price is fair and reasonable under current property marketing.

- Here I am strongly suggest City to advice the developer to take serious effort to get this
opportunity to acquire adjacent property at 9760 Alberta Rd, or union with another
developer to get more lots on west side built together in order to meet the minimum
requirement by OCP.

Recently Alberta Rd become very active area for new townhouse development, as
neighborhood residents we also would like the big development instead many small one,
to reduce the construction noises, inconveniences and environmental issues repeatedly.

There is reference case, an proposal 26 units townhouse development right on corner of

Alberta Rd on 6311, 6331, 6351 and 6371 No. 4 Road, there are two developers, each

have 2 Jots for frontage width is only 42.68 m in total and do not meet the minimum 50 m

requirement as along major arterial roads by OCP, so the two developers union together
in order to meet the minimum requirement by OCP.

Please forward my letter to the Panel of Public Hearing on March 19, 2012 due to I am
unable to attendmg thxs Hearing. ‘

Thanks,

Yours truly,
President of Strata Council of 9800 Alberta Rd
Fred Zhu




Send a Submission Online (response #628) ’“wm;w%m . Page 1 of 1
‘ » To Public Hearing
Date:Mavzl (4 20/
tem & 5 ]
MayorandCouncillors
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 7
~ Sent: March 14, 2012 7:01 PM Schedule 2 to the Minutes of
To:. MayorandCouncillors the Council Meeting for
Subject: - Send a Submission Online (response #628) '

Categories: 08-4105-20-2011587257 Development at 8631 Francis Rd

Send a Submission Online (response #628)

Survey Information

Site: | City Website

Public Hearing held on
Monday, March 19, 2012.

Page Title: | Send a Submission Online

o e

URL: | http://ecms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx .

* Submission Time/Date: | 3/14/2012 7:00:15 PM

Survey Response
- Your Name: ' Harvey Gill _
Your Address: 8951 Cooper Road

Subject Property Address OR
Bylaw Number:

03/15/7012

Comments:

8631 Francis Road (RZ 11-587257)

 Dear SirfMadam, The series of Coach Houses
(RCH) along Francis Road have taken their toll
on the trees in this area. A majestic Sequoia was
cut down by developers to make room for the
existing Coach Houses and this proposed new
rear lane threatens another beautiful established
tree. This tree does not need to be cut down,
every effort has to be made to accommodate this
tree and still give access to the lane. The tree is
situated along the north side of the proposed
lane right against the fence line. It can easily be
paved around and its bottom branches trimmed
without inhibiting access or affecting the
proposed coach houses. Recently further down
Francis by St. Aibans other trees were cut down
for similar development, this tree doesn't need to ;
be downed in the same manner. | trust every :
effort will be made to work around this tree. We
have set a poor example in our efforts to save
large trees in this area, in the name of
development. In this case we can avoid cutting
down this tree and still gain access in the lane. ¢
Sincerely H.Gill 604-248-3498

CNCL - 24
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Date: March 15, 2012

1e. .
e

Attention: Director

Schedule 3 to the Minutes of
City Clerk’s Office the Council Meeting for

6911 No. 3 Road ‘ Public Hearing held on
Ricmnon:d, BC V6Y 2C1 Monday, March 19, 2012.

Re: Publi¢ hearing in repards to Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8866 (RZ 11-587257)

I have received the (ettor to rezone the property on Francis Road into coach homes.
Unfortunately I am unable to attend the public hearing but feel it is extremely important
to voice my concerns of this development proposal. My family will be affected by this
proposed bylaw as my property backs right onto this dwelling. The noise concerns me,
the ipvaded privacy concerns'me, the additional traffic in the new lape concerns me, and
simply L am not for this. I chose my lot for a specific reason when I bought this home
years ago. We have a very large, private backyard which I' make use of regularly. And
the last thing I want is to have a road created directly bebind me with coach homes
looking over my backyard.

I hope that other neighbours express their concerns as well.

Thank you,

S i T S B R 1, B e A CAPRTIARSARR MR v |+ - - e SRR AR DI AT

R S NS i
R . < . e v

R et R R i SR
LITERE T U ¥

Manfred Henschel
8528 Robinson Place ' i
Richmond, BC A
(604) 273-6435

12020 Vulcan Way, Richmond, B.C. V6V 1J8 Canada
Telephone: (604) 273-6435 Fax: (604) 273-7988
Toll Free: 1-866-GO-4-IRON (464-4766)

Web Site: www.customironworks.com
Email: info@customitonwotles.com
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Send a Submission Online (response #627)

Page 1 of 1

- To Public Hearing
Dete: MARCH [ e( 2002

ltem #

MayorandCouncillors

From:. City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]
Sent:  March 14, 2012 11:27 AM

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #627)

Send a Submission Online (response #627)

Suwey Inforrndhon

; PQge Tltle

Clty Websde

Send a Submnssnon Onllne

ey

..R@.W&%!Mmmgﬁéigww

Schedule 4 to the Minutes of

the
Public

URL:

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

Council

Meeting for
Hearing held on

Monday, March 19, 2012,

‘I _ i S|te
|

‘ Submission Ti‘me/Date:_

Survey Re%ponse

Your Name: '

Your Address:

3/14/2012 11:25.54 AM

Odella L|u ,

7051 Ash Street Rlchmond

Bylaw Number:

Comments:

03/14/2012

Subject Property Address OR

[ e s i 3 A a8 S s .2 45 A A A Sy e » e e s

|f rezone Thanks

9500,9520 and 9540 Granwlle Ave (RZ 11—

581552)

There are some trees at 9500 (Some close to

~ 7060°Ash St and some at the corner of Ash

and Granville). They are very tall and must
grow for many years. Please klndry keep them

CNCL - 26



Send a Submission Online (response #629)

- MayorandCouncillors
From: - City of Richmond-Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]
Sent: March 15, 2012 5:49 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors
Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #629)

Page 1 of 1

To Public Hearing

Date.ﬁﬂgc H_(4 2012

| Ret; sr»u»@mwﬁ%:»fjg»_, |

Schedule 5 to the Minutes of
Meeting for

the Council

Categories: 11-7400-20-RNMA1 - Richmorid Night Market -Duck Island Publi¢

Hearing held

on

Monday, March 19, 2012.

- Send a Submission Online (response #629)

Survey Informatlon

Slte

Clty Websne

- Page Title:

Send a SumeSS|on Onlme

T URL:

http: //cms richmond. ca/Page1793 aspx

Submission Time/Date:

3/15/2012 5:48:35 PM

Survey Response

Your Name:

reyna!do P concepcmn

Your Address:

Bylaw Number:

Subject Property Address OR

Duck Island or TU-595782 Temporary
Commercia use

Unit 801-1080 Howe Vancouver BC

Comments:

[ am the Business Development Manager of a
vancouver based tour operator.We have
‘wanted to put the summer night market as
part of our summer tour program But the -
Vulcan Road site has accessability

issues. This new site is wonderful and will
allow us to bring our guests there. Secondly
speaking as a Filipino Canadian Community
Advocate.Many Filipino Canadian Seniors like
to go to Summer Night market much like what
we call "Tiange"in the Philippines.However
Vulcan road has accesability issues for those
without cars.According to my Richmond
Filipino senior friends moving it to Bridgeport
Station is fantastic and makes going so much
more accesibile for them.We are looking
forward to the Richmond night Market in Duck
Island

03/16/7012.




St. John Ambulance ' British Columbia and

To Public Hearing Yukon Council

SAVING LIVES |Data:! AU 14 2017/ | Richmond Branch

, : #120-8851 Elmbridge Way,
m  at work, home and play tom 4.2 Richmond, B.C. V7C 4N1

Re: .. 1:54513% T (604) 207-2032

F: (604) 231-0406
E: richmond@bc.sja.ca
www.gja.ca/bc

Schedule 6 to the Minutes of

16 March 2012 . the Council Meeting for
' Public Hearing held on
Mr. Raymond Cheung Monday, March 19, 2012.

Event Organizer, Richmond Night Market
Unit 3063-8700 McKim Way,
Richmond BC V6X 4A5

Dear Mr. Raymond Cheung,

On behalf of St. John Ambulance — Richmond Branch, I would like to express our sincere appreciation to your
organization for considering us as one of your Charity Partners in support of our fundraising campaign to raise over
$30, 000 for the purchase of the “first mobile post” that will serve the Richmond Community needs for first aid
services and providing emergency assistance in case of national disaster. We are delighted to support the Richmond
Night Market, renowned as popular family event that offers variety of food booths, retail and corporate exhibition
booths offermg frec parking lots and live entertainment for the whole famlly, friends and business people.

In addition, we are very grateful for your generous offer to sponsor a booth for our uniformed Brigade Members who
will be providing first aid services during the entire season of Richmond Night Market event as well as a booth to
conduct Charity sales featuring our first aid products and services.

With joint efforts of Ms. Clara Chow our Branch Executive Treasurer and Mr. Pius Chan our Branch Executive Fundraising
Coordinator, we would like to extend our utmost appreciation for facilitating this charitable event.

We value our association with your organization and we look forward to working with you to make this event a successful
one. A

Sincerely,

Myette Acha
Branch Manager

% St. John Ambulancs is an international humanitarian organization and (s a foundation of the Order of St. John. Charitable regislﬁcNﬁlMQS%R
0009

St John



MUSQUEAM INDIAN BAND

6735 SALISH DRIVE 3
VANCOUVER, B.C. §
CANADA V6N 4C4
TELEPHONE: 604 263-3261
FAX: 604 2634212

- To Publiec Hearin

Dote: AL 18 20020 |
ltam & '

3
£

H
1

LA

Schedule 7 to the Minutes of

» . the Council Meeting for

Mar 16, 2012 Public Hearing held on
Monday, March 19, 2012,

City of Richmond
6911 No.3 Road
Richmond, BC.
V6Y 2Ct

Re: Richmond Night Mayrket 2012

Deat Mr, Mayor and Councilors,

The Musqueam Nation is pleased to support the Riclunond Night Market 2012. It will be
a great opportunity to present the culture of the Musqueam Nation at events at the
Market. .

We understand’ The Richmond Night Market is a multicultural community event that
brings in visitors from Greater Vancouver and tourists from around the world.

We would like to extend our gratuity to the Richmond Night Macket 2012 for providing a
venue for the Musqueam Nation to show our culture and customs, and to tell the stories
of out People to citizens from Greater Vancouver and around the world,

Yours truly,

Chief, Musqueam Irfian Band

CNCL - 29



Constituenoy Office:

115 - 4011 Bayview Strest
Rlchmond, BC V7E 0A4
Phone: 604 241-8452

Fax: 604 241-8493

e-mall; Johr.yap.mla@leg.bc.ca
websHe: www.johnyapmla.bc.ca

RS A5 a3
vy YL ey

Province of
" British Columbia
Legislative Assembly

To Public Hearing
Date: MALLE !“L?,ol‘Zf

ltom 4.9,

- John Yap, M.L.A.

{Richmond-Stevaston)

March 16, 2012

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Re:. TU =)= 535181/

" Schedule 8 to the Minutes of

the - Council Meeting for
Public Hearing held on
Monday, March 19, 2012.

As the Member of the Legislative Assembly of British Columbia for Richmond-
Steveston, I would like to offer my support to Firework Production Ltd. in regard
to their application to operate the Richmond Night Market on Duck Island.

Since the inception of the Richmond Night Market in 2000 till 2007, thousands of
visitors have enjoyed the diverse ethnic foods, the entertairiment, the fascinating

shopping and all the amenities the market has to offer. The Richmond Night

Market offers a destination of choice for many residents of the Lower Mainland, as

well as tourists visiting our city.

I trust that the application submitted by Firework Production Ltd. will receive

positive consideration and acceptance by all concerned.’

Sincerely,

——

Iolp Yap Q“
MLA for Richmond-SteVeston

CNCL - 30



ACHIEVERS
CANADA

SLINX Indopendans Mprkoling Reprozaniptive

_ pam@SlinX.net

Schedule 9 to the Minutes of TN
-the Council Meeting for ‘ b aaning

. . te; -1
Public Hearing held on g:;? :{Mé% A pielL:

Monday, March 19, 2012. Reo: k-1~ S45 182/
March 15, 2012 » '

A e TR A SR 1 ML AL RO e P

PETITION

Mata i B LT B ST L S RVEIU SO |

To Whom it May Concern,

I, Pamela Gervaclo, a resldent in Richmond BC since 2003, would like to voice my opinion In this
community of which I'm so proud of. | am a concerned citizen who wants to thank the City of
Richmond for allowing the Richmond Night Market to stay here.

My family and | always look farward to the opening of the Richmond Night Market. We love to go
out at night and have all different kinds of asian delicacies, which cannot be easlily found any-
where else in Richmond. Every time we go there, the nostalgic aromas, music, and sights re-
mind us of our hometown. Wa reminisce about good memories and we shara it with our children,
teaching them more about our country of origin’s culture.

[, and many others I'm sure, belisve that the Richmond Night Market is not just a flea market nor
a commerctal exhibition. For me, it is more than that. The Richmond Night Market is a place
where we can embrace our diversity that is a huge part of the Canadian multicultural society. It is
a ptace where we gan Isarn about other clitures, and appreciate their uniqueness. Itis also a
place that gives us happiress, quality time with family and frisnds, all In one neat, safe place,
with securily around every corner, reassuring me of my family's safety. Not o mention, the mer-
chandise in the Richmond Night Market [s pretty affordable, as welll

The Richmond Night Market s like a tourist spot here in Richmond! My slsters in Surrey, my
sister-in-law and her family, they all come here, when they visit Richmond! It is so popular and
they provide our communlty with great merchandise, multicultural culsine and entertainment.
What a joy it is that the location is more central and accessible fo the public transit. For
sure, this will bring more ravenua to our Municipality and community. Visitors from other
cities do not need to drlve anymore, saving energy and keeping our Mother Earth that much
cleaner. Just Imagine, it is now so accessible to the Canada line.

Placing the Richmond Night Market near River Rock Casino, for me, Is a wonderful ideal
Not only It will generate income for both River Rock Casino and the Richmond Night Market, but
it will also create more customer trafflc for both. Therefore, more income for our City of Rich-
mond.

The Richmond Night Market, Is not |ust for profitabitity alone! They have a kind heart that cares
for the community as well. They help our local churches, by providing a free tent for us to fund-
raise for benevolent causes, like feeding and supporting single moms In BC housing, senior clti-

zens without any more family, and the homeless.

Thank you to the apﬁrovlng committee for faking the lime to consider the peoples’ opinion. We
strongly belleve that you'll make the right decision.

Should you have any questions please feel free to call at 604 7229670 or emall at

pam@slinx.net or infof

Sincerely yours,

Pamela Gervacio

604 722 8670

www.achieverscanada.com | info@achieverseanada.com | Pamela Gervacio | mobile 604 7229670 CNCL - 31
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SCOUTS CANADA

$Sea Pragon Sea SHcouts Group To Public Hearing
5531 Garrison Road, Richmond B.C: Date: ARCH |4, 1o
CANADA V7C 2M1 o #. 8 |

Tel:(604) 241-1285  Fax:(604) 241-8090 -
, (604 Re:. Tu. .l =545182

Schedule 11 to the Minutes of
the Council Meeting for
| _ Public Hearing held on
Match 12, 2012 : Monday, March 19, 2012.

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl

\

Dear Mayor Brodie and City Council,
Re: Richmond Night Market 2012

The Sea Dragon Sea Scout Group is delighted to have the opportunity to work with the
Richmond Night Market. Not only have they graciously allowed us a complimentary booth to
promote both our group-and the Scouting movement, but also given us the opportunity to
leverage the Richmond Night Market venue and name for fundraising.

Our group has been established in Richmond for over 25 years and we are proud to be able to
run a year-round program for the youth. Qur 250 members, consisting of volunteers and
youth, will greatly benefit from the generosity of the Richmond Night Market.

We believe the Richmond Night Market is the ideal family entertainment venue to promote
Scouting and attract new members to join Scouting. The Sea Dragon Sea Scout group would
like to thank the Richmond Night Market for their kindness and show full support for the
event and organization.

in2012. oF BICT
D/:?E\/I'fq\i\
Yours In Scouti \@x
ours In Scouting, MAR 1 § (
“ 2071 J |
A 0 /
% e fs
) ,___.i??—\* %HVQX&/
Manfred Chan =~ ~ L e TR
Group Commissioner _ SRS &
Sea Dragon Sea Scout Group )
NCL - 33

I THE SEA SCOUTS OF THE MIGHTY CREWS WHO SAIL THEIR SHIPS UPON THE OCEANS OF SEA SCOUTING




Teo Public Hearing
Date: MAL LM (4, 2012
ltem & ‘

PARKNFLY . e
VALET PARKING - ) L

Schedule 12 to the Minutes of
the Council Meeting for
| Public Hearing held on
March 18" 2012 Monday, March 19, 2012,

Mr. Raymond Cheung -
Richmond Night Market
8351 River Road
Richmaond, BC

VEX 1Y1

Dear Mr. Cheung,

Park’N Fly would like to congratutate you on The Richmond Night Market’s brand new location and
unique vision for the summer of 2012.

)

The Night Market has become an invaluable way of promoting multiculturalism, business
development, and tourism. It showcases local talent, international cuisine, and an opportunity for
entrepreneurs to introduce their Nosth American and Asian products to the Canadian Market. Most
importantly, The Night Market creates a sense of Community within the Richmond Area.

Park’N Fly would like to extend our support to The Richmond Night Market 2012. We wish you
continued success and look forward to having you as a part of our Neighbouring Community for many

years to come.

Sincerely,

Abdul Walli
General Manager

Park’N Fly Canada

6380 Miller Roay

Richmond. BC

V78 1B3

R Phone: (604) 270-9476 x226
@ Fax:  (604) 273-0279
Cemail: awali@parknfly.ca

CNCL - 34
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“CARE F€R LIFE

"To Public Heerin

%Qﬂiﬁ'%ﬁ@ POUNDWQ\'NI};%}E Date: M4 it H,‘Zo?w
3125 - 8888 Odlin Crescent : ltem ¢._B '
Richmond, BC V6X 328 Re: T4 (595782

‘Tel: 778-371-0264 Emall info@cflf.ca

AT Rt b b

March 15 2012 : Schedule 13 to the Minutes of
. | - ‘ the Council Meeting for
| II\{/I_r.hRayn;olgfi Eglle\e/[uni t - Public Hearing held on
1cnmon 1 arxKe : :
8351 River Road | | Monday, March 19, 2012.
Richmond, BC
V6X 1Y1

Dear Mr. Raymond Cheung,

“‘We would like to welcome you and Thc Rlchmond Night Market being as part of our
Nenghbourmg Community.

The Richmond Night Market operated such a wonderful business development in brand new
location, it provides lots of job and entrepreneur opportunities.

It also provide a great activities for families, youth and children.

~ We would like to extend our support to The Richmond Night Market. We wish you all the best!! |

Yours truly,

Ejsther HO .
President & CEO
Care for Life Foundation
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Richmond Firefighters Charitabl-e Society

Te Public Hewring |
Date: A2 (R 282

tem 4 B T
Re:. (L || -SA5185

L. e
Schedule 14 to the Minutes of
the Council Meeting for

'Public Hearing held on
Monday, March 19, 2012,

March 15, 2012

\

Dear Mayof and Council,

This letter is in support of Mr. Raymond Chéung in his application for a permit to hold the
Richmond Night Market once again this year. Mr. Cheung graciously allows our Charitable
‘Society to raise funds at the Night Market. These funds enable our Charitable Soclety to
support the following local Charities and causes: |

-Richmond Therapeutic Equestrian Society -Richmond Food Bank.
-Richmond Hospital Foundation ' —Richmond Stroke Recovery
-5t. Albans Church Community Meals -Salvation Army Shelter — Richmond House

~ -Varlous Richmond High School Dry Grad Events  -Provide 3 Annual High School Scholarships
-BC Firefighters Burn Fund - -Canadian Cancer Society
-Muscular Dystrophy Canada ' -Greater Vancouver Big Brothers

The fundraising efforts also Supp_ort our Global Village Projects. Some of these project$ have
had amazing support from the City of Richmond as well. Please consider this when reviewing
Mr. Cheung’s application.

Sincerely,

James Dickson

Treasurer — Richmond Firefighters Charitable Society

' ) CNCL - 36
1210 - 11980 Hammersmith Way  Richmond, B.C. V7A 0A4
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%3 % The Integration Youth Services Society
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Nod

March 16, 2012

Mr. Raymond Cheung -
Richwmond Night Market
8351 River Road
Richmond, BC

V6X1Y1

Dear Mr Cheung,

Schedule 15 to the Minutes of

the Council Meeting for.
Public Hearing held on

Monday, March 19, 2012.

To Public Haaring
Date: - Aflak tQ 20l

ltom &
Re:. Tl ~ 11-995 162

AT

The Integration Youth Services Society (IYSS) would like to congratulate and welcome The Richmond
Night Market, conduct such a wonderful event in Richmond Area. '

As a local youth and family services provider, we found that the Rlchmond Night Market will benefit our
families, give us a healthy and Joyful activities. '

We would like to extend our support to The Richmond Night Market. We wish you every success.

Yours truly,

Cut

Paul HO
Chairman, Board of Director

Encl.

PH/EH Address: #3125-8888 Odlin Cresent, Richmond, B.C,, V6X 378
E-maijl: info@iyss.org  Web-site: www.iyss.org

Tel: 604-227-0466
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To Public Hearing
Deate:MARLH H;’w\'?/
ltom #£.2 ,
Re:Tu (- S95 7K 2

GREAT CANADIAN GAMING CORPORATION

Schedule 16 to the Minutes of

the Council Meeting for

March 17, 2012 Public Hearing held on
o Monday, March 19, 2012.

Mayor/Councillors
City of Richmond

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

BY EMAIL
Dear Mayor/Councillors:

~ We felt compelled to submit this letter to you in light of the decision you will be making on March 19"
related to the Night Market application from Firework Productions Ltd.

Over the last two months we have worked with the Night Market proponent and City staff to address,.
clarify and mitigate our concerns and the potential impact the Night Market operation may have on the
River Rock Casino, and we are gratified that much progress has been made in that regard. However,
despite all the tactical commitments agreed upon to alfeviatc-_: traffic and congestion, it is only logical to
assume that there will be some impact on River Rock’s existing business- and its continued growth
pattern- by-more than doubling the number of visitors in this area of the immediate neighbourhood.
That is the risk we all take should this application be endorsed. '

We recognize the fact that the operating permit proposed for the Night Market is stringent and is
structured in such a way that allows for flexibility should the need arise. However, our fundamental
difficulty with such prescriptive “check box” management is that it is not outcome-based; in other
words, the proponent could comply with all of the conditions mandated by the City and there still could
be a negative impact on the business conducted at River Rock. And as a key financial stakeholder in the
River Rock operation, that’s obviously not an impact the City wants to experience. We feel strongly that
by not employing a more comprehensive outcomes-based approach, the City risks handcuffing itself to
three years of the operation and restricting its ability to effectively protect its.significant interest in the
River Rock operation. '

By no means will we proctaim to deserve a monopoly on business activity in this neighbourhood, but we
‘must underscore that we have invested literally tens of millions to ensure adequate parking facilities as
well as upgrades to the surrounding road network. We welcome synergistic and complementary growth

Suite 350 — 13775 Commerce Parkway o Richimond ¢ BC . V6V 2V4 e tel. 604-303-1000 o fax. 604-279-8505 o www.gcgaming.com
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in the area, like what is proposed for longer term on Duck Island, but we maintain our bellef that an
event-based business like the proposed Night Market will overwhelm the existing infrastructure.

We're proud of the fact that River Rock has realized revenue growth in recent years, despite macro-
.economic concerns and a mature gaming marketplace in BC. We're also proud of, and grateful for, the
partnership we have been afforded with the City of Richmond. And it Is our belief that River Rock is the
envy of some other municipalities because of the significance of the impact it has on Richmond’s
municipal finances. We respectfully suggest there is risk to the continued growth of that revenue stream
and that none of the stakeholders- River Rock, the Night Market proponent, or the City- can effectively
control potential impacts by adopting the proposed approach.

We respect the right of your Council to decide what is the appropriate land use within the City of
Richmond, including our immediate neighbourhood; however, we also implore you to consider further
assurances that will provide us some certainty that our existing business will not be subject to any
unintended consequences associated with the Night Market’s operation.

We readily concede that no one- including ourselves- can accurately predict what impact, if any, the
Night Market operation wlill have on River Rock and the immediate neighbourhood. But it is for this
exact reason we do not agree with a three year operating permit subject to certain conditions without
any consideration for outcomes and impacts. ' ' : -

We ,sincérely hope we are proven wrong by City representatives and the Night Market propbnent as it
" relates to these concerns.

Sincerely,

GREAT CANADIAN GAMING CORPORATION

Peter Goudron
Senior Vice President, Operations- West

Suite 350 — 13775 Commerce Parkway o Riclimond ¢ BC » V6V 2V4 o tel. 604-303-1000 o fax. 604-279-8505 s w ww,%cﬁammﬁ_qgm .
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Public Hearing held on Itom 4 'g((fs'asﬂ?j(

Monday, March 19, 2012. Ro: Tk
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JAYKER HOLDINGS LTD.

8560 RIVER ROAD
RICHMOND, B.C. V6X1Y4
604 244 1106
NNEAVIES(@OTELL S NET

March 18, 2012

DELIVERED BY HAND

City of Rlechmond
6911 N o. 3 Road
Richmond, B.C. V8Y2CH1

Attention: Director, City Clerk’s Office

Re: Temporary Commercial Use Permit Application (TU 11-595782) -
~ Public Hearing — Night Market

History

We constructed our building at 8560 River Road in 1975. We have two units — one accessed on
River Road and a rear unit with caretaker's suite accessed by the lane. We have experienced
numerous disruptions due to the construction of the Canada Line. We understand the impact of
the closure of our access. We, along with others lost tenants, buildings, and business due to only
temporary access to our properties because of lack of access. However, the construction of the
Canada LIne was for the public good and therefore we accepted our financial losses. Our block
of River Road already supplies the Airport with its power which can be seen in front of our
properties by the overhead lines complete with transformers and protective bollards. Also in our
block is the Kinder Morgan Jet Fuel Pipeline complete with above ground valves/vent. These are
all on our block of River Road and West Road area — a road that can be exited in only one
location.

We are not against the Night Market. We do, however, have two major concerns:

1. Environmental Impact

Our concern that the environmentally sensitive area along the Fraser River be protected was
conveyed to the owners of the Night Market and we were assured that it would be fenced off and
protected. However, we now have concerns with their assurance due to a ditch which has been
dug through the dyke to drain their property. They are draining their property onto the railroad
tracks and which continues across River Road and West Road intersection to the storm drains on
River Road. The tracks, the road, the trail and the Kinder Morgan installation are all awash after
a couple of days of rain. This breaching of the dyke raises concerns with us that they will not

follow through on their protection of the designated Environmentally Sensitive Area of the River, .=

My concern is the migration of the silt material and you can see by looking at the area they

\QZ LT




If the Market is forced to drain their site the opposite way towards the river it is going to have a
major impact on the designated Environmentally Sensitive area.

They should be required to hook up to the municipal storm sewer system.

The site is not porous. [t has had mountains of sand and gravel that made the site area probably
ten times larger than its footprint, which retained most of its rainfail. Anyone that has bought sand
and gravel by weight know that you buy it when it is dry and not wet. The site is like a pre-loaded
site where the sand has been removed. The base is there, it is compacted. You will see the
lakes of water remain over the site long after the rain has ceased and my concern is that if you
drain this sand filled site to the river without retention areas and filiration so that these sands do
not migrate into this environmentally sensitive area, it will get destroyed. | have been hesitant of
bringing this to your attention because the reaction will probably be to drain the site towards the
river and in turn making its way into the designated Environmentally Sensitive area.

2. Access

The plan calls for the blocking of our street one hour before the Market opens, with barricades—
River Road from No. 3 Road and West Road and the blocking of our lane with barricades from
River Road to Bridgeport. | am also informed that no parking will be allowed on River Road
during the market hours. This is to happen for six months a year for the next three years. | am
told by your representative at City Hall that anyone wishing to access our property — River Road
or lane — that they will have to ask the private traffic people to remove the barricades to let them
through by informing them which business on River Road they need to access. A business
cannot operate under those circumstances. At present we operate our business here and may
experience financial losses. As well, in the future how can we lease our property to another
tenant with limitations set on its access?

We have paid taxes on our property for over 35 years and do not expect any special
treatment. However we find it incredible that you can allow a private business the ability
to close our street for his own enterprise and suggest to us that we have to contact him to
give us access passes to access our own property. ‘

| am asking you for a legal opinion from your Legal Department on the City of Richmond’s
right to hand over the control of access to this block on River Road and Lane to a private
business at the expense of properties on River Road. I have not sought a legal opinion
but | understand what democracy means. Does anyone have the right to obstruct our
access to enhance their own value and use of their property? The Mayor and Council are
the guardians of our streets that give us all unrestricted access to our homes and
businesses. This should not be on the table, even for discussion.

enry Davies. President
Jayker Holdings Ltd.
Mitchell I1sland Equipment Inc.
The Barn

Cc: Juan’s Auto Service
Don Dickey Supplies Ltd.
Canada Post Corporation
Wings Mold Canada Ltd.
Shaw Cable
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Schedule 18 to the Minutes of o Bublic Haming
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Monday, March 19, 2012. Ao: TA \-5451870
A Letter of Support for the Richmond Night Market

Deat Mr, Maybr‘and Councilors,

The Circufo Tlonggo Association of BC is a proud supporter of the
Richmond Night market, a festival of culture, food, goods, music and

entertainment from all over Asia. This festival allows Circulo Tlonggo . |

members to gather together for fun and relaxation, as well as invite more”

[longgos to join and to take part in this community activity that promote Asian talents and goods.

A grea.t place éo enjroy the Asian entertainment and goods offered, the Richmond Night Market is
also an economical way to taste a variety c_)f Asian cuisines, from the hot and spicy, to the sweef and sour
flavors of Asia. It will be fnleresting_to savor the Korean, Japanese, Chinese, Thai delicacies, and of
course the Filipino dishes that we havé longed to taste, which can bring back our spirits a.nd memoties of

the good old times back home.

Additionally, our members can takg time to shop around and buy affordable merchandise. ".Fhis
-will be a good time to reconnect and bond with friends, and do some networking while enjoying the great
talents from all over Metro Vancouver. Since it will be near the River Rock Casino, members can add to
the thrill and excitement of the festival by dropping by the gaming center to try théir luck on the cards and
slot machines. No one will ever worry about transportation as the place »is very accessible with the Sky
Train néarby. _Lastly, for new Jtlongo immigrants, this is a great way for them to immetse themselves into
their new lives in Canada, a country of diversity and multiculturalism. And as for the old members, this
will serve as a-way to cure their homesickness of being far from home. This will also allow them to

reintroduce to their own children the rich culture and values that they grew up with.

John Edward del Rosario

President of Circulo llonggo Association of British Columbia

( MAR 1 9 2012

o\  CNCL-
\\//)., RECEIVED
\\C\l Kmawnc
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Schedule 19 to the Minutes of | Teo Public Hearing
the Council Meeting for pate:od7h. 14 202
#
Public Hearing held on lem =
N S W 00 4
MayorandCouncillc vy, 4oy, March 19,2012, [Re—d -
From: on behalf of MayorandCouncillors
Subject: FW: Port Metro Vancowers Public Hearing Comments for TU-11-595782 Duck Island Night
Market .

Importance: High
Categories: 01-0140-20-PMVAT1 - Port Metro Vancouver (Vancouver Fraser Port Authority - VFPA)

From: Chau, Llllan [mallto Llllan Chau@portmetrovancouver com]

Sent: March 19, 2012 12:41 PM

To: Eng, Kevin

Cc: MayorandCouncillors; Penner, Jason Chang, Britta; Natland, Jennifer

Subject: Port Metro Vancouver's Public Hearing Comments for TU-11- 595782 Duck Island Night Market
Importance: High

Hi Kevin,
Re: Port Metro Vancouver's Public Hearing Comments for TU-11-595782 Duck Island Nigh't Market'

Thank you for the public hearmg notice and information regarding the nlght market project above by Firework
Productions Ltd.

We have the following comments for your consideration:

1) Proposed Emergency Staging and Access shown on Proposed Site Plan (PLN-39)

» The proposed site plan shows “Emergency Staging”, and emergency exits and routes on Port
Metro Vancouver property (Block A of District 6578 Group 1 NWD) that is immediately west of
subject site. '

e The site is currently leased to Rempel Brothers, overholding pending completlon of additional
environmental testing on-the site.

o Firework Productions Ltd. has not approached the Port in retaining access and use of the
property. ‘

e Any proposed uses including emergency access through the property must first receive the
consent and approval of Port Metro Vancouver. ‘

1}  Security and Fencing
¢ Any proposed activities on the site should be conducted on the applicant’s fee-simple property
~and not on Port property or within the high water mark.
® We suggest fencing the proposed night market area to prevent public access to the foreshore
and Port property to address public safety and trespassiﬁg concerns. ‘

We have no other comments on the proposed night market at this time.
‘We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the application.

If you have any questions, please call me at (604) 665-9129.

Kind regards,

03/19/20172



Lilian

Lilian Chau, M.A., MCIP
Senlor Planner
Planning and Development

PR WA TN

N g Varcouver

" Port Metro Vancouver

100 The Polnte, 999 Canada Place
Vancouver, BC Canada V6C 3T4

direct: 604,665,9129

fax: 1.866.284.4271
emall:lillan.chau@portmetrovancouver,com
website: www.portmetrovancouver.com

03/19/2012

Page 2 of 2
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~ Send a Submission Online

(tesponse #631) Page | of 1

“Fo Public Hearing |

_ Dave:_Ma 2
MayorandCouncillors mm i % Sl
From: City of Richmond We.bsite [webgraphics@richmond.ca] ’TZ( ~R2% /jhgfz/
Sent: March 19, 2012 2:13 PM

To: _MayorandCouncillors h

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #631)

Send a Submission Online (response #631)

Schedule 20 to the Minutes of
- the Council Meeting for

Public Hearing held on

Monday, March 19, 2012.

burvey Informdtlon

' Slte

Page Tltle
URL

Send a Submnsswn Onlme

http //cms rlchmond ca/Page1793 aspx

Submlsswn Tnme/Date

Survey Response

3/19/2012212 15 PIVI .

Your Name:

Yallxe I\/‘I Ro;as Uzcategw :

! Your Address:
I

8831 Douglas Street Rlchmond B.C. V6X
1V2

Bylaw Number:

Comments:

03/19/2012

Subject Property Address OR

8351 Rlver Road and Duck Island (Lot 87
Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West Plan
34592

t

| DON' T AGREE WITH WITH THE !

. OPERATION OF A NIGHT MARKET IN THIS
PROPERTY AT ANY TIME. At this time
hundreds of vehicles park every day around
our house (8831 Douglas St) because of its
proximity to Bridgepont Station, and if this
night market get established in the mentioned
property we will not be able to rest the
weekends anymore in our house. Thank you
for considering my petition. Yalixe Rojas- -

, Uzcategw

'\
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Send a Submission Online (response #632) ‘ Page | of |

MayorandCouncillors

To Public Hearing

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

Sent:  March 19, 2012 2:26 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: -Send a Submission Online (response #632)

R e ey e o vesmera= WY ﬁgiﬁﬁm"fﬁ”ﬁjanw e
ftam 4 :
Re: 1w (1~ 595782

Schedule 21 to the Minutes of

Send a Submission Online (response #632) the Council Meeting for

Survey Information

Public Hearing held on
“Monday, March 19, 2012.

Site: | City Website

1 Send a Submission Online B

URL: | hitp://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx

Survey Response

Your Name:

‘Submission Time/Date: | 3/19/2012 2:25:29 PM

MIKE MERRI

Your Address:

8831 Douglas Street, Richmond, B.C. V6X
1Vv2 - '

l Subject Property Address OR

Bylaw Number:

Comments:

34592

NIGHT MARKET PROJECT AT THIS -

8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87
Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West Plan

Dear Sirs/Madams, PLEASE STOP THIS

PROPERTY. The zone cannot take more
vehicles parking all over the area because of
Bridgeport Station and commercial/industrial
activities during the day. If this Night Market
get established we will not be able to rest in
our home 7 days a week and until late hours
in the nights on weekends and Statutory
Holidays. Thank you for your consideration to
my request. Mike Merhi 778-8404736

N3/16/2017




Schedule 22 to the Minutes of
the Council Meeting for

" Public Hearing held on
Monday, March 19, 2012.

81 city of Richmond

f: Planning and Development Departient Report to Committee
To; P'lahniﬁg Committee Date:  March 1, 2012
From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP ’ File: TU 11-595782
: Acting General Manager, Planning and
De\ieiopment
Re: ;Ap_p_ll,d,ahon by Flrework Proéluctlons Ltd. for a Temporary Commercial Use
: Permit (Lot 87 Section 21 Block 5 Noith

_Range & West Pian 34592) for 2012, 2013 and 2014

Staff Recominendation

L.

Jeto er»8 201'2 (melusrve),
3 y 16 2014w October 13, 2014
(mcluswe) gubj ectto the fulf llmen‘t of all terms, condltmns and requirements-outlified in
the ‘I’emporary Commercial Use Permit and attached. Scheduies »

2. That the Public Hearing niotifioation area mclude all properties to the fiorth of Bridgeport
Rooad arid west of Great Canadian Way as shown in Aftachment 4-to the original staff report
K da’red February 9, 2012 from the Director of Development.
/ .

ActmgGéncrai Manager, Planning and Development

‘Bllke
Att.
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY date #
ROUTED TO: ‘CONCURRENGE | CONCURRENCE OF/éENEgAL MANAGER-
Transportation y&NDO |

CNCL - 49
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March 1,2012 7 -2 ' TU 11-59578%

Staff Report

Origin

At the Fébruary 21, 2012 Planning Comimittee meeting, . the following 1eferra1 motion 1o. staff
-was. mads:

That the.application of Fireworks Production Lid. for a-Temporary Compiercial Use
Per ‘mit for property at 8351 Rivér Road avid Duck Island be referied to staff 1o examine.
1. Frafficiissves as they apply to the. application.

2. Traffic management in the 8351 River Road and Dyck Iv?and areq: and

3.. Parking zsgsues as-they velaie 16 the proposed night market.

This $taff répott résponds to the February 21, 2012. Planntng Commities fefeirdl and pregents
néw infortndtion and analysrs for Couricil's consideration of the Temporary- Conimetcial Use
Permit (TCUR) 8351 River Road and Duck Islan 8 tion' 21 Blosk 5 Notth
Range 6 West Plan 3¢ > Hsuliject site”) for the purposes: f cpersxhng d.seasonal night

- market'event during the: spec1ﬁcd periods:for 9012, 2013 and 2014;

Findings of Fact

- This fé‘por’t only présents new. mformatxon ahd: analysns onvissués of coficern identified in the

Planning Committee referral. The traffio consultant’s memorandum reportds.contained in
Attachment 1. For 1eference, the original staff teport cotisidéred at February 21, 2012 Planning
Commifteeis contained in Attachment 2.

~ Resporises to Reférral and Additional Information

To.respond to the refetral; the svent organizer’s traffie consultant submifted 4 mettiorandum
report (Attachment 1)to address coneerns and-identify solutions in‘response:to-traffic
Wanagement and off-strest parking issues related to the night market event. Tranhsportation
Division staff support the consuliant’s recommendations. With these recommended ¢hanges;
Transporfation Division staff conclude that the parking inirusion and traffic quevies will be
ininimized toréduce impacts on sutrounding businesses, land uses and Cny roads.  The

following sections detail new parking and traffic management provisions as. 1ecommendcd by the
traffi¢ ¢onsultant and suppotted by City staff.

F 1ee Qff-Street Patking on the Event Site

Al of the off-street parking available on the event site for Parking Lot A (767 stalls)-and Parking
Lot'B (738-stalls) will be free for the entire duration of the event (1,505 stalls). Three hundted
stalls.are-required to be allocated to event vendors and employegs, which leaves 4 remalning
1,205 total free patking stalls available for eventatieridees. These off-sireet parking
requirenients imeet the City’s minimum 1,150 of stalls required t6 be-allocated-to this event phig
300 stalls dedicated for vendors-and market event employegs.

CNCL - 50
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March 1, 2012 -3- TU 11-595782

Thie provision for freée parking removes the requiternent for pay booths to be situated on ary -
portions of the event parking areas, thus increasing queuing lengths for vehicles on the site and
mm]mwmg northbound queuing on No. 3 Road ag confirmed by the traffic consultant. The event
organizer will also staff the parking lots with attendants assigned to direct traffic to increase
parking lot circulation efficiencies, which also reduces potentlal vehicle quening at the event site
entrance.

Secondary Vghicle Access - jWest Road

As-a.back-up provisjon in.the event of the oceurrence of northbound queuing along No. 3 Road,
thie applicant proposes a secondary vehitle access at West Road. This alternative aceess rotite to
the event entrance at No. 3 Road and River Road will be implemented if traffic quenes
matérialize that impact the function of intersections sonth of the event site efitrance along No. 3
Road. The Traffic Management Plan (TMP) and Traffic Control Persons (TCP’s) will have
radio communication and mechanisms in place to Jimplement the secondary access quickly and
effectwely if heeded, A dtagram of the main vehicle access 4t No, 3 Road/River Rosd and
secondary: access provisions:is contained in Attachment 1.

Information on Operations/Logistics.of the Traffic Management Plan :

An operational planto detail the finctioning and logisti¢s of the TMP has been outlined by the
consultant. This traffic maragement strategy provides information on-various scenarios atising
from traffic aceessing and,exiting the night market gvent site and provisions for communication
amongst the Traffic Control Persons so that the TMP can be adjusted to address any queuing on
City-roads and implement the secondary access from West Road if requlred

The TMP is subject to further review and monitoring by Transportation staff. ‘Changes to the
TMP can be made in consultation with attending RCMP membets, professiofial Traffic Control
Company staff and the event organizer, at the sole discration of Transportation staff, All costs
associated with implementation of the TMP is the responsibility of the event organizer.

All intersection locations identified as having Traffic Control Persons and signage is required to
be implemented &t the outset of the event and maintained until Transpartation Division staff have
the opportunity to monitor traffic management opetations to determine if any revisions need to
be made. Approval (including any revisions) of the TMP is at the sole dtscretlon of
Transportation Division staff.

Additional Park_ir_lg Contingencies Being Explored by the Bvent Orpanizer
At the event organizer’s own initiative, a potential contingency parking lot is being explored in
the area of Bridgeport Road and No, 3 Road (Northwest corner) that would prowde an additional
measure to manage traffic and parking during peak operation periods. This initiative is an
“additional measure that goes beyond the referral requested by Planning Committee and is not a
. required component of the TMP approved by the City.

CNCL - 51

485054



Mareh 1,2012 | <4 TU 11-595782

Conclusion ‘
"The event orgabizer’s traffic consultant has sibmitted 2 siémorandum report that responds to the

Febtuary 21, 2012 Planning Comnittes refetral reldted to traffic ihanagement.and § arldhg issues
for the proposed night market event. Transpoitation staff have reviewed and support the traffic.
consultant’s report and recommended strategfes. Staff recommend approval of the Temporaty
Commercisl Use Permit for a seasonal evening market éverit.on the subject site fiony 2()12 to

2014.

Kévin Eng
Planner |

KEike

3 niraidutn Repott
Attachmmt 2 @n gmal TCUP Repon Congidered at Febtuaty 21, 2012 Plannmg Committee
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ATTACHMENT 1

l \l 1 E | Glentariented,
“ I - ' Solutfon diiven.

Since 17969

Memorandum

To: Victor Wel, P.Eng, and Douty Newton, City of Richmond ~ R.F. Binnle &Assoclates Ltd.
Cc Rayriond Chéung, Fitework Productions Ltd. 205 - 4946 CanadaWay
From: Joniathian Ho, P. Eng. PTOE, Trafflc Engineer Burhaby, BC V5G4H7
Date;  Mareh 1, 2012 ' tel: 604,420.1721
Project# 11420 Fled 1142004 - fox: 604:420.4743
Re: 2012 Richmond Night.Market - Traffic.and Parking. Assessment www.binnie.com

Mamoraiidum - Final Recommendationsand Findings.

summarizea t.e ﬂﬁal :reeemmehdatibns and ﬂhdmgs ngw outlined in & detaiied .mamerandum-
provided to: the City separatély

2.0 MEMORANDUM FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS _

2.1. _ FREE ON-SITE PARKING

The. current Iayout of the. snte shows a total of 1 505 off-street parkmg stalls o be provlded for the
duration of the eventin twomalh parkmg lots. The:taain.entrance to the patking lot will be located on
No. 3 Road north-of River Road. Based on the on- gomg discussion-between the event organizar and
the City, the proposed parking facility will be free of charge.

Parking Lot ‘A’ will provide 767 parking stalls inciuding handicapped parking stalls and-a taxi loading
zone, Parking Lot '8' will provide 738 stalls including up to 300 stalls set aside for the vendors,
employeés and volunteers at the event. The event organizer has also secured a fiumber of vacant
Ppropérties located in the northwest quadrant.of the No, 3 Road and Bridgepoit Road intefsection to
be used.as a potential contingency parking lot which is.above and beyond the requirement set forth
by the City. The Usage of these propertles, which are existing gravel lots andalready leveled, is being
,_s'ought aftar at the event organizer's own inlfiative should vehicles need to be distributed there in
 order torelief the queuing-on No, 3 Road and only Tf the proposed parking lots are at capacity.
Previgus traffic analysis found the 95" percentile queue length on No. 3 Road is approximately 70 m
(up to Beckwith Road with approximately 180 m remaining before reaching Bridgeport ‘Road)
assumirig that the facility is pald only and there will befee collection booths set up.at the entranice to
the parking lots. Since-the nighit market parking facilities will now be free of charge, the reed for the
fee collection booths is eliminated thus It also removes a signjficant "bottleneck” on No..3 Road
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entering the -pérki’ng lots; therefare, the northbound queuing concern on No. 3 Road is greatly

minimized.

Within the main parking lots, there will also be parking attendarits equipped with radio

communication working In the main night market parking lots to ditect traffic to proceed to'the next

available stall in an‘efficient manner thus minimizing any blockage to the lot entrance. If required, the

potential contingency parking lot on No. 3 Road will be used to help relief the queuing 6n No..3 Road
- walting to'enter the event ground.

2.2, ALTERNATE ACCESS USING WEST ROAD

ff the northbount’ ‘queve on: No 3 Road'hecomes a concern, the trained Trafﬁc" Con‘trol Personnel (TCP)
stationed at:the intersection of No. 3 Road and Bridgeport Road will-direct the traffic to access the
night market via an-altefnate route using West Road @nd then River Road. Thie total lehgth of this route
is apiproximately 300-m; therefore allowing an additiohal 45 vehicles to be stored befste re-jolhlng thé
queugon No. 3'Road with the help of 3 TCP.

If the imain: parking l6ts:for the: filght fhaiket are near capacity, thé.detourad traffic can. alsp:access the
7 potential contingency parking. ot directly. from West Road without the need to re-enter No. '3 Road in
-orderto avold adding mare traffic demand onit. :

2.3. TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

The focus of the TCP Is 10 ensure the northbound traffic gireue on No. 3 Road does not splllback to
eithér Bridgeport Road of Sea.Island Way which will have significant negative effeet on the though
traffic movements. The TCP, which will raintain constant radio communication: to relay information
between intersections, will be instructed to undertake the following traffic managemenit strategies as
soon as patential:queuing concerns are identified:.

Scenario 1:Northbound queue on No. 3 Road becomes significant:

® The TCP stationed at the entrance to the night market parking facilities and at the
' Bndgeport Road intersection will maintain radic communicatlon to identify any
issues that exist.
+  The TCP stationed at the Bridgeport Road intérsection will chrect traffic to proceed
westbound-and access the site'via West Road and then River Road..
= The TCP stationed at the No. 3 Road and River Road intersection will assist the
detoured traffic to rejoin the queue on No. 3 Road once the demand reduces.

Scenario 2: Northbound quette on No. 3 Road becomes significant due to parking facilities reaching
capacity:

» The TCP stationed at the entrance to the night market parking facllities will notify
the TCP stationed at the No. 3 Road and Bridgeport Road intersectlon to begin
utilizing the potential contingency parking lot. .

File No. 11-420-04 March 1,2012 ) Page 2 0f 6
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» Traffic on No. 3 Road will be distributed to park at the potential cantingency parking
lot and proceed to the event.ground on foot along No. 3 Road.

» The potential contingency parking lot will continue 1o be used until parking stalls
aré orice again available for usé atthe-main parking facilitics.

Scenario 3: Eastbg:und‘,leftztu'rn queue-on Sealsland Way becomes smllback‘into the thraugh lanes:

»  The TCP stationed at the intersection of Bridgeport Road will begin stopping the
westbound and southbound trafﬂc In-oider to clear the queue within the short
segment between Sea Island Way and Bridgeport Road.

. ‘On’t;e fhe qUeue on the“shor't segment Is clearec’l", 'the'TC'F" stafionecl at the Sea Island
tutn and thrm.tgh trafﬁc to proceed

= After the left-tum queuing. Issue 15 addressed, the traffic flow will revert. back to

‘rioreial at the Sealsland Way Interséction;
Scenario 4: Westbotind queue on Bridgeport Road becomes excessive:

* The TCP stationed at the Intersection of Biidgeport-Road will begin stopping the
northbound traffic from allowing more vehicles to join the queue on No. 3 Road..

* The TCP will clear any blockage in theiinterséction iminediately to-all'the westbbound
traffic to proceed through the intersection, The night market traffic will be directed
to use West Road to access the night market by re-joining the queue-on No..3 Road
with the help of the TCP stationed at the River Road intersection.

+  |f necessary; the detoured traffic can also -access the potential contlngency parking
Jot from West Road If the night market parking facilities are near capacity.

Under severe conditions, the existing signal at the intersection of No. 3 Road and Bridgeport Road may
be overridden by the local detachment of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) and with thelr
" supervision and direction, the TCP may assume control of the intersection to direct traffic in an
efficient manner to clear the northbound queues and to minimize the delay to the westbound
through traffic on Bridgeport Road which may include people destined for the Vancouver
International Airport to catch flights. '

‘2.4,  TRAFFIC FLOW USING NO. 3 ROAD AND WEST ROAD ONLY

Tetnporary gulde signs installed: on Bridgeport Road, Garden City Road and Sea Island Way wl!l direct
the night market traffic to use No. 3 Road, arid West Road if necessary, to access the event ground;
therefore, the previous concerns raised by the casino operator that traffic operations on River Road
would be comprorised is addressed. The event organizer and the City had explored further means of
minimizing the night market traffic on Great-Canadian Way and River Road by closing off the east
approach of the No. 3 Road and River Road intersection; howéver, it was not recommended since it

Fite No, 11-420-04 March 1, 2012 Page30f 6
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will have negative effect an the casino traffic as they may arrive using No. 3 Road and. realize that there
1§ no right-turi-access at River Road'to reach the casino parkade.

For the outbound traffic, the TCP will direct the-drivers to.exit using No. 3 Road only. At the Bridgeport
Road Intersectaon, the southbound Ieft-turn movement wili be prohlblted if necessary and the
resultant traffic

lntersectloh_:t .enﬁure that.queues do not fo.rm on_NQ. 3: Roaﬂ..l‘mrth nf.Bvidggpor.t Road.-T he_prqposed
iribound:and outbound traffic flows are sunimarized iri Figure 1:

Figure1 - Propasad lnboundrtm Gutbound Traffic| Fiows tSource. CIt.yolechmond AS)

2.5. ACTIVE MONITORING AND TRANSIT INCENTIVES

The: study ‘recommends that the event organizer to monitor the traffic and parkmg operations
continuously for the duration of the event thraughout the summer pericd. The-event organizer Is
encouraged to-collect new demographic data of the attendees. It Is also understood that a video-data
colleiction tool has been purchased for the event in order to collect the nightly attendance by walking
and vehicular means.

File No. 11-420-04 March 1,2012 - ' Page 40f &
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The event o’r'ganizérwﬂil also track the tansit mode split to:determine whether the 20% target can be

met. It Is understood that a number of the transit promotional strategies have been develaped
Including the followlng: ‘

Transit ticket holders will receive promotianal gifts from the. night market event
sponsors;

v Afree entry to a draw for special gifts-and prizes; and

Promote the night:market event.location and its acc&ssibility by transit:-through TV
?Commercials, radisconmmerclals and newspaper advertisement.

“* Tufﬁc Conl’mlPersons
‘—" lnbound Tralfic Paths:
. Outbo ﬂTramc Paths

'Flgurez Propnsed ‘nfaffic Elaws and ‘haﬁlc Con!ro% Fe son Lacations
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Preliminary teview has shown that the avallabllity of the on-site parking is adeguate. and Since the

o parklng lots will be provided to the night market attendees free of charge, the concern regarding

possible illegal parking at:the adjacent casino patkade has been addressed. The overall road network
will also be managed by a professional traffic control company based on the: key maragement
strategles outlined above; Including the usage of West Road as an-alternate accessto the night market
if No. 3 Road is congested. Since the:fee collection bosths no longer needs to.be provided at the
eftrance to the night market parking lots, the potential-gueding on:No; 3 Road is greatly reduced, In
“addition, a:potential contingency parking [bt oh No.3 Road has been sought by the event organizet to
Hielp’ relief the rigrthibound vehicie queue on No, 3 Road If it:becomes significant. It 1s noted that-this
potential. contingency parking lot i is above.and beyond the request by the City staff to. support the
. operations of the night market.

The.eveht organizet has now provided the detail on transit promational items stich as special gifts and
frée diaws: Data collection equipmeht will alsd k& set upto mohitor the' traffic.and parking dpietations
coitinususty in order to-make appropriate adjustments to the management p}an 5 required.

Prepared by:

Jonathan Ho, P.Eng,, PTOE
Traffic Engineer

Fite No. 11~420-04 March 1, 2012 Page 6 of 6
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City of . |
Richmond Minutes

Community Safety Committee

Date: Tuesday, March 13, 2012

Place: Anderson Room .
Richmond City Hall

Present: Councillor Derek Dang, Chair
Councillor Linda McPhail, Vice-Chair
Councillor Ken Johnston .

Councillor Bill McNulty .
-_ Absent: Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Also Present: Couhcillor Chak Au |
Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:QO p-m.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded , ,
~ That the minutes of the meeting of the Community Safety Committee held
on Tuesday, February 14, 2012, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

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

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DEPARTMENT
1. RESTORATIVE JUSTICE EVALUATION REPORT 2011
(File Ref. No. 09-5375-01) (REDMS No. 3467817 v.3) ‘

Anne Stevens, Senior Manager, Community Safety Policy & Programs,
introduced Michael McCoy, Executive Director and Judy Valsonis, Director
of Operations, Touchstone Family Association.

CNCL - 59
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3490855

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. McCoy and Ms. Valsonis provided
the following information: '

. Richmond is acknowledged as a leader for its application of the
Restorative Justice Program (RJP);

».  there is an active base of approximately ten volunteers that act as a
Restorative Justice Facilitator (RJF);

= RIF’s are asked to commit a minimum of one year to the RJP and
training is provided free of charge to the volunteers;

. the Community Accountability Panel (CAP) is a model utilized when
victims are agreeable to a restorative justice approach but are unable to
directly participate in a meeting with the offender;

» - a CAP is typically utilized for shoplifting cases as large retailers do not
support their loss prevention officers attending Restorative Justice

Forums; _
= RIJPsin the lower mainland continue to face financial struggles; and
» - RIJPs offered by other lower mainland local governments are also

primarily funded by their respective local government.

The Chair requested that Mr. McCoy and Ms. Valsonis provide Council with
a financial comparison of the costs associated with traditional methods of
justice versus the costs associated with the employment of a restorative justice
program.

It was moved and seconded

That the Touchstone Family Association’s Restorative Justice Performance
Outcome and Evaluation Report, as attached to the staff report dated
February 28, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety,

" be received for information.

CARRIED

THE FIRE-RESCUE PLAN 2012-2015

(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3236395 v.3)

John McGowan, Fire Chief, Richmond Fire-Rescue (RFR), provided
background information and highlighted various components of the proposed
Fire-Rescue Plan 2012-2015 (the  Plan).  Also, he advised that the
development of the Plan was a highly inclusive and collaborative process.

In reply to queries from Committee, Fire Chief McGowan advised the
following:

. a standards of response coverage and future deployment analysis would
be conducted as a prelude to future service delivery considerations for
apparatus, staff and fire vehicle dispatch;
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. a standards of response coverage and future deployment analysis would
delve deeper than the regular cursory analysis of response times;

. all RFR personnel were encouraged to participate in the Plan’s survey,
however the survey was voluntary;

» the development of a resource plan would allow RFR to effectlvely
respond to growing service delivery areas throughout Richmond,
particularly in the City Centre area;

. the Fire Insurance Underwriters Ranking of RFR’s services determines
how much a Richmond resident pays for fire insurance;

= classification is expressed on a one to ten scale, with one being the '
highest level of public fire protection; Richmond is currently classified
at a Level Three;

» RFR has ten members dedicated to fire prevention, however on-duty
members are regularly utilized for fire prevention activities such as
community outreach and education;

* . RFR continually seeks the best qualified applicants for recruitment
while simultaneously seeking to fill gaps in areas such as languages;

. it is anticipated that short term goals and actions as listed in the
proposed Plan be brought before Council within the calendar year; and

» RFR does not have any concerns related to recruitment, however the
cost of living in Richmond poses a challenge to members seeking to
live and work in Richmond.

It was moved and seconded .

That the Fire-Rescue Plan: 2012-2015 (as attached to the repart dated
February 27, 2012, from the Fire Chief, Richmond Fire-Rescue) be
endorsed.

CARRIED
RICHMOND FIRE-RESCUE ~- JANUARY 2012 REPORT
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3435067 v.2)

It was moved and seconded
That the Fire Chief’s report dated February 27, 2012 on Richmond Fire-
Rescue’s activities for January 2012 be received for information.

CARRIED

STRATEGIC COMMUNITY INVESTMENT FUNDS
(File Ref. No. 09-5375-00) (REDMS No. 3484676 v.2)

Ms. Stevens provided background information and in reply to a query from
Committee, she advised that the figures in Table 2 of the staff report are
conservative as they are projected figures.
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It was moved and seconded

That Council authorize the CAO and\or the General Manager, Law and
Community Safety to sign the Strategic Community Investment Funds
Agreement on behalf of the City of Richmond, as outlined in the staff report
dated February 29, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community

Safety.
CARRIED

INTEGRATED PARTNERSHIP FOR REGIONAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT (IPREM) EARTHQUAKE TABLETOP EXERCISE
(File Ref. No. 09-5125-01) (REDMS No. 3478242)

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report entitled “Integrated Partmership for Regional
Emergency Management (IPREM) Earthquake Tabletop Exercise”, dated
February 24, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Commumty Safeg;, be
received for information

CARRIED

COMMUNITY BYLAWS - JANUARY 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT

. (File Ref. No. 12-8060-01) (REDMS No. 3478345 v.2)

In reply to queries from Committee, Wayne Mercer, Manager, Community
Bylaws, advised that (i) the Grease Management Program (GMP) has a
dedicated bylaw officer; (ii) the GMP will be reviewed later this year and staft
will collaborate with the Engineering Division in an effort to address any
future grease management needs; and (iil) residents experiencing problems
with wild animals are suggested to contact a pest control company.

Also, Mr. Mercer spoke of a recent concern regarding idling trucks along
Burrows Road and noted that staff are actively enforcing the area.

It was moved and seconded

That the Community Bylaws Monthly Activity Report dated February 27,
2012 , from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety, be recezved Sfor
information.

CARRIED

RCMP'S MONTHLY REPORT - JANUARY 2012 ACTIVITIES

(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3466989)

Renny Nesset, OIC, Richmond RCMP, reviewed the RCMP’s statistics for
January 2012. OIC Nesset commended his members for their analysis of the
currency exchange robbery suspect, which resulted in the suspect’s
apprehension.

It was moved and seconded :
That the OIC’s report entitled “RCMP’s Monthly Report — January 2012
Activities” dated February 2, 2012, be received for information.
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8. FIRE CHIEF BRIEFING
' (Oral Report) _
(i)  Upcoming Richmond Fire-Rescue Events
Fire Chief McGowan spoke of an upcoming news release on accidental
poisoning, noting that March 18" to March 24™ is Poison Prevention Week.
Also, he commented on Bike to Work Week (May 28" to June 3™) and spoke
of various opportunities to educate cyclists as well pedestrians on road safety.
9. RCMP/OIC BRIEFING
(Oral Report)
(i)  Downtown Community Police Office '
OIC Nesset advised that the Downtown Community Police Office is
underway and on schedule.
10. MANAGER’S REPORT
~ None.
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:02 p.m.).
CARRIED
Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Community
Safety Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Tuesday,
March 13, 2012. ‘
Councillor Derek Dang Hanieh Berg

Chair

3490855

Committee Clerk
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Date:

Place:‘

Present:

Absent:

Call to Order:

3494305

City of | |
Richmond | Minutes

General Purpdses Committee

Monday, March 19, 2012

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Ken Johnston

~ Councillor Bill McNulty

Councillor Linda McPhail ,
Councillor Harold Steves (4:01 p.m.)

Councillor Linda Barnes
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt

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

CARRIED

Councillor Harold Steves enterved the meetihg (4.01 pom.).

DELEGATION

Gordon Hardwick, Manager, Community Affairs, BC Film Commission
expressed appreciation for the support the BC Film Commission has received
from the City of Richmond. During his presentation, Mr. Hardwick spoke
about: '
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how the film industry chooses locations -based on creative ncéds, and
noted that popular filming locations in Richmond have included City
Hall and Steveston;

~ how City of Richmond staff tesponds to film industry client requests in a
.timely manner, and the importance of continued management of service

levels, including keeping costs to a manageable level;

how the film industry does not realize that there are 24 separate
municipalities, and view the region as “Vancouver”. Mr. Hardwick
encouraged the City to consider how the other municipalities are
managing their process to ensure consistency; and

how the film industry uses state of the art equipment available locally and
hires local labour for productions.

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

RICHMOND FILM OFFICE UPDATE AND BYLAW AMENDMENTS
(File Ref. No. 08-4150-09-01/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3425923v6)

Amarjeet Rattan, Director, Intergovernmental Relations & Protocol Unit, and
Jodie Shebib, Major Events and Film Liaison, were available to answer
questions. A discussion ensued about:

the rationale for the proposed application fee of $200; factors taken into
consideration included staff time, and application fees charged by other
municipalities. It was also noted that Richmond does not charge a permit
fee, as the administrative costs associated with filming are covered by the
application fee;

the level of productmn in Richmond in comparison to other
mumclpahtles

the proposed fee of $2040 per day for ﬁ]ming at Richmond City Hall.: It
was noted that staff took into consideration factors such as the inability to
rent out other rooms in City Hall during filming when determining the
fee; and

the level of support currently provided by the City’s staff to the film
industry which varies depending on the nature of the production.

It was moved and second.ed
That:

)

the Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708 be introduced and given first,
second and third readings; and
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(2)  the Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment Bylaw No. 8709
be introduced and given first, second and third readings.

CARRIED

2012 ARTS AND CULTURE GRANT PROGRAM

(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3484781)

Jane Fernyhough, Director, Arts, Culture & Heritage, and Liesl Jauk,
Manager, Community Cultural Development, thanked the staff members who
were involved in the adjudication of the 2012 Arts and Culture Grant
Program. Ms. Jauk provided background information and spoke about the
Program’s goals, which included strengthening the infrastructure of arts and
culture organizations; creating new arts opportunities; showing support for the
careers of local artists; and supporting a range of artistic and cultural activity. -
Ms. Jauk noted that 26 applications were received for 2012, and the number
and quality of applications is expected to increase in future years.

A discussion then ensued about the 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program as
well as various applications for grants, and in particular on:

o the amount of funding available for the 2012 Arts and Culture Grant
Program;

o the rationale for not granting the Richmond Comimunity Band’s
requested amount of $3600. It was noted that each application is
evaluated under the application review process on three key areas: merit,
organizational capacity, and impact. The three key areas are assigned a
numerical ranking to create a total numeric score, and that the score for
the Richmond Community Band may not have indicated the highest
score;

e the rationale for not granting the Community Arts Council a grant for
2012. It was noted that the Community Arts Council had an accumulated
deficit in excess of $60,000;

- o the rationale for granting the Britannia Heritage Shipyard Society only
$850 for 2012. It was noted that the Britannia Heritage Shipyard Society
had. not completed the application form to fit the criteria for the grant;
and

e the two introductory workshops that were offered to applicants in
November 2011, to review eligibility criteria and the application form, as
well as the need for future budgeting and grant writing workshops in
order to raise the capacity and development of arts groups to seek other
grant opportunities.
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Margaret Stephens, Treasurer and Primary Administrator, accompanied by
Natasha Lozovsky-Burns, President, The Community Arts ‘Council of
Richmond, provided copies of the Council’s current financial statements (on
file City Clerk’s Office), and spoke about a decrease in the Council’s
accumulated deficit. She stated that the deficit was a result of the operation of
the Artisans’ Galleria, which has since closed, meaning that the Council now
will be able to sustain itself in the area of general expenses. Ms. Stephens
also spoke-about a restricted investment the Council holds with the Vancouver
Foundation, and noted that the Foundation pays the Council quarterly interest
based on $170,000 perpetuity. In conclusion, Ms. Stephens requested the City
to consider providing grant funding towards (i) the Exhibition Series which
has been produced continuously for over five years; and (ii) upgrades to the
Council’s website.

It was moved and seconded
(1) That:

(a) the Richmond Community Band Society be awarded a total
grant amount of $3600;

(b) the Community Arts Council be awarded a total grant amount
of $5000 and

(c) the Brttanma Heritage Shipyard Society be awarded a total
grant amount of $2500,

Sfor a total additional increase of $7250; and

(2) That the 2012 Arts and Culture Grants be awarded for the
recommended amounts, and cheques disbursed for a total of $82,300
(additional $7250 grants included) as per the staff report from the
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services, dated March 2, 2012.

The question on the motion was not called as a brief discussion ensued about
the Community Arts Council’s grant application, as well as the Council’s
restricted investment with the Vancouver Foundation.

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

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

COUNCIL TERM GOALS FOR THE TERM 2011-2014

(Pile Ref. No. 01-0103-65-20-02/Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3482823) ,

A discussion ensued between members of Committee and Lani Schultz,
Director, Corporate Planning about the Council Term Goals for the 2011-
2014 term, and in particular on:
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how to communicate comments telated to the RCMP Contract renewal
process to the.appropriate bodies. Phyllis Carlyle, General Manager,
Law and Community Safety noted that City Council has previously
communicated directly with the Solicitor General, who is currently in the
process of finalizing the contract. Ms. Carlyle noted that policing would
continue uninterrupted until a new contract is entered into, and that an
undertaking of a wide review of community policing needs in the City is
currently in its initial phases;

~ the City’s capabilities with regard to addressing the growmg needs of
older adults in the community;

ongoing dialogue with the City’s MLAs and MPs to ensure better
representation of Richmond’s needs in Victoria and Ottawa for 5001al :
services issues and the related effects of downloadmg,

the feasibility of revising the Community Social Services section by
adding “2.8 Completion of the Memorial Garden Project”; and

the feasibility of revising 5.1 under the Financial Management section
with the following wording: “Devélop a strategic plan that considers
borrowing to take advantage of the current low interest rates and results
in significant long term financial benefits for the City”.

It was moved and seconded

That the Council Term Goals for the 2011-2014 term of office, as outlined
in the staff report dated February 28, 2012 from the Director, Corporate
Planning, be approved with the following amendments:

The addition of 2.8 under the Community Social Services section, to
read as: »

2.8 Completion of the Memorial Garden Project”; and
The revision of 5.1 under Financial Management to read as:

“5.1 Develop a strategic plan that considers borrowing to take
advantage of the current low interest rates and resulls in
significant long term financial benefits for the City”.

CARRIED
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & FACILITY MANAGEMENT
DEPARTMENT

SOUTH ARM POOL PIPING REPAIRS

-(File Ref. No. 06-2050-20-PSA/Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3489639)

Janet Whitehead, Senior Project Manager, was available to answer questions.

It was moved and seconded
That the estimated expenditures of $70,000 with respect to the South Arm
Pool Piping Repair project be funded from the Minor Capital Provision.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:04 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 Monday, March
19,2012.

‘Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Shanan Dhaliwal

Chair

Executive Assistant
City Clerk’s Office
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City of
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Planning Committee

Date: Tuesday, March 20, 2012
Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall
Present: - Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Harold Steves

Absent: Councillor Linda Barnes
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt, Vice-Chair

Also Present: Councillor Linda McPhail
Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on
Tuesday, March 6, 2012, be adopted as circulated.

. CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE I\/IEE'I'ING DATE

Tuesday, April 3, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

1. HOUSING AGREEMENT (6951 ELMBRIDGE WAY) BYLAW NO.
8691- TO SECURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS LOCATED IN

6951 ELMBRIDGE WAY
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8691) (REDMS No. 3316108)
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It was moved and seconded

That Housing Agreement (6951 Elmbridge Way) Bylaw No. 8691 be
introduced and given first reading to permit the City, after adoption, to enter
into an amended Housing Agreement with 6951 Elmbridge Way Ltd., in
connection with the property identified in Housing Agreement (6951
Elmbridge Way) Bylaw No. 8691, all in accordance with section 905 of the
Local Government Act.

CARRIED

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

APPLICATION BY YING YI ZHANG FOR REZONING AT 10231
AND 10251 RUSKIN ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO
SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/B)

(File Ref, No. 12-8060-20-8871, RZ 11-591786) (REDMS No. 3481202)

It was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8871, for the rezoning of 10231 and 10251 Ruskin Road
SJrom “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/B) ”, be
introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY ZHAO XD ARCHITECT LTD. FOR REZONING
AT 8540 AND 8560 JONES ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED

(RS1/E) TO HIGH DENSITY TOWNHOUSE (RTH1)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8872, RZ 11-593412) (REDMS No. 3478339)

It was moved and seconded
That Bylaw No. 8872, for the rezoning of 8540 and 8560 Jones Road from

- “Single Detached (RSI/E)” to “High Density Townhouse (RTHI)”, be

introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY AM-PRI CONSTRUCTION LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 9100, 9120 AND 9140 NO. 3 ROAD FROM SINGLE

DETACHED (RS1/E) TO LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTL4)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8873, RZ 11-577561) (REDMS No. 3478950)

It was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8873, for the rezoning of 9100, 9120 and 9140 No. 3 Road
JSrom “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)”, be
introduced and given first reading.

CNERIER
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APPLICATION BY CENTRO TERRAWEST DEVELOPMENT LTD.
FOR REZONING AT 6011 AND 6031 NO. 1 ROAD FROM LOCAL
COMMERCIAL (CL) AND SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F) TO
COMMERCIAL MIXED USE (ZMU21) - TERRA NOVA

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8874/8875, RZ 11-586705) (REDMS No. 3476638)

It was moved and seconded

(1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8874, to
redesignate 6011 and 6031 No. 1 Road from “Residential (Single-
Family) “ to “Mixed-Use” in Schedule 2.2B of Official Community
Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Terra Nova Sub-Area Plan), be introduced and
given first reading.

(2)  That Bylaw No. 8874, having been considered in conjunction with:
(a) The City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

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

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

(3)  That Bylaw No. 8874, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
not to require further consultation.

(4)  That Bylaw No. 8875, to:
(v) Create “Commercial Mixed-Use (ZMU21) — Terra Nova®;

(b) Amend Section 5.15.1 (Affordable Housing) to include the
“ZMU21” zone and the density bonusing sum of “$4.00”; and

(c) Rezone 6011 and 6031 No. 1 Road from “Local Commercial
(CL)” and “Single Detached (RS1/F)” to “Commercial Mixed-
Use (ZMU21) — Terra Nova”, be introduced and given first
reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY PAUL CHEUNG (LIONS COMMUNICATIONS
INC.) FOR A TEMPORARY COMMERCIAL USE PERMIT AT 12631

VULCAN WAY FOR 2012, 2013 AND 2014
(File Ref. No.; TU 12-600784; REDMS No. 3487216)

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That the application of Paul Cheung (Lions Communications Inc.)
Jor a Temporary Commercial Use Permit at 12631 Vulcan Way be
considered at Public Hearing to be held on April 16, 2012 at 7:00 pm
in the Council Chambers of Richmond City Hall, and that the
Jollowing recommendation be forwarded to that meeting for
consideration: CNCE -73
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“That a Temporary Commercial Use Permit be issued to
Paul Cheung (Lions Communications Inc,) for the
property at 12631 Vulcan Way for the purposes of
permitting an evening night market event between May 11,
2012 to September 16, 2012 (inclusive), May 10, 2013 to
September 8, 2013 (Inclusive) and May 9, 2014 to
September 14, 2014 (inclusive) subject to the fulfillment of
all terms, conditions and requirements outlined in the
Temporary Commercial Use Permit and attached
Schedules.”

(2) That the Public Hearing nolification area include all propetties
within the area bounded by River Road to the north, No. 5 Road to
the west, Bridgeport Road to the south and Knight Streef to the east.

CARRIED
7. MANAGER’S REPORT
- No reports were given.
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 Planning
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Tuesday, March 20,

2012.
Councillor Bill McNulty Sheila Johnston
Chair Committee Clerk

CNCL -74
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Date:

Place:

Present:

Absent:

Call to Order:

City of -
Richmond | Minutes

Public Works & Transportation Committee

Wednesday, March 21, 2012

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Councillor Chak Au, Vice-Chair
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair

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 Public Works & Transportation
Committee held on Wednesday, February 22, 2012, be adopted as
circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Wednesday, April 18, 2012 (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson
Room

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

BC STEWARDSHIP REGULATION RELATING TO PACKAGING

~ AND PRINTED PAPER
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-00) (REDMS No. 3486556)
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Suzanne Bycraft, Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs, advised that the
Recycling Regulation of the Environmental Management Act has been
amended to include a stewardship program for Post-Consumer Packaging and
Printed Paper in British Columbia.

Ms. Bycraft noted that Multi-Materials BC (MMBC) is a non-profit agency
established by the producers to respond to the stewardship plan and
implementation requirements. '

Discussion ensued and Committee expressed concerns related to MMBC’s
role and how Richmond’s concerns would be addressed. Ms. Bycraft advised
that staff attended a workshop in February 2012 and provided comments on a
steady state assessment document, which asked that staff confirm information
regarding Richmond’s current recycling program. She noted that staff were
not requested to providé comments on the potential design options as
presented in a separate document at the workshop.

Committee further expressed concerns regarding the direction of the
stewardship plan and the implementation requirements. Ms. Bycraft stated
that the impacts of the new regulation for Richmond is unknown at this time.

In reply to a query from Committee, Ms. Bycraft advised that Richmond
-collects approximately $400,000 in net revenue from paper recycling
commodities. She highlighted that this revenue is budgeted and used to help
offset rates for services.

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

It was moved and seconded
(1) That:

(a) Whereas recycling rates for residential homes in Metro
Vancouver is currently at 44%;

(b) Whereas in Metro Vancouver, the municipal blue box curbside
service is the most established and successful aspect of the waste
‘stream in terms of diversion; ‘

(c) Whereas recyclable materials represent a potential revenue
stream for municipalities; -

(d) Whereas public policy priorities to drive zero waste should focus
on much diverting waste from multi-family dwellings, and the
commercial and industrial sectors;

(e) Whereas the Province has amended the Recycling Regulation to
include extended producer responsibility for paper and
packaging by 2014;

()  Whereas municipalities have the most knowledge about the
recycling system in their communities;

CNCL - 76
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(g) Whereas the new stewardship program doesn’t require
municipal pick up and could eliminate publicly controlled
residential collection of paper and packaging; and

(h) THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Province amerid the
Recycling Regulation so that stewardship organization fund
recycling programs through local governments;

(2)  That the foregoing be forwarded to the Lower Muinland Local
Government Association and Metro Vancouver for information.

The question on the motion was not called as Committee further expressed
concerns regarding MMBC’s 'role and what. impacts the proposed product
stewardship plan would pose for Richmond.

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

FLOOD PLAIN DESIGNATION AND PROTECTION BYLAW 8204,

AMENDMENT BYLAW 8876
(Tile Ref. No. 10-6060-04-01) (REDMS No. 3477400)

It was moved and seconded

- That Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204, Amendment

Bylaw 8876 be introduced and given first, second and third reading.
' CARRIED

RESIDENTIAL WATER METER PROGRAM UPDATE

(File Ref. No. 10-6650-02) (REDMS No. 3486556)

It was moved and seconded

That the options for alternate water utility rate structures that enhance
water conservation and equity be brought forward for consideration in 2012
prior to the annual utility rates report.

The question on the motion was not called as in reply 1o a query from
Committee, Lloyd Bie, Manager, Engineering Planning, advised that staff
would report back on how to proceed with the 1651den11al water meter
programs.

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

MANAGER’S REPORT

“None.
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ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:17 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Public
Works & Transportation Commititee of the
Council of the City of Richmond held on
Wednesday, March 21, 2012,

Councillor Chak Au ' Hanieh Berg
Vice-Chair Committee Clerk

CNCL -78
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To: General Purposes Commiittee. Date: February 28, 2012
From: Lani Schultz : File:  01-0103-65-20-02/Vol 01
Director, Corporate Planning -
Re: Council Term Goals for the Term 2011-2014

Staff Recommendation

That the Council Term Goals for the 2011-2014 term of office, as outlined in the staff report dated
February 28, 2012 from the Director, Corporate Planning, be approved.

(‘)gbw? Sl
Lani Schultz

Director, Corporate Planning
- (604-276-4286)

- FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
ROUTED TO: " CONCURRENCE | REVIEWED BY TAG YES, NO
Intergovernmental Relations & Protocol Unit Y @'N [ .73 D
Budgets YEND .
Arts, Culture & Heritage Y@ND | peviewep By CAO . YE NO
Community Social Services Y g//N O
Economic Development Y&E'NO M []
Sustainability Y E'NO
Engineering YHENDO
Law & Community Safety Administration YEZND
Parks and Recreation YE'NO
Development Applications YENDO
Transportation Y g)\i |
Project Development YANO
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Staff Report
Origin

At the beginning of each new term of Council, a term goal setting process is undertaken to help
Council fulfil its governance role and achieve a successful term of office. This process is an integral
part of City operations, helping to ensure a productive workforce focused on Council’s priorities and
making the most effective use of public resources. By articulating Council’s common goals and
priorities for the next three years, this process helps provide clear corporate direction and guides the
alignment of City work programs and resources to achieve these goals. These goals also provide a
sound framework for evaluating and monitoring the organization’s progress towards achieving its
vision during this term.

The purpose of this report is to seek the approval of a set of Term Goals for the 2011-2014 term of
Council. )

Analysis

To determine Council goals, a review of organizational, community, regional and global trends/issues
was carried out. As well, confidential input was gathered from individual Council members regarding
their priorities for a successful term of office. This information was compiled, summarized and
analyzed, resulting in the emergence of several common high priority areas, including (in alphabetical
order):

Community Safety
Community Social Services
Economic Development
Facility Development
Financial Management
Intergovernmental Relations

Managing Growth and Development

ol A T R A

Sustainability

Within each of the above focus areas, three-year goals and priorities were identified for consideration
for Council term goals, to help guide City work programs and ensure a successful term of office. A
summary of these goals follows.

1. Community Safety

Council Discussion:

As in past years, Council considers community safety an important area of focus. While Council is
generally happy with the emphasis currently placed on community safety through City operations, the
costs and sustainability of community safety services were high priorities issues. Enhancing the
community’s sense of safety was also viewed as important to maintaining a healthy, livable
community. Council’s desire is to ensure that public safety services, measures, service delivery
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models, and resources are effectively targeted to the City’s specific needs and priorities. The following
goals and priorities were identified for this term of office:

1.1. Completion of the upgrade program for Richmond Fire-Rescue Firehalls.

1.2. A successful conclusion to the RCMP contract renewal process that includes affordable
services and officers that are commiitted to the Richmond community and its own unique
needs.

1.3. Continued progress in the cultural transformation of the Richmond Fire Department.

1.4. A strategic review of the City’s community policing needs, including community policing
needs of the City Centre. ‘

1.5. Improved perception of Community Safety by the community.

2. Community Social Services

Council Discussion:

Council is very mindful of the significant demographic changes occurring in the Richmond
community. Particular concerns for Council include the aging population and the adequacy of our
services for this sector; increasing pressures to respond to legitimate social issues which are largely
outside of the City’s prescribed mandate; strategies for youth services and people with disabilities;
service and funding expectations from non-profit agencies and senior levels of government with
respect to social services; the City’s role and strategy with respect to providing space for non-profits;
the need for a clear role, along with related strategies and policies, for social services (and the effective
communication of these); affordable housing; cultural diversity; and new public amenity space that
keeps pace with the rate of growth. The following goals and priorities were identified for this area for
this term of office:

2.1. Completion of the development and implementation of a clear social services strategy for the
City that articulates the City’s role, priorities and policies, as well as ensures these are
effectively communicated to the public in order to appropriately target resources and help
manage expectations.

2.2. Completion of an updated Older Adults Service Plan to address the growing needs of older
adults in the community, including services and facilities for active older adults, the
development of a volunteer base to serve the older adult population, as well as to provide
opportunities for volunteering for this population.

2.3. Clarification of the City’s role with respect to providing or facilitating the securing of space
for non-profit groups.

2.4. Initiation of a strategic discussion and ongoing dialogue with the City’s ML As and MPs to
ensure better representation of Richmond’s needs in Victoria and Ottawa for social services
issues and the related effects of downloading.

2.5. Development of clear policies around the City’s role in social services and the grant processes,
and corresponding clear communications with the public on these roles and policies.

2.6. Development of a clearer definition of affordable housing priorities and subsequent utilization
of affordable housing funding.

2.7. Development of an updated youth strategy to address the needs and to build on the assets of
youth in the community.

2.8. Completion of the Memorial Garden Project.
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3. Economic Development

Council Discussion:

Council members are very cognizant of the role that economic development plays in the City’s
financial sustainability and economic well being. They recognize the desirable job/worker ratio that
Richmond currently enjoys, the value of having YVR as an economic development driver in the City,
and the fortuitous location that Richmond enjoys relative to the airport, the border and Vancouver.
Areas where Council would like to see increased emphasis in the economic development initiatives of
the City include a more proactive approach to economic development, a stronger focus on tourism,
more representative community engagement, and business attraction and retention. The following
economic development goals and priorities were identified for this term of office:

3.1. Increase the emphasis on economic development activities in the City.

3.2. Foster a collaborative economic development culture within the City where the City and
businesses are working together to build on and seize opportunities in a faster, more efficient
manner, with critical mass.

3.3. Ensure the Richmond Economic Advisory Committee provides for integration of the mandates
from Sister City, tourism, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Asian business community.

3.4. Update the City’s economic development strategy, ensuring sport hosting and events are a part
of it. As part of this initiative, ensure the updated strategy is proactive and clear on what kind
of City we aspire to be, and what kind of businesses we want to attract and retain.

3.5. Develop a conceptual framework for tourism in Richmond that broadens the current focus and
the City’s role, and work with Tourism Richmond to implement.

3.6. Develop an integrated strategy for the Steveston Waterfront that blends business and public
interests in a manner that allows for continued sustainable development in this area.

3.7. Develop a waterfront destination museum as an important element for tourism in the City and
the region.

3.8. Develop a “stay-cation” appeal for the City and region.

3.9. Build on the filming opportunities in the City.

3.10. Collaborate on economic development initiatives with YVR and Port Metro.

3.11. Increase the focus on business retention.

4. Facility Development
Council Discussion:

Council members have a strong desire to ensure the provision of quality public facilitics and amenities
that keep pace with the rate of growth in Richmond. Members of Council are very aware that there are
existing facility needs that are important to address, in addition to the provision of new growth related
facilities. The timing and order of provision of these facilities are important considerations for Council
“members. While a number of priority facility projects were identified including the provision of a new
older adults centre, construction of the remaining firehalls, a new aquatic facility or facilities, and a
museum, Council also identified the need for an updated comprehensive facility plan to address both
present and future needs. The updated plan should include an analysis of existing facilities, the
identification of required new facilities, and the recommended timing, financial strategies and public
process for implementing the plan. Given the current low interest rate environment, Council members
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are open to considering financial strategies that include strategic borrowing opportunities to help with
the pace of facility development. The following priorities were identified related to facility
development for this term of office:

4.1. Development and implementation of a comprehensive facility development plan for current

and future needs that: ‘

» preserves the replacement of the remaining firehalls (#1 and 3), Minoru Older Adults
Activity Centre, and Minoru Aquatic Centre as high priorities
includes the provision of a waterfront museum
responds to the demographic needs of the City (families, older adults, increasing cultural
diversity)

o responds to the City Centre facility needs to address the growing population, including
location considerations as the City Centre population begins to shift northward towards the
~water

o outlines an effective public process

e indentifies strategic financial and location strategies

5. Financial Management

" Council Discussion:

Council views sound financial management as core to everything the community expects from the City
and would like to see the City maintain its current emphasis in this area. Balancing the funding
requirements associated with growth, urbanization, aging infrastructure, rising external costs including
senior government downloading, and increasing expectations from taxpayers is a complex task. If
Richmond is to remain in good financial and economic health over the long term, sound and innovative
financial policies and initiatives will be required to guide sustainable City financing. Council
recognizes that we are in unique economic times and has identified a number of strategic opportunities,
including low borrowing costs, and imminent retirement of City debt for the No. 2 Road Bridge and
“Terra Nova. Council has also identified the need for a sound facility and infrastructure program (to
respond to both growth and replacement needs) and believes a land strategy is an important part of the
long term financial wellness of the City. Goals and priorities for the Financial Management focus area
include:

5.1. Develop a strategic plan that considers borrowing to take advantage of the current low interest
rates and results in significant long term financial benefits for the City.

5.2. Develop an aggressive land acquisition plan that is both strategic and meets the long term land
needs of the City.

5.3. Update the Long Term Financial Management Strategy (LTFMS) to ensure relevancy and
representation of needs relative to growth, aging infrastructure, changing demographics, and
other City strategies.

5.4. Ensure the Business taxation levels are not a deterrent to businesses locating and staying in
Richmond. .

5.5. Continue to vigorously pursue joint funding opportunities between ourselves and federal and
provincial governments for capital projects.
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6. Intergovernmental Relations

Council Discussion:

Council views the intergovernmental relations focus area as critical to the City’s operations and
aspirations. Given downloading by senior levels of government and changing agendas/legislation of
governments in general; growth and changes at YVR; grant funding opportunities; a potential
upcoming change in provincial government leadership and; a myriad of intergovernmental issues such
as transit and community safety, Council has expressed a desire to place greater emphasis on
intergovernmental relations. Specifically, Council has identified the following goals and priorities:

6.1. Strengthen our presence in Victoria and Ottawa, building stronger personal relationships,
particularly at the staff level, in order to be a recognizable face and to be ready to seize
funding and other opportunities as they arise.

6.2. Develop closer working relationships with Richmond MLAs and MPs so that Richmond’s
needs are better represented and opportunities can be developed and acted upon.

6.3. Develop an enhanced and more effective working relationship with YVR.

6.4. Work with Port Metro to promote the development and build out of the Eco-Waste Industrial
site, to reduce the need for industrial use farmland.

7. Managing Growth and Development

Council Discussion;

While growth in many cities has slowed during the current economic downturn, Richmond has
continued to grow rapidly. While growth is occurring according to the approved OCP and area plans,
Council is sensitive to community perception of the rate at which growth is occurring in the City. To
this end, Council would like increased emphasis on managing the perception about too much growth.
Other areas of concern for Council related to managing growth and development include: the need to
ensure our facilities and services are keeping up with the growth, especially in the City Centre; plans
for the Garden City Lands; neighbourhood preservation; affordability of housing for future
generations; and transit. Council also expressed an interest in streamlining the development process, as
well as reviewing the adequacy of developers’ contributions towards affordable housing, public art and
public amenities. Specific goals and priorities emerging for the growth and development area included:

7.1. Increase the emphasis on communications and other efforts to better manage the public’s
perception of too much growth.,

7.2. Develop a plan to ensure the provision of public facilities and services keeps up with the rate
of growth and changing demographics of the community (families, older adults, increasing
cultural diversity), particularly in the City Centre.

7.3. Review the adequacy of developers’ contributions towards affordable housing, public art and
public amenities.

7.4. Commence planning for the eventual use of the Garden City Lands.

7.5. Ensure the timely implementation of TransLink’s Richmond Area Transit Plan.
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8. Sustainability

Council Discussion:

Council likes the current emphasis on sustainability and feels strongly that the City must continue to
pursue the targets and measures outlined in the City’s sustainability program. This program focuses
on a number of key areas including: a Climate Prepared City; Sustainable Resource Use; Green Built
and Natural Environment; Mobility; Local Agriculture and Food; Sustainable Business; Leadership in
Municipal Practices; Vibrant Communities; and Inclusive, Safe and Accessible Communities. In
patticular, Council is cognizant that with the onset of climate change, related challenges such as
agricultural viability, food security and aging infrastructure need proactive strategies to be addressed.
Specific sustainability related goals and priorities for this term of office include:

8.1. Continued implementation and significant progress towards achieving the City’s Sustainability
Framework, and associated targets.

8.2. Continue to advocate for a coordinated regional approach to enhance local food security for
Richmond and the region through policy development and initiatives such as community
farms.

Financial Impact

There is no financial impact to this report. Any actions requiring funding or resources related to
Council goals will be brought forward as part of the normal approval process.

Conclusion

This report seeks Council’s endorsement of a set of Council Term Goals to help guide the City’s work
program during this term of office. These goals have been developed based on an analysis of
community, regional and global trends and issues, and individual input from Council members. Once
approved by Council, these goals will form the basis for updating the City’s Corporate Plan and its
Strategic Management Program, in order to focus organizational efforts accordingly.

It is intended that these goals and priority areas be reviewed on a regular basis throughout the year to
monitor progress, with a full review annually to make revisions as needed. In order for organizational
success to occur, it is important that there exists both corporate focus and flexibility in light of
changing community, organizational and political priorities.

Lani Schultz
Director, Corporate Planning
(604-276-4286)

SLS:sls
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Calparians enjoy a low tax regime: the province ol Alberta has no municipal sales tax, provincial sales ax or peovincial general capital tax. Tho province also hoasts the
lowest provincinl corporate tax rata in Canada. In 2006, the provincial govermient dropped the general provincial corporale tax rate to 10 from 1.5 to eusure Alberta's

global competitiveness.
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‘ Morcovc;, the Canadian corporate income Lax rate has steadily decreascd from 22.12 in 2007 to the current cate of 18 (effective fanuary 1, 2010). The Qovernment is
commilted to further lowering lhe tax 1o 15 by 2012, and, as a result, Canada will have the lowest corporate income 1ax rate In the G7.

Calgary businesses also benefit from the fact thet Alberta hos ro inventory tax, no machinery and equipinent tax and no payroll tax, Sinca 2001, the provincial government
has cut the small business rate in half (fron1 6 to tho current 3) and more than doubled the small business income threshhold to $500,000,

Alberta is the only Canadian province to have a flat personal incame tax rate (10). All other Canadjon proviiices work on a sliding income soale. Alberla's beneficial tax
regimo ereates an environment In which busincsses can operate more profitably, and individuvals can refain more of their personal income.

Property Tax Rates for Major Canadian Centres

Municipnl Tﬁx Rnlé (%)

PROPERTY TYPE CALGARY EDMONTON MONTREAI. OTTAWA TORONTO VANCOUVER
Residential 0.31380 0.473081.01260 0.569744 0.5895702 0.2(1486!
Non-Restdential 0.99087 1.246544.02580

Commercial Genoral 1.9367482  0,978076
Commiercial Offlee 1311218

Industrial 1.51083% 1.9900160

Industrinl (Major/Large) 1.297423 3.064936
Industrial (Light) 0.978074
Fannhnd 127139 0.47308 0.113949  0.1473925  0.215381

Tofat Tax Rate (%)

PROPERTY TYFE CALGARY EDMONTON MONTREAL OTTAWA TORONTO VANCOUVER
Residentlal 0.58734 0.734871.01260 1.090539  0.8305702 0.421377
Non-Residential 1.37937 1.555884.02580

Commercial General 15983042 1.863635
Commecrejal Office ‘ 3.798249

Industriaf 4.267089  3.6940190

Industria! (Major/ Large) 3.726214 4048062
‘Industrial (Light) 1.898748
Farmland [.54493 0.73487 0.230158 02076425 0944100

The mu_nicignl u_vc rate {s established by City Council, whilc the tolal tax taic is the sum of the municipal tax rate nnd all other tax rates imposed at he discretion of its
respective city (i.c. educniion tax rate, urban translt tax). The property types Hsted hore were found to be the most comnianly used across Canada's bacges) centrex, hovever,
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detailed tables for each cily inchided in the above table can be found at the foltowing links; Calgury, Yancouver, Yoronto, Qttawa, Moolroal. Though Edmonton's lax rates
are not available anline, the city's Assessment and Taxalion Branch can be conlacted by g-majl.

Business Tax Rates for Major Canadian Centres

Dusiness tax is levied on any business that occupies space within the city of Calgary during the calendar year,

Business Tax Rate (%h)*
Calgary 6.730
Edmonton 2125

*Rates nre displayed in pereentage format to ensure consistency with property rates (above) and calculating the tax levy (below)

For auditional Information, see tho City of Calgary's Business Tox webpage or contact Rdmonton's Business Assessment Office at (780)496-6388.
Soucce: Individual municipat websites, Jue 2010

Caleulating a Tax Levy

The tax Jevy is calculaled by mnltiplying the assessed property value by the lax rate (the tax rete must first be converted into a decimal, by simply moving the decimal point
2 places to the left, which ig also known as the ‘Mill Rate').

The cateulation below is bascd on a Calgary residential property valus of $500,000 with a total tax rate of .58734:
Assessed value:  $500,000

X 2000 tax rate: 0058734

= 2010 tax tevy:  $2,936.70

© Calgary Econoinic Development, A)) Rights Reserved.

InternalPrivacy Policyinfo@calgarycconomicdevelopment.com
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Tax Rate Reduction for Commercial Properties

Toronto Helps Businesses

As part of its overall strategy to enhance Toronto's business climate,
the City continues to reduce its tax rates for commercial, industrial
and multi-residential properties to an approved target of 2.5 times
that of the residential tax rate. The City expects to reach this
targeted tax ratio for small business two years earlier than planned
(by 2013 instead of 2015), and three years earlier (2017 instead of
2020) for all other non-residential properties.

More information on the City's Enhancing Toronto's Business
Climate Strategy.

For 2011, Council has continued to accelerate tax rate reductions for
properties that are included in the "Residual Commercial" tax class.

"Commercial General” Tax Class

This tax class includes shopping centres, large office buildings,
parking lots, vacant [and and large sports facilities based on the
property's classification as determined by the Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation (MPAC).

"Residual Commercial” Tax Class

This tax class includes all other commercial property types that are
not specifically included in the “Commercial General” tax class as
noted above.

For properties in the “Residual Commercial” tax class, a lower tax
rate applies to the first million dollars of a property's assessment
(Band 1). The portion of the assessment abave one million dollars is
taxed at the "Commercial General" tax class rate (Band 2). If your
property is in the "Residual Commercial” tax class, you will see the
"Band 1" and/or "Band 2" on your tax bill under the Tax Class
column.

Teronte mars | Getinvalved | Torente bakes | 3111 Comment | Subssatibe | Privacy statement

hitn'//www toronto.ca/taxes/property tax/rate reduction.htm

Page 1 of 1
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Enhancing Toronto's Business Climate
- It's Everybody's Business

City of Toronto's small businesses are now benefiting from changes
being made to the City's property tax policies. On October 22, 2007,
City Council approved the “Update to Enhancing Toronto's Business
Climate" status report that highlights 12 new initiatives to enhance
the City's compelitiveness over the long term.

The report recommended property tax relief measures for small and
medium-sized neighbourhood retail properties, and for non-retail
office, hotel and industrial developments. See the report for updates
and initiatives.

Other City efforts to enhance competitiveness have resulted in a
successful agreement with the provincial government to reduce
business education tax (BET) rates for the City of Toronto
businesses closer to the average of the surrounding GTA
municipalities, creating a new, fair water rate structure for industrial
and manufacturing companies and continuing the relief of
development charges for the city's commerciat industry.

Reports

You'll need the latest version of the free Adobe Acrobat Viewer to
view and print these PDF files. Fitiikiini

o Tax policy improvements
o Enhancing Toronto's Business Climate - It's
Everybody's Business, September, 2007

o Enhancing Toronlo's Business Climate - update July
16 & 17,2007

o Enhancing Toronto's Business Climate - update June,
25,2007

Staff Reports:

o 2011 Proparly Tax Rates and Related Matters, January
24, 2011

o 2011 Current Value Assessment (CVA) Changes,
January 24, 2011

o 2010 Education Levy and 2010 Clawback Rate By-
Laws, April 14, 2010

o Final Recommendations - Enhancing Toronto's

Business Climate - It's Everybody's Business(All
Wards),
October 26, 2005

o Enhancing Toronto's Business Climate - It's
Everybody's Business, July 4, 2005

hitp://www.toronto.ca/finance/tax_policies.htm

Page 1 of 2
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o "Property Tax Policies for 2005 and Beyond -
Consultative Framework", June 21, 2004

o Attachment 1: Discussion Paper - Enhancing
Toronto's Business Climate - If's Everybody's Business

o Attachment 2: Public Consultation - Synopsis of Tax
Policy Workshop Comments from Summer 2004

o Transmiftal: Wrilten Submissions for Property Tax
Policies for 2005 and Bevond, Consultative Framework

o Presentations:
m 2011 CVA and Tax BC Presentation, January
24, 2011

m Final Recommendations to Joint Meeting of
Policy and Finance Committee and Economic
Development and Parks Commiittee,

October 20, 2005

m Policy & Finance Committes, July 7, 2005

» "Public Workshop Presentation: Property Tax
Reform Optlons 2005 and Beyond",
July 6,7, 12 & 13, 2004

For further information, please contact:

Corporate Finance
Len Birittain,
Director

Tel: 416-392-5380
Fax: 416-397-4555
lbrittai@toronto.ca

Financial Policy
Adir Gupta,
Manager

Tel: 416-392-8071
Fax: 416-397-4555
agupta@toronto.ca

Revenue Services

Casey Brendon, Property Taxation & Assessment

Director

Tel: 416-392-8065
Fax: 416-395-6811
chrendo@toronto.ca

Carmela Romano,
Manager

Tel: 416-395-6730
Fax: 416-395-6703
cromano@toronto.ca

Toronlo maps | Getipvolved | Toronts iska | 311 - Camment § Subacdos | Privacy statement & Cilw i Terento 1098-2012
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City of Toronto: Previous Property Tax Rates

mm Fﬂﬂﬂmgﬂ ROME  Cnmialtus  wowba e siaen [ g

2010-2001 Property Tax Rates
® Taxes :
w Propery Tax Your final property taxes, before adjustments, were calculated by
multiplying the total tax rate by the assessed value of your property.

Hates and Dates

* Proparty Tax Rates e 2010 e 2005
* Bill Dues Mates s 2009 » 2004
# Apolications & e 2008 e 2003
Daadliines — —
s 2007 e 2002
Ciorraral Information o 2006 e 2001
a SMyoperly Tax Bills
g ‘§_~knw w0 Fay & Bilt
& Tax Reiief 2010 Praperty Tax Rales
¥ Reabateos
1 AOBE Description City Education Total
¥ Recaipts Tax Rate % |Tax Rate % |Tax Rate %
v Property Residential 0.5895702% [0.2410000% [0.8305702%
W (.iha;'\qa of irfo Multi-Residential |1.9552517% |0.2410000% |2.1962517%
New o 0
Multi-Residential 0.5895702% |0.2410000% |0.8305702%
® Brawse Aloud Commercial 1.0387482% (1.6615560% |3.5083042%
w Gontact s General
b EACE Residual
# Links Commercial - 1.8423459% |1.6615560% |3.5039019%
= Ofher Lanquages Band 1
Residual
Commercial - 1.9367482% |1.6615560% |3.5983042%
Band 2
Industrial 1.9800160% {1.7040030% |3.6940190%
Pipelines 1.1340760% |1.6820270% |2.8231030%
Farmlands 0.1473925% |0.0802500% |0.2076425%
Managed Forests |0.1473925% [0.0602500% |0.2076425% °

Estimated property tax = Assessed Value x

Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with an
Assessed Value of $407,374:

Residential Tax Rate
= $407,374 x 0.8305702%
= $3,383.53

2000 Rroparty Tax Ratas

Description City Education Total

Tax Rate% |Tax Rate % |Tax Rate %
Residential 0.6027807% {0.2520000% |0.8547807%
Multi-Residential |2.0373418% |0.2520000% |2.2893418 %

httn://www.toronto.ca/taxes/property tax/tax rates previous.htm

Page 1 of 6
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v

New 0.68027807% |0.2520000% |0.8547807%
Multi-Residential

Commercial 2.0431761% |1.8030800% |3.8462361%
General :

Residual 1.9776151% |1.8030800% |3.7808751%
Commercial -

Band 1

Residual 2.0431761% |1.8030600% |3.8462361%
Commercial -

Band 2

Industrial 2.1484993% |1.8618110% [4.0103103%
Pipelines 1.1594874% |1.7425120% |2.9019994%
Farmlands 0.1508952% |0.0630000% |0.2136952%
Managed Forests |0.1508952% |0.0630000% |0.2136952%

Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with an

Assessed Value of $387,680:

Estimated property tax = Assessed Value x

Reasidential Tax Rate
= $387,680 x 0.8547807%
= $3,313.81

PH0R Proparty Tt Rafos

Description City Education Total

Tax Rate % |Tax Rate % |Tax Rate %
Residential 0.6109226% |0.2640000% |0.8749226%
Multi-Residential  |2.1191990% |0.2640000% |2.3831990%
New 0.6109226% |0.2640000% |0.8749226%

Multi-Residential

Commercial 2.1514381% {1.9683050% |4.1197431%
Residual 2.0926255% |1.9683050% |4.0609305%
Commercial -

Band 1

Residual 2.1514381% |1.9683050% |4.1197431%
Commercial -

Band 2

Industrial 2.2855806% (2.0507090% |4.3362896%
Farmiands 0.1527307% |0.0660000% |0.2187307%
Pipelines 1.1751488% |1.7985840% |2.9737328%
Managed Forests |0.15627307% |0.0660000% |0.2187307%

Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with a

Current Value Assessment of $365,468:

Residential Tax Rate
= $365,468 x 0.8749226%
= $3,197.56

Estimated property tax = Current Value Assessment x

-~
FACE T I

" http://www.toronto.ca/taxes/property_tax/tax_rates_previous.htm

Page 2 of 6
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2007 Properky Tan Kates

Description City Education Total

Tax Rate % |Tax Rate% |Tax Rate %
Reslidential 0.5888434% |0.264000% |0.8528434%
Muilti-Reslidential  [2.0881801% [0.2640000% |2.3521901%
New 0.5888434% |0.2640000% |0.8528434%
Muiti-Residential
Commercial 2.1174565% |1.975821% |4.0832775%
Industrial 2.3093771% |2.060907% |4.3692841%
Farmlands 0.1472109% |0.0680000% |0.2132109%
Pipslines 1.1326782% |1.802637% |2.9353152%
Managed Forests |0.1472103% [0.0860000% |0.2132109%

Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with a

Current Value Assesment of $369,300;

Estimated property tax = Current Velue Assessment x
Residential Tax Rate

= $369,300 x 0.8528434%
= $3,149.55
B0 10 158
2006 P’%ﬂpesty Taxn Rates
Description City Education Total
Tax Rate % |Tax Rate % |Tax Rate %
Residential 0:56685687% |0.2640000% |0.8308587%
Multi-Residential |2.0605153% |0.2640000% |2.3245153%
New 0.5668687% |0.2640000% |0.8308587%
Muiti-Residential
Commercial 2.0876138% |1.9758210% |4.0634348%
Industrial 2.3197551% [2.05689070% |4.37986621%
Pipelines 1.0903891% |1.8028370% |2.8930261%
Farmlands 0.1417147% |0.0660000% |0.2077147%
Managed Forests |0.1417147% |0.0660000% [0.2077147%
Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with a
Current Value Assesment of $369,300:
Esftimated property tax = Current Value Assessment x
Residential Tax Rate
= $369,300 x 0.8308587%
= $3,088.36
13 16 1
2008 Proparly Tax fates
Description Clty Education Total
Tax Rate % |TaxRate % |Tax Rate%

Residential 0.6107432% |0.2980000% |0.9067432%

- htto://www.toronto.ca/taxes/property tax/tax_rates previous.htm
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Multi-Residential  |2.2638851% |0.2960000% |2.5599951%
New 0.6107432% |0.2960000% [0.9067432%
Muiti-Residential

Commercial 2.2032936% |2.2156590% |4.5089525%
Industrial 2.5733817% |2.3136150%. |4.8868967%
Pipeline 1.1748039% |1.8205630% |2.9953669%
Farmlands 0.1526859% |0.0740000% |[0.2266858%
Managed Forests [0.1526859% |0.0740000% |0.2286859%

Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with a

Current Value Assesment of $330,700:

Estimated property tax = Current Value Assessment x

Resldential Tax Rate

= $330,700 x 0.9087432%

= $2,998.60

-
BACY, T YEr

2004 Property Tax Rates

Descriptlon City Education Total

Tax Rate % |Tax Rate % {Tax Rate %
Residentlal 10.5929546% |0.296000% | 0.8880546%
Multi-Resldential | 2.2305370% [0.296000% |2.5265370%
New 0.5829548% |0.206000% | 0.8889546%
Multi-Residentlal
Commercial 2.2587459% |2.215659% |4.4744049%
Industrial 2.5342463% |2.313616% |4.8478613%
Pipeline 1.1405863% |1.820583% |[2.9611493%
Farmlands 0.1482387% |0.074000%  }0.2222387%

Managed Forests

0.1482387%

0.074000%

0.2222387%

Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with a

Current Value Assesment of $330,700:

Estimated properly tax = Current Value Assessment x

Residential Tax Rate

= $330,700 x 0.8889546%
= $2,939.77
’s‘n(lﬁ;‘iﬁ
2603 Property Tax Rotes
Description City Education Total
TaxRate % |Tax Rate% |Tax Rate %

Residential 0.65655852% |0.3350000% |0.9915552%
Muiti-Residentlal |2.5411828% |0.3350000% |2.8761828%

htm://www.toronto.ca/téxes/property_tax/tax_rates previous.htm
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New 0.6565552% |0.3350000% |0.89915552%
Multi-Residential
Commercial 2.3114950% |2.289733% 4.6112280%
Commerclal 1.6180465% [1.6008131% [3.2278596%
VacantVExcess
Industrial 2.7062882% |2.501734% 5.2080222%
Industrlal 1.7590873% |[1.8261271% [3.3852144%
Vacant/Excess
industrlal- 0.1623773% |0.1501040% |0.3124813%
Farm Awaiting
Development 1
Pipeline 1,1213916% |1.8437590% |2.9651506%
Farmlands 0.1641388% |0.0837500% |0.2478888%
Managed 0.1644388% |0.0837500% }0.2478888%
Forests
Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with a
Current Value Assesment of $295,000;
Estimated property tax = Current Value Assessment x
Residential/Farm Tax Rate
= $295,000 x 0.9915552%
=$2.925.09

-~
ROV TR

2002 Property Tax Raius

Description City Education Total

Tax Rate % |Tax Rate% |Tax Rate %
Residential 0.7308100% [0.3730000% | 1.1038100%
Commerclal 2.6616488% |2.6527450% |5.3143938%
Commercial 1.8631542% |1.8569215% [3.7200757%
Vacant/Excess
Industrial 3.7141871% |3.4280080% |7.1421951%
Industrial 2.4142216% |2.2282062% |4.6424268%
Vacant/Excess
Industrial- 0.2228512% 10.2056805% |0.4285317%
Farm Awalting
Development 1
Multi-Resldential |2.9242680% |0.3730000% [3.2972880%
New 0.7308100% 0.3730000% |1.1038100%

Multi-Residential

Pipeline

1.2482180%

1.8367410%

3.1848580%

Farmiands 0.1827025% |0.0932500% |0.2759525%
Managed 0.1827025% |[0.0932500% |0.2759525%
Forests

Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with a
Current Value Assesment of $261,000:

htta-/lararw tnronto.ca/taxes/property tax/tax rates_previous.htm
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Estimated property tax = Current Value Assessment x
Resldential/Farm Tax Rate

= $261,000 x 1.1038100%
= $2,880.94

RACE T8 Y068

2001 Properky Tax Rates

Description City Education Total
Tax Rate % |Tax Rate% |TaxRate %

ResidentialiFarm  [0.700544% | 0,37300% 1.073544%
Multi-Residential  12.924268% | 0.37300% 3.297268%

Commercial 2.660400% |2.854118% |5.314518%
Commerclal- 1.862280% 1.857883% 3.720163%
Excess l.and
Commercial- 1.862280% 1.857883% |3.720163%
Vacant Land
Industrial 3.713508% |3.817012% |7.530520%
Industrial- 2.413780% [2.481058% |4.894838%
Vacant Land
Industrial- 0.222810% |0.228021% | 0.451831%

Farm Awalting
Development 1

Farmlands 0.1756136% ]10.093250% |0.268386%
Pipeline 1.188524% 1.838741% 3.133265%
Managed 0.175136% |0.09325% 0.268386%
Forests

Example: Estimated taxes on a residential property with a
Current Value Assesment of $261,000:

Estimated property tax = Current Value Assessment X
Residential/Farm Tax Rate

= $2681,000 x 1.073544%
= $2,801.95

-
RALY e Y67
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CityClerk

From: Roland [rahoegler@shaw.ca]
Sent: March 21, 2012 4:34 PM

To: CityClerk

Subject:  ALR.Council Meeting March 26, 2012.

Categories: 08-4105-04-01 - ALR (Agricultural Land Reserve / Land Commission Appeals)

To Richmond Council:
RE: Council Meeting March 26, 2012.
Topic: Agricultural Land Reserve. (ALR ):

The past few weeks have been very intriguing, | must say.

Discussion re: the ALR never ceases, but it is my view that
it has reached a crescendo , one which needs a logical
conclusion.

Perhaps the turning point was a couple of recent issues.

- ONE ISSUE.: ...... was a recent meeting at City Hall with

- some stakeholders and two members of the Planning Staff
on the issue of detached accessory buildings in the
Richmond ALR, and the height restrictions that were
imposed recently. As per the pre-existing bylaws, people
were constructing accesssory building in compliance with
the old bylaws. Then, at our meeting, Staff indicated
some concern expressed by ALR stakeholders on the
bylaw changes and a discussion of possible remedies.

As is my forte' ....... | wished to get to the heart of the
matter.

Staff indicated that the change was deemed "necessary"”
given that all the Zoning Bylaws were being updated, and
that building heights for ALR detached accessory

CNCL -99
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buildings were "undefined” .
To that | say "SO" ?
| then submitted to Staff two pertinent questions:

(i) Had ANY formal complaint been submitted by any
person of group re: the detached accessory building
height issue. |

Staff indicated at the meeting that they were NOT _aware of
any formal complaints

(ii) 1also stated that, in essence, ALR property owners
were under continual attack with more and more
- restrictions being placed on what is legally Private
Property. This is in shher contrast with all other classes of
Richmond property owners who are given increasingly
- liberalized zoning rights (ie such as coach houses). Even
more bluntly,l stated that such legislated attacks are, in
essence, more UNcompensated expropropration and the
added restrictions further DE-value the given ALR
property . One of the Planners did not understand this and
in fact disagreed. In my view, if this is the mindset in the
Planning Department...no wonder we in the ALR have
cause for concern.

The OTHER ISSUE: ....... is the sheer gall of Metro
Vancouver , an UNaccountable, and in my view, an
irresponsible cabal of UNelected appointees. As of a few
weeks ago Metro Van and its cabal of sheer arrogance
were at the abyss re: voting to recommend the Province
enact ALR House Size restrictions that would have

At this time, the Metro Van motion failed....however, this
does not mean the issue cannot be resurrected and

CNCL -100
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imposed in ambush fashion on BC ALR property owners
in the future.

Of Metro Vancouvers (23) Member Local Govt, (11) of
these Local Gov'ts have NO ALR land whatsoever.
Yet....... somehow they are all ALR experts ?

| have yet to meet ANY politician that has even a remote
understanding of the ALR, the response is somewhat
kneejerk and a rather Pavlovian motherhood issue.

When you focus on a "defineable group”, such as ALR
property owners that is classic discrimination.

At this juncture, the defineable group is the collective
called the ALR property owners.

However, within this collective group is a visible minority
which sees this as back-handed discrimination.

| have had discussions with them and | full agree and
support them.

Enough is Enough
LOGICAL CONCLUSION / RESOLUTION :

| sense in discussion with many fellow ALR property
owners a growing awareness of these unwarranted
attacks , and a collective rising blood pressure , who are
tired of the backroom politics and the

bureaucratic bullying of ALR property owners.

However, The tide is nhow turning.

It is clear that our Politicans and Bureaucrats feel that
continually " beating what has been a dead ALR horse"
since ALR day ONE back in 1972 will achieve some sort of
illogical and easily refutable objective.

CNCL - 101
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No one seems to want to challenge the obvious, like the
"ALR Emperor has NO Clothes", that the ALR has been a
complete and absolute failure.

| will state the following.

OBJECTIVE | : It is my view it is in the City of Richmond's
best interests to at minimum restore the previous zoning
rights to all Richmond ALR property owners under

the previous Zoning Bylaw.

OBJECTIVE Il : Secondly | would submit that the -

City ,upon consultation with ALR Property Owners " less.
than 2 acres" apply for a mass exclusion from the ALR for
said properties in the ALR.

Failure to agree to these (2) terms , and set in motion the
bureaucratic machination to acheive within 14 days of this
date Monday March 26, 2012, baswally implies bad faith
by the City of Richmond .

NOTE: These terms are NON - Negotiable.

Failure to do so will result in what is long overdue, that BC
ALR property owners be updated, informed and become
united and a force to be reckoned with.

You see, the ALR supporters are not the issue.
The issue is the dynamic of the awakening of the sleepmg
dragon, the ALR property owners .

Much like Palestine, our "ALR" deemed properties and
property rights were effectivliey stolen by short lived
Socialist (borderline Communist) 1972 NDP Gov'{.

Thus: Give us our rights back..or we will simply take them

CNCL -102
03/23/2012
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back.. |
Remember: 14 days

- Once this barn door is opened, it can never EVER be
closed. ‘ '-
Choose wisely.

Regards:
Roland Hoegler

CNCL - 103
03/23/2012
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City of Richmond / ‘Bylaw 8845

Road Closure and Removal of Road Dedication Bylaw 8845
(A Portion of Road Adjacent to 3391 Sexsmith Road)

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. The lands legally described as a portion of road dedicated by the deposit of Plan LMP11315
Section 28 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster District (shown outlined in bold
on the Reference Plan prepared by J.C. Tam and Associates attached as Schedule A) shall
be stopped up and closed to traffic, cease to be a public road and the road dedication shall be
removed. '

2. This Bylaw is cited as “Road Closure And Removal of Road Dedication Bylaw 8845”.

FIRST READING JAN 23 2’“,2 RIGHMOND
[~ APPROVED |

SECOND READING JAN 2 3 2012 bt

. ) dept.
THIRD READING JAN 23 2012
| , Nottogally

DULY ADVERTISED. MAR 0 7 2012 | "”"gi

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION APPROVAL - MAR 06 2012 ]

ADOPTED

MAYOR ‘ CORPORATE OFFICER

e | | CNCL - 105



BCGS 826.015
PURSUANT TO SECTION 120 JAND TITLE ACT AND SECTION 40 COMMUNTY CHARTER !

PLAN 631

76

Pt 35317

L B8

SECTION 28  BLOCK 5 NORTH RANGE 6 WEST
3 =
PN LUPAT7IE §
N. 1/2 OF B
PLAN  6)68
o8 25 12 ’
M X2
1263~
t
h PLan Lo LOT 1
4o < ol 2
o 8 2
F g S :
& M
Lor 2 :
bl
5
i & 22 78,08 ‘ N
" = = 280000 |- 31.859
E\.\\ i 50" 24’ 10°
Tl cA gle
. PSTAN Way ﬁig
\\\\\ _Eb
el i

@& Controt Monyment Found

@ Siondard kron Pl Found
O Stendord lran Pasl Placed
W Lod Plug found

O ted Phg Precod

J. C. Yo ond Assoclofles
Conodo and B.C. lend Suiveyor
V)5 - 8833 0Odin Ciescent
Richmend, B.C. VEX 377
Telephone. 2)4~B928
21¢-8928

E~moil. oflice@jclom.com
Websile: www.jclom.com

Job No. 4270

FB8—197 P67-63

Orcwn By KA

For:

DWG No. 4270—REF--001

Grid beonngs are detived from observolions bdciwech
conlrel monymenls 77H4968 ond 77H582%.

Integroled Survey Argo No. 18, (RICHMOND), NADB) (CSRS)
This plan shoms horzonle! ground-level meosured dislonces
excepl whete olharwiss noled. To compule grid distonces,

multiply ground fevel distances oy comblned foclor of 0.99950385

This plon liss within the Greoter Vancovver Raglonol Qlstrici.

SCHEDULE A

PLAN BCP

Degosited Jn tha Lond Tile office
ol New Westminstas, B.C. thl ooy
of -, 200

Dcpvly Reglsiror

Rot,

MAYOR: WALCOLM 0. BRODIC
AUTHORIZLO SICNATORY

CLERK:
AUIHORIZED SIGHATORY

OLECER SIGNATURE(S)

COMMISSIONER FOR

TAKING AFADAVITS FOR 8.C.

CIY OF RICHHORD

691) NUMBLR 3 ROAD

RICHMOND, B.C.

vBY 2C%

PHONE; (804) 276-4000 -
AS TO THE SIGRATURL OF

THIS_____ DAY OF 200

o 11 os

OFFICER CEANFILAYION: YOUR SIGNATURE CONSTITUTES A
REPRESENTAYION THAT YOU ARE A SOLICITOR, NOTARY PUBLIC
OR QIHLR PLASON AUTNORIZED BY YHE EVIDENCE ACY.
R.S.B,C. 1986, C. 124, TO TAKE AFFIDAVIYS FOR

USE IN BRINSH COLUMBIA AND CERTIFIES YHE

MATIERS SET QUY IN PART 5 OF THE LAND TITLE ACT

AS THEY PERYAN TO THE EXECUTION OF THIS INSTRUMENT.

g
e x
X W
S
[5)
i
wn
SCALE: 1:500
o 5 0 20 30 40
p——— ;

ALL DISTANGES ARE iN METRLS AND DECIMALS
TREREOF UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICAIED

STRATA

BOOK OF REFERENCE
PARCEL "& 251 m

Areo =

L Jonnton C. Tom, o Brtah Colombio
Lond Sundysi, cortily ol I xus

preseni o} ond possoncily superinlendsd
(he survey represented by Ihs plun ond
thot the ‘surey ond plon ore comwerl
Tne Moid survey wos compleled on Ihe
151h doy o Nevembes, 2013. Thz ptan wos
compleled ond chocksd, ong the cpecklist
fited vader £13000), on the (Bih doy

of Novembes, 2013,

.
( .7 JOHNSON C TAM, B.C.LS

27H$868

ENCLE=T06———




City of | |
Richmond = | o ~ Minutes

Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, March 14, 2012

Time: 3:30 p.m.:
Place: Council Chambers

' Richmond City Hall
Present: Robert Gonzalez, Chair

Dave Semple, General Manager, Parks and Recreation
Jeff Day, General Manager, Project Development & Facilities Services

The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m.

1. Minutes

It was moved and seconded 7
That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on Wednesday,
February 29, 2012 be adopted. :

CARRIED

2. Development Variance Permit 11-587706
) (File Ref. No.: DV 11-587706) (REDMS No. 3360226)

APPLICANT: ' Matthew Cheng Architect Inc.

PROPERTY LOCATION: 12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260. English Avenue, and 12231,
12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 & 12253 Ewen Avenue

INTENT OF PERMIT:

1.  To varythe provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 “Single Detached (ZS10)
— Steveston” in order to permit the construction of residential homes at 12226,
12228, 12248 & 12260 English Avenue, and 12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239,
12251 & 12253 Ewen Avenue, as follows:

a) allow an enclosed connection between the principal building and accessory
garage located in the rear yard, provided that this enclosed connection is
limited in height to a single storey no greater than 5.0 m, and does not exceed
3.2 m in width;

b) allow front roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot
depth) to a maximum width of the lesser of 4 m or 66% of the building width,
and a maximum height of the Jesser of 8 m or 1.5 m below the cyeqyefthe g \

1.



Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, March 14, 2012

3481006

~¢) allow side roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot
width) with a minimum 1.5 m setback from the front building fagade;

l d) allow the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from 2.6 m GSC.

Applicant’s Comments

Matthew Cheng, Matthew Cheng Architect Inc., advised that the ad_;acent townhouse
development was now complete, and that the requested development variances applied to

" the eleven proposed single-family homes. He stated that during the design phase of the

proposed homes, some challenges were identified. Mr. Cheng further outlined those
challenges and commented that:

e  in order for the homes to feature nine-foot ceilings in the ground floor rooms, and
eight-foot ceilings in the upper floor rooms, the residential vertical building
envelope should be calculated from 2.6 meter GSC, which is the former flood plain
calculation, before recent amendments of the Flood Plain Designation and
Protection Bylaw were-made; and

e to achieve consistency in character with the existing single-family homes
constructed in the Imperial Landing development area, variances that apply to roof
gables and the enclosed connection between the eleven homes and their garages are
requested.

Staff Comments

Brian J. Jackson, Acting General Manager, Planning and Development, advised that the
nature of a Development Variance Permit Application, versus a Development Permit
Application, means that the Panel sees only those details of the proposed development that
apply to the requested variances.

Mr. Jackson then commented on the applicant’s requested variances and noted that:

o Council approved variances to the minimum setbacks and maximum heights for the
existing approximately 40 single-family homes to the south of the subject site, in
the neighbourhood known as Imperial Landing, in 2002 and 2003, and the applicant
is requesting that the same consideration be given to the eleven proposed single-
family lots in the neighbourhood; :

o the proposed variances are more restrictive on the size and location of roof gables,
and the allowable size is restricted for the enclosed connection between the
proposed homes and their accessory garages;

o  the applicant is requesting only one new variance to address the higher flood -
construction level requirement; and »

. of the two ways to address the height issue, (i) allowing the properties to rise to the
required 2.9 meters GSC, or (ii) calculating the height of the proposed homes from
2.6 meters GSC, staff supports the measurement from 2.6 meters GSC to achieve
consistency in character with the homes already constructed, and occupied, in the

neighbourhood.
CNCL -1 028



Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, March 14, 2012

3481006

“Mr. Jackson referred to one piece of correspondence, received from Edwin Sharples and

Wendy Phillips (attached to these Minutes as Schedule 1), and stated that the writers were
concerned about the lane behind their unit and complex. Mr. Jackson advised that the

“issue of the lane was addressed as part of the rezoning, and that the location of the lane did

not form part of the applicant’s development variance application.

In response to the Chair’s query regarding the size of the roof gables of the proposed
eleven single-family homes, Mr. Jackson confirmed that there are restrictions in terms of
width and setback of gables permitted, and that these restrictions mean that the size of the
roof gables of the proposed development are smaller and set further back than the roof
gables permitted on the constructed homes surrounding the subject site.

Gallery Comments

Mike Harper, 12222 Ewen Avenue, expressed concern regarding: (i) a lack of road access
in the Tmperial Landing neighbourhood; and (ii) a lack of safety for area children who use

the back lane as a play area. He queried what the eventual use. of the City-owned site at

the corner of Moncton Street and Easthope Avenue would be.

Mr. Harper requested that the City delay, or stop, granting variances to developments in

‘the Imperial Landing neighbourhood, until such issues as access are addressed.

The Chair advised Mr. Harper that City staff, inciuding Bylaw Officers, can assist
tesidents who have questions around bylaws, safety, and so on. He added that the
Development Permit Panel’s mandate does not include neighbourhood transportation
networks, or zoning issues, but strictly includes design and character issues.

A brief discussion ensued between Mr. Harper, Mr. Jackson, and the Panel, and advice
was provided to Mr. Harper that Council reviewed the issue of access in 2008, and it was
Council’s decision that Ewen Avenue not go out to Moncton Street.

Cynthia Rautio, 12282 -English Avenue, asked whether the proposed development
receives the requested variances, would the proposed eleven single-family homes have the
identical appearance of the existing homes. She also queried whether English Avenue
would go out to Moncton Street.

Mr. Jackson advised that: (i) English Avenue would not go out to Moncton Street; and (ii)
the applicant’s request for variances would ensure consistency of character with the
existing single-family homes in the neighbourhood.

Carol Day, 11631 Seahurst Road, opined that the City could improve communications
with its residents in order to avoid confusion. She then queried whether the Development
Permit Panel had the option to send the applicant’s Development Variance Application

“back to City Council.

When the Chair advised that the Panel can either approve or not approve the application,
but did not have the option to send it back to Council, Ms. Day requested that the
applicant’s requested variances be denied.

CNCL - 1(3)9
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3481006

Wednesday, March 14, 2012

In response to the Chair’s request, Mr. Jackson confirmed that in terms of design, the
requested variances would allow homes to match the design of homes that already exist to
the south of the subject site. He added that the subject lots match the lots to the south.

With regard to the City-owned site at the corner of Moncton Street and Easthope Avenue,
as referenced by the first speaker, Mr. Jackson advised that as yet the City has not
determined a use for the site.

Correspondence
Edwin Sharples, Wendy Phillips, #6-4388 Moncton Street (Schedule 1)
John Taylor, #3-4388 Moncton Street (Schedule 2)

Panel Discussion

There was general agreement that the requested variances would allow the proposed
eleven single-family homes to be developed with the same character as the existing
neighbourhood.

The Chair reiterated that City staff are available to discuss such issues as access and
egress with residents.

Panel Decision

It was moved and seconded

That a Development Permit be issued which would vary the provisions of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 “Single Detached (ZS10) — Steveston” in order to
permil the construction of residential homes at 12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260
English Avenue, and 12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 & 12253 Ewen
Avenue, as follows:

1.

a)

b)

d)

allow an enclosed connection between the principal building and accessory
garage located in the rear yard, provided that this enclosed connection is
limited in height to a single storey no greater than 5.0 m, and does not
exceed 3.2 m in width;

allow front roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot
depth) to a maximum width of the lesser of 4 m or 66% of the building width,
and a maximum height of the lesser of 8 m or. 1.5 m below the crest of the

roof;

allow side roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot
width) with a minimum 1.5 m setback from the front building facade;

allow the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from 2.6 m GSC.
CARRIED

"CNCL - 1140



Development Permit Panel ‘
Wednesday, March 14, 2012

3. New Business - None
4. Date Of Next Meeting: Wednesday, March 28, 2012

5. Adjournment

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting be adjourned at 4:14 p.m.

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the
Development Permit Panel of the Council
of the City of Richmond held on
Wednesday, March 14, 2012.

Robert Gonzalez | Sheila Johnston
Chair ' Committee Clerk

CNCL - 1;11
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Gmail - Variance Permit DV 11-587706 : - Page 1 of |

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of
the Development Permit _
Panel meeting of Wednesday, AR 142017
March 14, 2012.

Variance Permit DV 11-587706

3 messages

CITY OF SICHEAOMT

AECEIVED

Edwin Sharples <tedsharples@gmail.com> Tue, Mar 13, 2012 at 6:43 PM

Edwin Sharples and Wendy Phillips

6-4388 Moncton St.
Richmond, B.C. V7E 6R©

"We Request Postponement of Variance Perfnit DV 11-687706 pending Review
of the overall Direction on the Block

We are concerned about the increase in traffic that will come through
the fane behind our unit and complex. A lot of traffic now uses this
narrow lane. Children play there and residents walk along it
frequently. Garbage and recycling trucks aiso use the lane. They - ’
fill the lane and make it Impossible to pass. Without road access
directly to Moncton from Ewen and English Ave. the lane will be
handling far more traffic than it was designed for, producing
congestion and safety concerns.
There are two solutions as we see it. Our preferred option is to
_block the lane behind our address at Ewen, forcing traffic to go to
Bayview Sf. when entering and exiting. Due to the high density of
housing in the area, we are reluctant to give up the green spaces at
the end of Ewen and English to provide traffic access to Moncton
Street. .

Edwin Sharples/Wendy Phillips

CNCL -112"
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W0 Richmond - Report to Council
To: Richmond City Council Date: March 21, 2012
From: Robert Gonzalez, P. Eng. ' File: 0100-20-DPER1

Acting Chair, Development Permit Panel

Re: Development Permit Panel Meeting Held on March 14, 2012

Panel Recommendation

That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of:

1) a Development Variance Permit (DV 11-587706) for the property at 12226, 12228,
12248 & 12260 English Avenue and 12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 &
12253 Ewen Avenue;

be endorsed, and the Permits so issued.

%—R;ben Gonzalez P. Eng.
¢/ Acting Chair, Development Permit Panel

SB:blg
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March 21, 2012 -2- 0100-20-DPER1

Panel Report

The Development Permit Panel considered the following item at its meeting held on
March 14, 2012.

DV 11-687706 — MATTHEW CHENG ARCHITECT INC. — 12226, 12228, 12248 &
12260 ENGLISH AVENUE, AND 12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 &
12253 EWEN AVENUE(March 14, 2012)

The Pane] considered a Development Variance Permit application to vary the provisions of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 “Single Detached (ZS10) — Steveston” to allow: an enclosed
connection between the building and garage; projections for front and side roof gables; and for
the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from 2.6 m GSC.

The architect, Matthew Cheng, of Matthew Cheng Architect Inc., provided information,
including;

e The adjacent townhouse development was now complete, and that during the design phase of
the proposed 11 new homes, some challenges were identified,;

o The residential vertical building envelope should be calculated from 2.6 meter GSC, which is
the former flood construction level, before recent amendments of the Flood Plain
Designation and Protection Bylaw were made; and

e The variances are requested to achieve consistency in character with existing homes.

Staff supported the requested variances and advised that:

o Council approved variances for the existing approximately 40 single-family homes in the
neighbourhood in 2002 and 2003, and the applicant is requesting the same consideration.

e The proposed variances are more restrictive on the size and location of roof gables, and the
allowable size for the enclosed connection between the homes and garages.

e The applicant is requesting one (1) new variance to address the higher flood construction
level requirement. Calculating the height of the proposed homes from 2.6 m GSC is
preferred over allowing the properties to rise to the required 2.9 m GSC to achieve
consistency in character with the homes already constructed, and occupied, in the
neighbourhood. '

Public correspondence was received regarding the Development Variance Permit application,
including a concern about the lane behind the writer’s unit. Staff advised that the issue of the
lane was addressed as part of the rezoning and was not part of the development variance
application.

Ewen Avenue resident, Mr. Mike Harper, addressed the Panel with the following comments:
e Concern for the lack of road access in the Imperial Landing neighbourhood;
o Concern for the lack of safety for children who use the back lane as a play area;

¢ Query regarding the use of the City-owned site at Moncton Street and Easthope Avenue; and

3492626 CNCL - 116



March 21, 2012 -3- 0100-20-DPER1

o Request that the City not grant variances in the neighbourhood until access is addressed.

The Chair advised Mr, Harper that City staff, including Bylaw Officers, can assist residents who
have questions around bylaws and safety. He added that the Panel’s mandate does not include
neighbourhood transportation network or zoning issues, but strictly design and character.

English Avenue resident, Ms. Cynthia Rautio, addressed the Panel with queries regarding
whether or not English Avenue would go out to Moncton Street, and whether or not the proposed
single-family homes would have the identical appearance of the existing homes with the
requested variances.

Richmond resident, Ms. Carol Day, addressed the Panel with the comment that the City could
improve communications with its residents in order to avoid confusion. In addition, Ms. Day
queried whether the Panel had the option to send the application back to City Council.

When the Chair advised that the Panel can either approve or not approve the application, but did
not have the option to send it back to City Council, Ms. Day requested that the applicant’s
requested variances be denied.

In response to a query from the Chair, staff confirmed that the permitted width and setback of
gables would be restricted compared to what was previously approved for the surrounding lots.

In response to concerns raised, staff advised that:

o Council reviewed the issue of access in 2008, and it was Council’s decision that
Ewen Avenue not go out to Moncton Street;

o English Avenue would not go out to Moncton Street;

e The requested variances provide consistency of character with the existing single-family
homes in the neighbourhood; and

e The City has not yet determined a use for the City-owned site at Moncton Street and
Easthope Avenue.

There was general Panel agreement that the requested variances would allow the proposed 11
single-family homes to be developed with the same character as the existing neighbourhood.

The Panel recommends that the Permit be issued.

3492626 CNCL - 117



- DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL |
REPORT AND ACCOMPANYING PLANS
TO BE CONSIDERED BY COUNCIL
AT THE COUNCIL MEETING
SCHEDULED FOR

Monday, March 26, 2012

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Councillor Linda McPhail
Counclllor Chak Au Counclllor Harold Steves
Councillor Linda Barnes Director, City Clerk's Office
Councillor Derek Dang Director, Development
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt Council Chambers Binder
Councillor Ken Johnston Front of House Counter Copy

Councillor Bill McNulty
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. Memorandum
Richmond Planning and Development Department
To: David Weber Date: March 15, 2012
Director, City Clerk's Office
From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: DV 11-587706
Director of Development
Re: Application by — Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. for Development Variance Permit

at 12226, 12228, 12248, 12260 English Avenue and 12231, 12233, 12235, 12237,
12239, 12251 and 12253 Ewen Avenue

The attached Development Varianice Permit was given favourable consideration by the
Development Permit Panel at their meeting held on March 14, 2012,

It would now be appropriate to include this item on the agenda of the next Council meeting for
their consideration.

,;4 rBriaAZ/;: son,

Director of Development

SB:blg
Att.

3493101
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City of
Richmond | Minutes

Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, March 14, 2012

Time: 3:30 p.m, -
Place: Council Chambers
o - Richmond City Hall
Present: Robert Gonzalez, Chair S
Dave Semple, Gener. \ager, Parks and Recreation
Jeff Day, Genergldfanager, Project Development & Facilities Services

The meeting was called to at 3:30 p.m.

1.

was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on Wednesday,
February 29, 2012 be adopted. -
. ‘ CARRIED
——

2. Development Variance Permit 11-587706
(File Ref. No.: DV 11-5§87706) (REDMS No. 3360228)

APPLICANT: Matthew Cheng Architect Inc.

PROPERTY LOCATION: 12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260 Eﬁglish Avenue, and 12231,
12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 & 12253 Ewen Avenue

INTENT OF PERMIT:

.1. To vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 “Single Detached (ZS10)
~ Steveston” in order to permit the -construction of residential homes at 12226, -
12228, 12248 & 12260 English Avenue, and 12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239,
12251 & 12253 Ewen Avenue, as follows:

a) allow an enclosed connection between the principal building and accessory
garage located in-the rear yard, provided that this enclosed connection is
limited in height to a single storey no greater than 5.0 m, and does not exceed
3.2 m in width;

b) allow front roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot
depth) to a maximum width of the lesser of 4 m or 66% of the building width,
and a maximum height of the lesser of 8§ m or 1.5 m below the crest of the roof;

1



Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, March 14, 2012

¢) allow side roof- gables to prdject beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot
width) with a minimum 1.5 m setback from the front building fagade;

d) allow the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from 2.6 m GSC.

Applicant’s Comments

Matthew Cheng, Matthew Cheng Architect Inc., advised that the adjacent townhouse
development was now complete, and that the requested development variances applied to
the eleven proposed single-family homes. He stated that during the design phase of the
proposed homes, some challenges were identified. Mr. Cheng further outlined those
challenges and commented that:

] in order for the homes to feature nine-foot ceilings in the ground floor rooms, and
eight-foot ceilings in the upper floor rooms, the residential vertical building
envelope should be calculated from 2.6 meter GSC, which is the former flood plain
calculation, before recent amendments of the” Flood Plain Designation and
Protection Bylaw were made; and '

) to achieve consistency in character with the existing single-family homes

“1401nnL

constructed in the Imperial Landing development area, variances that apply to roof
gables and the enclosed connection between the eleven homes and their garages are
requested.

Staff Comments

Brian J. Jackson, Acting General Managet, Planning and Development, advised that the
nature of a Development Variance Permit Application, versus a Development Permit
Application, means that the Panel sees only those details of the proposed development that
apply to the requested variances.

Mr. Jackson then commented on the applicant’s requested variances and noted that:

. Council approved variances to the minimum setbacks and maximum heights for the
existing approximately. 40 single-family homes to the south of the subject site, in
the neighbourhood known as Imperial Landing, in 2002 and 2003, and the applicant
18 requesting that the same consideration be given to the eleven proposcd single-
family lots in the neighbourhood,;

o the proposed variances are more restrictive on the size and location of roof gables,
and the allowable size is restricted for the enclosed connection between the
. proposed homes and their accessory garages;

. the applicant is requesting only one new variance to address the higher flood
construction level requirement; and

o of the two ways to address the height issue, (i) allowing the properties to rise to the
required 2.9 meters GSC, or (ii) calculating the height of the proposed homes from
2.6 meters GSC, staff supports the measurement from 2.6 meters GSC to achieve
consistency in character with the homes already constructed, and occupied, in the
neighbourhood.
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Mr. Jackson referred to one piece of cotrespondence, received from Edwin Shatples and
Wendy Phillips (attached to these Minutes as Schedule 1), and stated that the writers were
concerned about the lane behind their unit and complex. Mr. Jackson advised that the
issue of the lane was addressed as part of the rezoning, and that the location of the lane did
not form part of the applicant’s development variance application.

In response to the Chair’s query regarding the size of the roof gables of the proposed
eleven single-family homes, Mr. Jackson confirmed that there are restrictions in terms of
width and setback of gables permitted, and that these restrictions mean that the size of the
roof gables of the proposed development are smaller and set further back than the roof
gables permitted on the constructed homes surrounding the subject site.

Gallery Comments

Mike Harper, 12222 Ewen Avenue, expressed concern regarding: (i) a lack of road access
in the Imperial Landing neighbourhood; and (ii) a lack of safety for area children who use

_the back lane as a play area. He queried what the eventual use of the City-owned site at
the corner of Moncton Street and Easthope Avenue would be.

Mr. Harper requested that the City delay, or stop, granting variances to developments in
the Imperial Landing neighbourhood, until such issues as access are addressed.

The Chair advised Mr. Harper that City staff, including Bylaw Officers, can assist
residents who have questions around bylaws, safety, and so on. He added that the
Development Permit Panel’s mandate does not include neighbourhood transportation
networks, or zoning issues, but strictly includes design and character issues.

A Dbrief discussion ensued between Mr. Harper, Mr. Jackson, and the Panel, and advice
was provided to Mr. Harper that Council reviewed the issue of access in 2008, and it was
Council’s decision that Ewen Avenue not go out to Moncton Street.

Cynthia Rautio, 12282 English Avenue, asked whether the proposed development
receives the requested variances, would the proposed eleven single-family homes have the
identical appearance of the existing homes. She also queried whether English Avenue
would go out to Moncton Street.

Mr. Jackson advised that: (i) English Avenue would not go out to Moncton Street; and (ii)
the applicant’s request for variances would ensure consistency of character with the.
existing single-family homes in the neighbourhood.

Carol Day, 11631 Seahurst Road, opined that the City could improve communications
with its residents in order to avoid confusion. She then queried whether the Development
Permit Panel had the option to send the applicant’s Development Variance Application
back to City Council.

When the Chair advised that the Panel can either approve or not approve the application,
but did not have the option to send it back to Council, Ms. Day requested that the
applicant’s requested variances be denied.
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In response to the Chair’s request, Mr. Jackson confirmed that in terms of design, the
requested variances would allow homes to match the design of homes that already exist to
the south of the subject site. He added that the subject lots match the lots to the south.

With regard to the City-owned site at the corner of Moncton Street and Easthope Avenue,
as referenced by the first speaker, Mr. J ackson advised that as yet the City has not
determined'a use for the site.

Correspondence
Edwin Sharples, Wendy Phillips, #6-4388 Moncton Street (Schedule 1)
John Taylor, #3-4388 Moncton Street (Schedule 2)

‘Panel Discussion

" There was general agreement that the requested variances would allow the proposed

eleven single-family homes to be developed with the same character as the existing
neighbourhood.

The Chair reiterated that City staff are available to discuss such issues as access and
egress with residents,

Panel Decision

It was moved and seconded

That a Development Permit be issued which would vary the provisions of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 “Single Detached (Z510) — Steveston” in order fo
permit the construction of residential homes at 12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260
English Avenue, and 12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 & 12253 Ewen
Avenue, as follows:

1.

%)

b)

d)

allow an enclosed connection between the principal building and accessory
garage located in the rear yard, provided that this enclosed connection is
limited in height to a single storey no greater than 5.0 m, and does not
exceed 3.2 m in width;

allow front roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical énvelope (lot
depth) to a maximum width of the lesser of 4 m or 66% of the building width,
and a maximum height of the lesser of 8 m or 1.5 m below the crest of the
roof; :

allow side roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot
width) with a minimum 1.5 m setback from the front building facade;

allow the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from 2.6 m GSC.

CARRIED
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Edwin Sharples <tedsharples@gmaif.com> Tue, Mar 13, 2012 at 5:43 PM

Edwin Sharples and Wendy- Phillips

8-4388 Moncton St.
Richmond, B.C. V7E 6R®

We Request Postponement of Variance Permit DV 11-587706 pending Re\new
of the overall Directlon on the Block

We are concerned about the increase in traffic that wili come through
the lane behind our unit and complex, A fot of traffic now uses this
narrow lane. Chiidren play there and residents walk along it
frequently. Garbage and recycling trucks also use the tane. They
fill the lane and make i impossible to pass. Without road access
directly to Moncton from Ewen and English Ave. the tane will be
handling far more traffic than it was designed for, producing
congestion and safety concerns.
There are two solutions as we see it. Our preferred option Is to

. block the lane behind our address at Ewen, forcing traffic to go to
Bayview St. when entering and exiting. Due to the high density of
housing in the area, we are reluctant to give up the green spaces at
the end of Ewen and English to provide traffic access to Moncton
Street.

Edwin Sharples/Wendy Phillips




Please Attend
This Is the Time to be Heard -

The Richmond Development Panel will meet to consider oral and written submissions on the
proposed development /Devetopment Variance Permit DV 11-587708:

This Wednesday March 14, 2012 @ 3:30 p.m.

Council Chambers, City Hall 6911 NO. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
FAX; 604-278-513% Telk (604) 2764007

meeting.
Or Email: StevestonRA@gmail.com :

. Name
Towns S Tavtec
Address

3.—453’& Mosoc 78003 ST, B C Hettoads

I Request Postpenement of Variance Permit DV 11-587706 pending
Review of the overall Direction on the Block

If you are unable to attend you may mail or have defivered 2 written submission to the Director / City
Clerk’s Office, which wil] be entered into the meeting record if it is received prior to or at this ,
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City of Richmond Report to
Planning and Development Department Development Permit Panel

ST PP STy STty S E e PO SO

To: Development Permit Panel Date: February 13, 2012
From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File: DV 11-587706

- Director of Development
Re: Application by Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. for a Development Variance

Permit at 12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260 English Avenue, and 12231, 12233,
12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 & 12253 Ewen Avenue

Staff Recommendation

That a Development Permit be issued which would vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning
Bylaw 8500 “Single Detached (ZS10) — Steveston” in order to permit the construction of
residential homes at 12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260 English Avenue, and 12231, 12233, 12235,
12237, 12239, 12251 & 12253 Ewen Avenue, as follows:

1. Allow an enclosed connection between the principal building and accessory garage located in
the rear yard, provided that this enclosed connection is limited in height to a single storey no
greater than 5.0 m, and does not exceed 3.2 m in width,

2. Allow front roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot depth) to a
maximum width of the lesser of 4 m or 66% of the building width, and a maximum height of
the lesser of 8 m or 1.5 m below the crest of the roof;

3. Allow side roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot width) with a
minimum 1.5 m setback from the front building fagade;

4, Allow the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from 2.6 m GSC.

Brian J* Jackson, MCIP
Director of Development

SB:blg
Att.

3360226
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Staff Report
Origin
Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. has applied for variances to “Single Detached (ZS10) -
Steveston” in order to permit eleven (11) single-family dwellings to be built at 12226 to 12260
English Avenue and 12231 to 12253 Ewen Avenue that are consistent in character with the

existing single-family houses constructed in the Imperial Landing development area
(Attachment 1). Variances are included to:

e Allow an enclosed connection between the house and garage;

¢ Allow front roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot depth) to a
maximum width of the lesser of 4 m or 66% of the building width, and a maximum
height of the lesser of 8 m or 1.5 m below the crest of the roof;

o Allow side roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot width) with
a minimum 1.5 m setback from the front building fagade;

e Allow bay windows to project 0.6 m into the required front yard setback; and

e Allow the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from 2.6 m GSC.

Development Information

Please refer to the attached Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment 1) for a
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requirements.

Surrounding Development

Development surrounding the subject site is as follows:

e To the north, fronting onto Moncton Street; is a new 14-unit townhouse development, zoned
“Town Housing (ZT41) — Bayview Street/ English Avenue (Steveston)”;

e To the east, across Ewen Avenue, are single-family lots, also zoned “Single Detached (ZS10)
— Steveston™;

e To the south, fronting onto English Avenue and Ewen Avenue, are single-family lots also
zoned “Single Detached (ZS10) — Steveston”; and

o To the west, across English Avenue, is a 45-unit townhouse development, zoned “Town
Housing (ZT41) — Bayview Street/English Avenue (Steveston)”.
Background

In 2002 and 2003, Council approved variances to the minimum setbacks and maximum heights
for all of the single-family lots in the Steveston Area Plan BC Packers Steveston waterfront
neighbourhood (Imperial Landing). The applicant is requesting the same consideration for 11
new single-family lots in the same neighbourhood.

The previous BC Packers office building site at 4360 Moncton Street was rezoned (RZ 05-
312601) on April 26, 2010 to create a townhouse development site and the subject new single-
family lots. The following was secured through the rezoning:

¢ Land dedication, subdivision and consolidation;

¢ Registration of covenants regarding flood plain, restricting vehicle access to the lane;

3360226
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e Landscape security for the planting of 22 trees (2 trees per single-family lot);

e Cash contributions for road expansion, affordable housing, Moncton pedestrian crosswalk
upgrade, and cash-in-lieu of indoor amenity space for the townhouse development; and

¢ A Servicing Agreement for new road and lane infrastructure, and new sanitary and storm.
sewer infrastructure.

Staff Comments

The subject Development Variance Permit application complies with the intent of the applicable
sections of the Official Community Plan (OCP) and is generally in compliance with the “Single
Detached (ZS10) — Steveston” except for the zoning variances noted below.

Zoning Compliance/Variances (staff comments in bold)
The applicant requests to vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to:

1) Allow an enclosed connection between the principal building and accessory garage located in
the rear yard, provided that this enclosed connection is limited in height to a single storey no
greater than 5.0 m, and does not exceed 3.2 m in width.

2) Allow front roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot depth) to a
maximum width of the lesser of 4 m or 66% of the building width, and a maximum helght of
the lesser of 8 m or 1.5 m below the crest of the roof.

3) Allow side roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot width) with a
minimum 1.5 m setback from the front building fagade.

(Staff supports the above three (3) proposed variances as they are similar to variances
previously approved for the existing 43 single-family lots in the BC Packers Steveston
waterfront neighbourhood (Imperial Landing), with new restrictions to limit the maximum
size. The variances will therefore allow the newly created 11 single-family lots to be developed
with the same character as the existing neighbourhood.)

4) Allow the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from 2.6 m GSC.

(Staff supports the proposed variance as it will accommodate the required 2.9 m GSC flood
construction level and also allow development of the newly created 11 single-family lots with
houses of the same character and same roof pitch as the existing neighbourhood. The flood

construction level was 0.3 m lower (2.6 m GSC) when Onni developed the existing Imperial
Landing single-family homes.)

Analysis

Variance Precedents in BC Packers Steveston waterfront neighbourhood (Imperial Landing)

In 2002 and 2003, Council approved variances to the minimum setbacks and maximum heights
for all of the single-family lots in the Steveston Area Plan BC Packers Steveston waterfront
neighbourhood (Imperial Landing). The applicant is requesting the same consideration for 11
new single-family lots in the same neighbourhood. The new residential lots and a townhouse
development site were created through the recent rezoning of the old BC Packers office building
site at 4360 Moncton Street (RZ 05-312601).

3360226
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On February 11, 2002, Council approved variances (DV 01-197537) to permit the development
of 43 proposed single-family residential lots in the north-eastern portion of the former BC
Packers site. These lots are located east of the subject properties, generally between Ewen
Avenue and Bayview Street and further east of Bayview Street, including:

4331 to 4395 Bayview Street;
12220 to 12300 Ewen Avenue;
4460 to 4491 Gerrard Place; and
4400 to 4468 Moncton Street.

On May 12, 2003, Council approved variances (DV 03-232679) to permit the development of a
further 15 single-family residential lots south of the subject properties, including:
o 12262 to 12288 English Avenue; and

e 12271 to 12295 Ewen Avenue.
The variances approved under applications DV 01-197537 and DV 03-232679 include:

1) Allow an enclosed connection between the house and the garage — The applicant requests a
similar variance, with revised wording to limit the maximum size of an enclosed
connection, The variance is requested to allow the newly created 11 single-family lots to
be developed with the same character as the existing neighbourhood.

2) Allow the accessory garage building to be constructed to a height of 6.1 m (20 ft. 0 in.) to
accommodate living space over the garage — Nofe that this variance is not included in the
subject application, as the neighbouring single-family homes to the south do not include
living space over the garages.

3) Allow front roof gable to project beyond the Residential Vertical Envelope (lot depth) — The
applicant requests a similar variance, with revised wording to limit the maximum size of a
roof gable projection. The variance is requested to allow the newly created 11 single-family
lots to be developed with the same character as the existing neighbourhood.

4) Allow side roof gables to project beyond the Residential Vertical Envelope (lot width) — The
applicant requests a similar variance, with revised wording to limit the maximum size of a
roof gable projection. The variance is requested to allow the newly created 11 single-family
lots to be developed with the same character as the existing neighbourhood.

5) Allow bay window to project 0.60 m (2 ft. 0 in.) into required front yard setback — Note that
a variance is no longer required as this bay window projection is now permitted under the
current Zoning Bylaw 8500 (General Development Regulations).

6) Allow bay window and corner of house to project 0.60 m (2 ft. 0 in.) into required setbacks
for end lots. — Note that this variance is not included in the subject application, as there are
no end/corner lots included in the subject newly created residential lots.

7) Allow porch columns supporting a porch roof to project into front and side yard setback 1 m
(3.28 ft.) — Note that a variance is no longer required as the zone allows a 1.3 m projection
Jor porch columns.

8) Allow fireplace/chimney enclosures to encroach 0.60 m (2.0 ft.) into required side yard —
Note that this variance is not included in the subject application, as the zone already
allows a 0.5 m projection for unenclosed fireplaces and chimneys.

3360226
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9) Vary the side yard setback for corner lots from 3 m (9.843 ft.) to 2 m (6.56 ft.) — Note that
this variance applies to DV 01-197537 only, and is not included in the subject application,
as there are no end/corner lots in the subject newly created residential lots.

Required Flood Construction Level Impact to Building Height

The subject application includes one additional variance that was not included in the previously
approved variances in the BC Packers Steveston waterfront neighbourhood (Imperial Landing).
The applicant is requesting that the residential vertical envelope, which includes building height,
be calculated from 2.6 m GSC. The variance is requested as a result of the impact of the Flood
Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204 and the revised Zoning Bylaw 8500, which were
both adopted by Council after the initial 2002 and 2003 Development Variance Permits. The
variance is requested to allow the newly created 11 single-family lots to be developed with the
same character as the existing neighbourhood.

The Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw requires a minimum Flood Construction
Level of 2.9 m GSC (geodetic survey of Canada) for the subject properties. The existing single
detached homes in the BC Packers Steveston waterfront neighbourhood (Imperial Landing) had a -
lower minimum Flood Construction Level of 2.6 m GSC, which was specified in a flood
covenant registered on Title as part of the original BC Packers rezoning, New single detached
homes in the BC Packers Steveston waterfront neighbourhood (Imperial Landing) are required to
comply with the Bylaw and have a main floor level that is at least 0.3 m higher than the
surrounding existing homes.

In addition, the current zoning bylaw has a different way of calculating building height for single
detached homes. Previously the residential vertical envelope (which includes building height)
for typical single detached homes was measured from the lowest floor level (lowest concrete
slab). Under the current Zoning Bylaw 8500, the residential vertical envelope is calculated from
the finished site grade, which is an average of the edges of the property and the exterior edges of
the proposed building, and is not permitted to be higher than 0.6 m above the crown of road. The
ground floor level of the existing single detached homes in the BC Packers Steveston waterfront
neighbourhood (Imperial Landing) was set at 2.6 m GSC to comply with the flood covenant, so
the residential vertical envelope was also measured from 2.6 m GSC. New single detached
homes in the BC Packers Steveston waterfront neighbourhood (Imperial Landing) would be
required to have a finished site grade that was no higher than 0.6 m above the crown of road, or
no higher than approximately 1.9 m to 2.3 m GSC for the subject newly created lots. With a

2.9 m GSC flood construction level requirement, this effectively results ina 0.88 mto 1.15 m
reduction to the permitted massing of a full two-storey home.

Although the permitted building height in the zone has not changed, the flood construction level
requirement has increased by 0.3 m and the point that the residential vertical envelope is
measured from has been effectively lowered for the subject newly created lots. The result is that
a variance is needed is needed to allow development of the new residential lots with houses of
the same character (and with the same roof pitches) as the existing single detached homes in the
surrounding BC Packers Steveston waterfront neighbourhood (Imperial Landing). The variance
requested is to allow the residential vertical envelope to be measured from the same 2.6 m GSC
elevation that was used for the surrounding existing single detached. The applicant has
confirmed that they can comply with the 2.9 m GSC flood construction level requirement and
provide homes that are similar in character to the surrounding neighbourhood with the residential
vertical envelope (building height) measured from 2.6 m GSC.

3360226
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Conclusions

Staff are supportive of the proposed variances, which will allow the newly created 11
single-family lots to be developed with houses of the same character as the existing
neighbourhood.

Spin. brdal

Sara Badyal, M. Arch, MCIP
Planner 1

SB:blg

Attachment [: Conceptual Architectural Drawings
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City of Richmond

911N, 3 Road Development Application
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI Data Sheet
www.richmond.ca o L

604-276-4000 : Development Applications Division

DV 11-587706 Attachment 1

12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260 English Avenue, and
Address: 12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 & 12253 Ewen Avenue

Applicant: Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. Owner: $-8133 Holdings Ltd.

Planning Area(s): _Steveston

7 Existing Proposed

Lot Area: 271 m? to 292.5 m? No Change
Land Uses: Vacant | Single-Family Residential
OCP Designation: Residential No change
Zoning: Single Detached (ZS10) — Steveston "~ . No change
Number of Units: None 11 Single-Family Dwellings’
Bylaw Requirement | Proposed Variance
Floor Area Ratio: 0.6 No change None permitted
‘Lot Coverage (Building): Max. 50% No change None
| Setback — Front Yard: Min. 4.3 m No change None
L . . Porch Max. 1.3 m No change
Projections into Front Yard: Bay window 0.5 m Max. 0.6 m 0.1 m Increase
, , ‘ Min. 1.2 m
Setback — [nterior Side Yard: Accessory Bldg Min. 0.6 m No change None
s . . . Fireplace/chimney
Projections into Side Yard: Max. 0.5 m Max. 0.6 m 0.1 m Increase
Setback — Rear Yard: Min. 10 m No change None
Connection between the Covered open walkway Permit enclosed Enclosed
house and garage: Max. 2 m wide & 3 m high connection connection
Max. 9 m No change
Accessory Bidg Max. 5.0 m Max. 6.1 m 1.1 m Increase
Height (m): for Living
Space over
Garage
e Calculated from finished | ¢ Calculated from 2.6 m e 06m-1m
. . . site grade GSC Increase
Re5|dentla! Vertical ¢ No habitable space ¢ Allow front & side roof | ¢ Limited roof
Envelopes: o e
projections gable projections gable
. . projections
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City of Richmond Development Variance Permit

5 Planning and Development Department

No. DV 11-587706

To the Holder:; MATTHEW CHENG ARCHITECT INC.

Property Address: 12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260 ENGLISH AVENUE AND
12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 &
12253 EWEN AVENUE

Address: C/O MATTHEW CHENG

UNIT 202 ~ 670 EVANS AVENUE
VANCOUVER, BC V6A 2K9

1. This Development Variance Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the Bylaws of
the City applicable thereto, except as specifically varied by this Permit.

2. This Development Variance Permit applies to and only to those lands shown cross-hatched
on the attached Schedule "A" and any and all buildings, structures and other development
thereon. '

3. The "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500" is hereby varied as follows:

a) Allow an enclosed connection between the principal building and accessory garage
located in the rear yard, provided that this enclosed connection is limited in height to
a single storey no greater than 5.0 m, and does not exceed 3.2 m in width;

b) Allow front roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot depth)
to a maximum width of the [esser of 4 m or 66% of the building width, and a
maximum height of the lesser of 8 m or 1.5 m below the crest of the roof;,

¢) Allow side roof gables to project beyond the residential vertical envelope (lot width)
with a minimum 1.5 m setback from the front building fagade; and

d) Allow the residential vertical envelope to be calculated from the required flood
construction level (2.6 m GSC).

4. The land described herein shall be developed generally in accordance with the terms and
conditions and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this
Permit which shall form a part hereof. ' :

5. If the Holder does not commence the construction pemiﬁed by thls Permlt within 24 fﬁonths
of the date of this Permit, this Permit shall lapse. !

1

This Permit is not a Building Permit.

|
o
!

N
{
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No. DV 11-587706

To the Holder: MATTHEW CHENG ARCHITECT INC.
Property Address: 12226, 12228, 12248 & 12260 ENGLISH AVENUE AND
12231, 12233, 12235, 12237, 12239, 12251 &
12253 EWEN AVENUE
Address: C/O MATTHEW CHENG

UNIT 202 — 670 EVANS AVENUE
VANCOUVER, BC V6A 2K8

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE
DAY OF , .
DELIVERED THIS DAY OF ,

MAYOR

e et

A s —— ————
N
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- City of

4 Richmond

Agenda

Pg. #

CS-5

CS-13

ITEM

Community Safety Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Tuesday, March 13, 2012
4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Community Safety
Committee held on Tuesday, February 14, 2012.

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

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

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DEPARTMENT

RESTORATIVE JUSTICE EVALUATION REPORT 2011
(File Ref. No. 09-5375-01) (REDMS No. 3467817 v.3)

See Page CS-13 for full report

Designated Speaker: Anne Stevens

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Touchstone Family Association’s Restorative Justice Performance
Outcome and Evaluation Report, as attached to the staff report dated
February 28, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety,
be received for information.
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Community Safety Committee Agenda — Tuesday, March 13, 2012

CS-43

CS-97

CS-105

3486199

ITEM

THE FIRE-RESCUE PLAN 2012-2015
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3236395 v.3)

See Page CO-43 for full report

Designated Speaker: Fire Chief John McGowam

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Fire-Rescue Plan: 2012-2015 (as attached to the report dated
February 27, 2012, from the Fire Chief, Richmond Fire-Rescue) be
endorsed.

RICHMOND FIRE-RESCUE - JANUARY 2012 REPORT
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3435067 v.2)

See Page CS-97 for full report

Designated Speaker: Fire Chief John McGowan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Fire Chief’s report dated February 27, 2012 on Richmond Fire-
Rescue’s activities for January 2012 be received for information.

STRATEGIC COMMUNITY INVESTMENT FUNDS
(File Ref. No. 09-5375-00) (REDMS No. 3484676 v.2)

See Page CS-105 for full report

Designated Speaker: Anne Stevens

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Council authorize the CAO and\or the General Manager, Law and
Community Safety to sign the Strategic Community Investment Funds
Agreement on behalf of the City of Richmond, as outlined in the staff report
dated February 29, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community
Safety.

CS-2



Community Safety Committee Agenda — Tuesday, March 13, 2012

CS-109

CS-117

CS-123

3486199

ITEM

INTEGRATED PARTNERSHIP FOR REGIONAL EMERGENCY

MANAGEMENT (IPREM) EARTHQUAKE TABLETOP EXERCISE
(File Ref. No. 09-5125-01) (REDMS No. 3478242)

See Page CS-109 for full report

Designated Speaker: Deborah Procter

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the staff report entitled *“Integrated Partnership for Regional
Emergency Management (IPREM) Earthquake Tabletop Exercise”, dated
February 24, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety, be
received for information.

COMMUNITY BYLAWS - JANUARY 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-01) (REDMS No. 3478345 v.2)

See Page CS-117 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Mercer

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Community Bylaws Monthly Activity Report dated February 27,
2012, from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety, be received for
information.

RCMP'S MONTHLY REPORT - JANUARY 2012 ACTIVITIES
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3466989)

See Page CS-123 for full report

Designated Speaker: Supt. Rendall Nesset

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the OIC’s report entitled “RCMP’s Monthly Report — January 2012
Activities” dated February 2, 2012, be received for information.
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Community Safety Committee Agenda — Tuesday, March 13, 2012

Pg. #

3486199

ITEM

8.

10.

FIRE CHIEF BRIEFING
(Oral Report)

Designated Speaker: Fire Chief John McGowan

Item for discussion:
(1)  Upcoming Richmond Fire-Rescue Events

RCMP/OIC BRIEFING
(Oral Report)

Designated Speaker: Supt. Rendall Nesset

Item for discussion:
(i)  Downtown Community Police Office

MANAGER’S REPORT

ADJOURNMENT

CS-4



Date:

Place:

Present:

Also Present:

Call to Order:

3472687

Richmond Minutes

Community Safety Committee

Tuesday February 14, 2012

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Councillor Derek Dang, Chair

Councillor Linda McPhail, Vice-Chair
Councillor Ken Johnston

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Bill McNulty

Mayor Malcolm Brodie (arrived at 4:45 p.m.)

Councillor Chak Au
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 Community Safety Committee held
on Tuesday, December 13, 2011, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Tuesday, March 13, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DEPARTMENT

INTRODUCTION OF INSPECTOR SEAN MALONEY

Renny Nesset, OIC, Richmond RCMP, introduced Inspector Sean Maloney
and spoke briefly about Inspector Maloney’s 30 year service and past
experience with the RCMP.

CS-5



Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, February 14, 2012

3472687

RCMP'S MONTBLY REPORT - NOVEMBER 2011 ACTIVITIES
(Filc Ref. No. 09-5000-0}) (REDMS No. 3422437)

See Item 3. for discussion and action taken on Item 2.

RCMP'S MONTHLY REPORT - DECEMBER 2011 ACTIVITIES
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3441114)

Items 2. and 3. were discussed simultaneously.

OIC Nesset reviewed the RCMP statistics for November and December of
2011 and advised that: (i) robberies had increased as a result of street level, or
curbside, theft of cell phones and tablets; and (ii) break-and-enters in
residential homes has increased.

Discussion ensued regarding pedestrian safety issues and auxiliary constables.

In reply to a query, Phyllis Carlyle, General Manager, Law & Community
Safety, advised that she and OIC Nesset had met to discuss activities at the
City’s Community Police Offices, such as South Arm, and Steveston, and that
staff will come back to Committee with further information.

In response to the Chair’s query regarding the increase in sexual offences,
OJC Nesset confirmed that, historically, sexual offences occur between
acquaintances, not strangers.

It was moved and seconded
That the OIC’s report entitled “RCMP’s Monthly Report — November 2011
Activities” dated December 1, 2011, be received for information; and

CARRIED
It was moved and seconded

That the OIC’s report entitled “RCMP’s Monthly Report — December 2011
Activities” dated January 5, 2012, be received for information.

CARRIED

COMMUNITY BYLAWS - NOVEMBER 2011 ACTIVITY REPORT
(File Ref. No, 12-8060-01) (REDMS No. 3428370)

See Item 5. for discussion and action taken on [tem 4.

COMMUNITY BYLAWS - DECEMBER 2011 ACTIVITY REPORT
(Filc Ref. No. 12-8060-01) (REDMS No. 3457416)

[tems 4. and 5. were discussed simultaneously

In reply to a query Wayne Mercer, Manager, Comumunity Bylaws, noted that
it was unusual that two parking meters had been stolen in November, though
it is not unusual for parking meters to be vandalized. He added that the stolen
meters were located in a deserted warehouse.

CS-6



Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, February 14, 2012

3472687

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report entitled “Community Bylaws — November 2011 Activity
Report” dated December 14, 2011, from the General Manager, Law &
Community Safety, be received for information.

CARRIED
It was moved and seconded
That the staff report entitled “Community Bylaws - December 2011 Activity
Report” dated January 23, 2012, from the General Manager, Law &
Community Safety, be received for information.

CARRIED

2012/2013 RCMP ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PLAN - COMMUNITY
PRIORITIES
(File No. 09-5000-01)REDMS No. 3459169)

OIC Nesset provided background information and in response to comments
made by Commiittee, he noted that pedestrian safety and the development of a
community policing presence in the City Centre were identified as objectives
for the 2012/2013 performance plan.

Discussion ensued, and in particular regarding: (i) the measured outcomes of
success for the 2010/2011 performance plan will be forthcoming soon; (ii)
police presence, patrolling on foot, in the City Centre will continue; (iii)
besides the two identified objectives, the RCMP will work to abate property-
related crimes, and will work on all objectives to attain desired outcomes.

The Chair noted that the D.AR.E. (Drug Abuse Resistance Education)
Program is valuable to the students who participate.

It was moved and seconded

That the two Community Objectives be selected, as identified in the staff
report dated January 24, 2012 from the Officer In Charge, Richmond
RCMP Detachment, for inclusion in the 2012/2013 Annual Performance
Plan.

CARRIED

2011 FOURTH QUARTER REPORT - RICHMOND FIRE-RESCUE
(¥ile No.)(REDMS No. 3432651)

John McGowan, Fire Chief, Richmond Fire-Rescue (RFR), in response to a
query, stated that when 911 receives a call for assistance for a victim of
assault, usually the RCMP response first but RFR and ambulance services
also attend. He added that there is good communication among the attending
parties.

CS-7



Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, February 14, 2012

3472687

It was moved and seconded
That the report on Fire-Rescue’s operations from October I to December
31, 2011 be received for information.

CARRIED

CANADIAN COAST GUARD AUXILIARY (STATION 10)
PROPOSED BOATHOUSE LOCATION
(File No. 06-2345-20-TLAN1)(REDMS No. 3355625)

Mayor Brodie entered the meeting (4:45 p.m.)

In response to a query regarding the consultation undertaken with the Scotch
Pond Heritage Cooperative (SPHC) Serena Lusk, Manager, Parks Programs
and Dave Semple, General Manager, Parks and Recreation, advised that the
SPHC’s Executive Committee has accepted, in principle, the relocation of the
Station 10, Richmond Coast Guard Auxiliary to Scotch Pond. It was noted
that the SPHC’s Annual General Meeting takes place in March.

. staff worked with members of Station 10, Richmond Coast Guard
Auxiliary to review a wide range of potential locations for Station 10
to moor its vessel, and those potential locations, including Imperial
Landing, are listed in Attachment 3 of the staff report;

. staff would undertake more consultation, and would come back to
Committee with any financial implications;

o after the SPHC’s Executive Committee takes the idea to its
membership at the March Annual General Meeting, staff would come
back to Committee;

o the agreement for the moorage of the Station 10, Richmond Coast
Guard Auxiliary is an agreement between the City and the Coast
Guard; and

o SPHC operates Scotch Pond under a license from the City and whether

the relocation of Station 10, Richmond Coast Guard Auxiliary to
Scotch Pond would modify that license in any way.

Brian Hobbs, Coxswain, Station 10, Richmond Coast Guard Auxiliary
advised that he was available to respond to questions Committee might have.
He noted that Station 10 has waited five years for a relocation site, and that
another few weeks, to accommodate the SPHC’s Annual General Meeting
would be fine.

Mr. Hobbs submitted a report that swnmarized: (i) the work conducted by
volunteer search and rescue in the City; (ii) cost savings incurred at all levels
of government; and (iii) current support of other volunteer search and rescue
stations. (The report is on file in the City Clerk’s Office).

CS-8



Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, February 14, 2012

3472687

In response to a query, Mr. Hobbs advised that Station 10, Richmond Coast
Guard Auxiliary has not yet had an opportunity to address the SPHC.

The Chair noted that negotiations have been between the City and SPHC.

A brief discussion ensued and there was general agreement that further
consultation with the membership of SPHC should be undertaken, especially
in light of the Cooperative’s impending Annual General Meeting.

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

It was moved and seconded
That:

(i) the staff report entitled “Canadian Coast Guard Auxiliary (Station
10) Proposed Boathouse Location” be referred back to staff; and

(ii) after further -consultation with the Scotch Pond Heritage
Cooperative, staff bring further information forward to the
Community Safety Committee meeting, tentatively scheduled to take
place on Wednesday, April 10, 2012.

CARRIED

CHAUFFEURS’ PERMITS

(File No. 09-5000-01)

Discussion ensued among OIC Nesset, Lainie Goddard, Manager, RCMP
Administration, Ms. Carlyle and Commiftee regarding the process of
Chauffeurs’ Permits being renewed not on an annual basis, but on a biennial
basis, and in particular on:

o what are the consequences to a person with a Chauffeurs’ Permit who
commits a criminal offence;

o the RCMP controls the tssuance and approval of Chauffeur Permits;

o no fee is charged for the Chauffeurs’ Permit, but a fee is charged for the
Criminal Records Check required as part of the application process;
and

. Chauffeurs’ Permit processes at other municipalities.

In response to Committee’s request that further information regarding the
mechanism to cancel or suspend a Chauffeurs’ Permit should the permit
holder commit, and/or be charged with a criminal offence, OIC Nesset
advised that: (i) further information will be furnished to Council before the
Monday, February 27, 2012 Council meeting, and (ii) an oral report will be
given by the OIC at the next meeting of the Community Safety Committee
meeting, tentatively scheduled to take place on Tuesday, March 13, 2012.

CS-9



Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, February 14, 2012

3472687

10.

1.

It was moved and seconded

That the requirement for the renewal of Chauffeurs’ Permits be changed
Srom an annual to a biennial basis beginning January 1, 2013 as outlined
in the staff report dated January 31, 2012 from the OIC, RCMP Richmond
Detachment.

CARRIED

AIRCRAFT EMERGENCY RESPONSE WITHIN RICHMOND
{Filc No.)(REDMS No. 3462128)

In response to a query Fire Chief McGowan, and Tim Wilkinson, Deputy
Chief — Operations provided Committee with the following rationale for the
viability of training RFR personnel to respond to aircraft emergencies: (i) a
recognition of the need to educate RFR employees on specific hazards, and
allow RFR personnel to understand the practices specific to aircraft
emergency response and work more effectively with YVR emergency
services personnel; and (ii) when incidents of aircraft emergency occur in the
City, RFR staff will be able to manage these events with greater effectiveness
and efficiency, thereby providing a safer community for residents.

Discussion ensued, and in particular with regard to: (i) RFR personnel
remaining in Richmond, while external service and training providers would
travel to Richmond to deliver the training; and (ii) RFR is working with YVR
emergency services personnel to align training methods.

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report entitled Aircraft Emergency Response Within
Richmond, dated February 3, 2012 from the Fire Chief, be received for
information.

CARRIED

FIRE CHIEF BRIEFING
(Oral Repon)

()  Pink Shint Day, February 29, 2012
Fire Chief McGowan reported that RFR personnel would wear pink T-shirts
on February 29, 2012, in support of the Stop Bullying Campaign.

(i)  CPR (Cardio Pulmonary Resuscitation) Saves Lives

CS-10



Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, February 14, 2012

3472687

12.

Deputy Chief Wilkinson noted that February is Heart Smart Month, and RFR
supports programs that encourage the general public to get involved with CPR
training. A media bulletin this month has reminded the public that CPR saves
lives. He added that in the last year’s last quarter, RFR responded to 24
cardiac-related calls.

(iif)  Pedestrian Safety Carapaign — a joint initiative of RFR, RCMP, British
Columbia Ambulance Service, ICBC, the City’'s Corporate
Comumunications team, and Transportation

OIC Nesset, Fire Chief McGowan, and Victor Wei, Director, Transportation,
made a brief presentation to Committee and advised that: (i) the campaign is a
joint initiative with full participation by many parties, including [CBC; (ii) on
February 23, 2012, the campaign will have a presence at a selection of
designated high traffic locations; and (in) the initiative is Citywide, is
ongoing, and will be directed at both pedestrians and drivers.

A brief discussion ensued during which comments were made that seniors are
a vulnerable group of pedestrians, speeding vehicles within the City are a
hazard, and an enforcement component is being explored.

RCMP/OIC BRIEFING

(i)  Downtown CPO - Regional [PREM Table Top

OIC Nesset and Greg Scoft, Director, Project Development provided an
update on the progress of the Downtown Community Policing Office (CPO).
Mr. Scott briefly noted that it is anticipated construction will be complete by
the spring, the Office will then be furnished, and after that it will go into
operation.

A comment was made that when RCMP headquarters moved out of the City
Centre, residents could no longer drop into the centrally located building, but
that the soon-to-be-completed Downtown CPO would provide the opportunity
to drop in to speak with RCMP personnel.

(i) RCMP Deputy Commissioner Peter German

OIC Nesset advised that Deputy Commissioner Peter German, a resident of
Richmond, has announced his retirement from the force.

(iii)) Robberies of Cell Phones

OIC Nesset advised that the RCMP ts working on methods to dampen the
market for stolen cell phones.

CS - 11



Community Safety Committee
Tuesday, February 14, 2012

13.

MANAGER’S REPORT

()  Mobile Medical — Temporary Placement at Gateway Theatre

Deborah Procter, Manager, Emergency Programs, reported that British
Columbia’s Mobile Medical Unit, a 100 bed clinic and surgical unit, will be in
Richmond, at the Gateway Theatre parking lot, during the week of February
27, 2012 for orientation and training of Richmond Hospital Staff.

Council is invited 10 tour the facility on Thursday, March 1, 2012.
(i)  Integrated Partnership for Regional Emergency Management

Ms. Procter advised that 23 local authorities in Metro Vancouver have been
invited to participate in an Integrated Partnership for a2 Regional Emergency
Management tabletop exercise 10 examine regional emergency management
1ssues.

The Thursday, February 16, 2012 event is a good opportunity for City staff 10
participate in the exercise that simulates the scenario of a 7.3 magnitude
earthquake in the Georgia Strait.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
Thal the meefing adjourn (5:40 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Community
Safety Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Tuesday,
February 14, 2012.

Councillor Derek Dang Sheila Johnston

Chair

3472687

Committee Clerk
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Clty of

Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Community Safety Committee Date: February 28, 2012
From: Phyllis L. Carlyle File:  09-5375-01/2012-Vol 01

General Manager Law and Community Safety

Re: Restorative Justice Evaluation Report 2011

Staff Recommendation

That the Touchstone Family Association’s Restorative Justice Performance Outcome and
Evaluation Report (as attached to the report dated February 28, 2012 from the General Manager,
Law & Community Safety) be received for information.

Phyllis L. Carlyle
General Manager, Law and Community Safety
(604-276-4104)

Att. 1

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE—'C'NCURRE CE FGENER MANAGER
Budgets Y&l N D

Law & Community Safety Administration Y& NO

RCMP YN O

REVIEWED BY TAG \g NO RevViEWED BY CAO @YES ;  NO 1

2467817
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IFebruary 28, 2012 -

Staff Report
Origin

On January 1, 2011 the City of Richmond renewed the contract with Touchstone Family
Association for the delivery of the Restorative Justice Program. The Touchstone Family
Association 1s required 1o report to Council annually on:

a) Restorative justice annual budget for the upcoming year;
b) Restorative justice revenues and expenditure from the previous year;

¢) Performance indicators including the number of referrals, forums and completed
resolution agreements;

d) Milestones and achievements; and

¢) Participants’ satisfaction survey.
This report ensures the terms of the contract are adhered to.
Analysis

The Provincial Government does not fund restorative justice to a level that would provide
comprehensive services to the community. The City has long advocated for increased funding for
restorative justice services but the Province maintains it will not advance additional funding.

The Province’s position has resulted in the City funding the Restorative Justice Program.

In 2008 the City entered into a three year agreement with Touchstone Family Association,
renewing this contract in 2011 for three additional years.

The Richmond Restorative Justice Program uses an altemative approach to the courts that places
the emphasis on accountability and problem solving as a way of addressing harm that takes place
when a crime or incident occurs.

In many cases the program uses two methods to ensure the victim's concerns are addressed and
the offenders are held responsible for the offence. These two methods are Community Justice
Forum (CJF) and Community Accountability Panel (CAP).

The Richmond Restorative Justice Program is a volunteer driven program which has corapleted

its fourth year of funding a permanent full time coordinator. The Performance Outcome
Lvaluation Report from Touchstone Family Services is attached (Attachment 1).

CS -14



IFebruary 28, 2012 -3-

In summary the statistics over the last few years are as follows:

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Total Number of Offenders 40 39 52 61 74
Total Number Referrals 40 32 32 48 44
Total Number Forums ( CJF) 25 25 23 26 17
Total Number Resolution 43 39 35 30 23
Agreements
Total Number Completed 36 38 27 34 21
Resolutions Agreements
Total Number of Community 18 39
Accountability Panels (CAP)
Total Number of Resolution 18 45
Agreements
Total Number of Completed 12 35
Resolution Agreements

* A referral can have more than one offender

** Not all referrals result in a forum, hence the lower number of forums than referrals.

***The number of resolution agreements can be higher than the number of forums, because a forum can have more
than one offender.

Financial Impact
The annual cost of the program in the 2011 to 2013 contract i1s $95,000 per year.
Conclusion

The contract with Touchsione Family Association to adminster Richmond’s Restorative Justice
Program is a service delivery model that strengthens the social health and independence of
families and children in our community through effective intervention and support services. This
alternative service delivery model to the court system addresses the harm that takes place when a
rime or incident occurs, and ensures accountability.

e Stevens
Senior Manager, Community Safety Policy & Programs
(604-276-4273)

AS2:as?
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Attachment 1

Strengthening Family « Building Community

RESTORATIVE JUSTICE

PERFORMANCE OUTCOME
EVALUATION REPORT

January 1, 2011 - December 31, 2011

utIet CS-16



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Touchstone Family Association is a non-profit socicty that has been providing
services to children and their families in Richmond since1983. Our services have
primarily focused on preserving and enhancing family relationships and we offer a
variety of services designed to meet the needs of children to ensure their optimum
development. Over 1900 children and their families benefit from our services on an
annual basis.

The mission of the association is “strengthening the social health and
independence of families and children through effective intervention and support
services.” Our objectives are: to establish and operate preventative services to
children, and their families in the City of Richmond and surrounding
Municipalities; and to inform the residents of Richmond as to the importance of the
services being provided to families and children.

At Touchstone Family Association we pride ourselves on our responsiveness to the
needs and wants of the community we serve. This comprehensive Performance
Quicome Evaluation Report examines and demonstrates the performance and
quality of services provided by the Richmond Restorative Justice program.
Restorative Justice is an alternative approach to the courts that places emphasis on
accountability and problem solving as a way of addressing the harm that takes
place when a crime or incident occurs. The Richmond Restorative Justice Program
utilizes a model of restorative justice called the Community Justice Forum (CJF).

A CJF i1s a community-based alternative to the court system, where a trained
volunteer brings everyone (Victim, offender, their families and/or supporters, as
well as other affected parties) who has been affectcd by a crime or incident
together to discuss the matter and hold accountable the person responsible for the
crime or violation. Facilitators (Volunteers) help the participants work together in
building a resolution agreement that addresses the harm.

The Richmond Restorative Justice Program:

o Is funded by the City of Richmond and is an integral part of its Youth
Strategy

o [s delivered by Touchstone Family Association

e Ispartnered with the RCMP

o Accepts suitable RCMP referrals for children (Under 12), youth (12 to 17)
and adults who have committed less serious crimes in the community
(Theft, fraud, vandalism, mischief, etc.)

e Requires the offender’s admission and willingness to be held accountable

Performance Outcome [vatvation Report 2
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e Requires the victim’s desire to participatc in a CJF that will address the
harm that was done as a result of the offender’s actions

e Invites family and supporters of both the victim and offender to participate
in the CJF to help resolve the matter

s Supports parents in addressing their child’s unacceptable behaviour

e Provides offenders with an opportunity to learn from their mistake and
regain acceptance in the community

e Treats all of the participants of a CJF with honesty, faimess and respect

e Builds community by encouraging pcople to collectively resolve conflict

» Aims to prevent people from re-offending in the futurc

s Helps promote a safe and healthy community

Restorative Justice is a volunteer driven program that has a permanent full time
coordinator. Touchstone Family Association trained a coordinator in CJF
facilitation back in January 2004. The program began to accept rcferrals from the
R.C.M.P. in February 2004. We presently havc one coordinator, and {2 voluntcers
trained in facilitating Community Justice Forums.

Recruitment, retention and training of volunteers are crucial to the success of the
Restorative Justice Program. The RJ coordinator engages all Volunteer applicants in
a formal interview process which includes a criminal record check and two
reference checks and also takes into account several key criteria that may include
but is not limited to:

o life experience

e professional employment history

e cducation

e commitment to the program

e amount of time available

e Experiencc/Confidence in leading a group discussion

e Flexibility

e Knowledge of Restorative Justice

e Reasons behind wanting to become involved

e Experience/comfort level with conflict

o oral and written skills

Given the intensity of the training and the role of the facilitator it is important to
recruit solid, committed individuals. Once the intensive interview process and
reference check are complete the volunteer would then attend an intense 3 day
training program. Once the volunteer has been provided with a certificate of
training, they can now facilitate a CJF in conjunction with a certified/accredited
facilitator. In order to reach certification a volunteer must facilitate 5 forums with a
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certified facilitator. Although this may seem cumbersome it is a measure of quality
assurance as it ensures that the facilitator is comfortable with the model and clearly
understands their role as a facilitator. The philosophy of CJF is one of community
ownership. Touchstone Family Association is very proud of our success with this
volunteer-driven program. Thc majority of our volunteers live in Richmond and
have an investment involving and empowering the affected participants through
the justice process, increasing community capacity to recognize and respond to
community bases of crime.

Touchstone receives $2500.00 annually from the Ministry of Justice for volunteer
recruitment/retention and recognition. The program is very fortunate to have a
committed and passionate core group of volunteers several of whom have been
with the program for over 4 years.

Inclusive in this report is a comprehensive evaluation of the Restorative Justice
program’s utilization, effectiveness and overall performance. Given that we
consider Consumer and community input invaluable in designing and evaluating
program effectiveness, this report will have an extensive section analyzing and
reviewing, participant surveys. At the end of each forum all participants are
encouraged to complete a brief one page survey asking specifically about the
forum and the process. The survey results are reviewed in detail.

The Richmond Restorative Justice Program has now completed its fourth year of
full funding with a full time coordinator. A new component of Restorative Justice
began in 2010 year which is a six step conferencing model (presently being used in
the Surrey RJ Program.) This option which is described in more detail below is
being offered primarily to businesses where theft has occurred but they do not have
the resources or desire to participate in a forum but are more than willing for the
young person to experience a restorative approach.

A Community Accountability Panel (CAP) is a conferencing model utilized when
victims are agreeable to a restorative justice approach but are unable to directly
participate 1n a meeting with the offender. In such cases a CAP is arranged. The
CAP consists of Surrogate Victims. At the CAP, the surrogate victims are
responsible for introductions and explaining the purpose of the meeting. They will
then aim to build trust and relationship with the young person, getting to know
them as a person, and bringing the parent and/or guardian into the discussion as
well. Following this, the surrogate victims will get the youth’s story about what
happened, getting as much information as is necessary to paint a picture of what
occurred.

The surrogate victims will then move the discussion to the harm stage, where the
youth will be asked to discuss who was harmed, in what way cach person was
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harmed, and how he or she intends to address the harm in each case. Prior {0 the
Cap the victims are asked and encouraged to submit a victim impact statement and
offer any suggestions on how the situation may be resolved. The surrogate victims
will then assist the youth in creating an agreement that contains all of the
conditions and reasonable deadlines, and ensuring that the youth and their family
and/or supporters understand what must be completed. Everyone signs the
agreement and receives a copy. In closing, the surrogate victims will address any
other outstanding issues, needs, requests for information, etc.

In Summary, the following six steps are carried out:

Opening and Greeting

Building Trust and Relationship
Story Telling

Harm Stage

Agreement

Closing

SN

There have been a total of 39 Community Accountability Panels (CAP) in the 2011
year. All have been successful and resolution agreements are being completed.
During the 2011 year we have had 44 referrals to the RJ program. Presently the RJ
program has had 17 community justice forums.
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OBJECTIVES OF THE RESTORATIVE JUSTICE PROGRAM

1. Focus on the harms of wrongdoing more than the rules that have been
broken;

2. Show equal concern and commitment to victims and offenders, involving
both in the process of justice;

3. Work towards the restoration of victims, empowering them and responding
to their needs as they see them;

4. Support offenders while encouraging them to understand, accept and carry
out their obligations;

5. Provide opportunities for dialogue, direct or indirect, between victims and
offenders as appropriate;

6. Encourage collaboration and reintegration rather than coercion and isolation;
7. Involve and empower the affected community through the justice process,
and increase its capacity to recognize and respond to community bases of

crime;

8. Show respect to all parties including victims, offenders and justice
colleagucs.

9. Parents of offenders feel supported in addressing their children’s behaviour.
Incidents are dealt with promptly.

10.For communities surrounding the victim and offender, it provides an
understanding of the root causes of conflict.
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Program Efficiency

This section below will review the cost-efficiency of the Restorative Justice
Program.

[n January, 2008 the Richmond Restorative Justice Program received full funding
from the City of Richmond and has now completed its fourth year of operation
with core funding.

During this reporting period, referral levels are similar to 2010 with a total of 44
referrals to the program. The option of the Community Accountability Panel
(CAP) has been a great success as many more stores are supporting files coming to
RJ. It is important to note that a referral is considered a case file, however, one file
may involve anywhere from one to eight or more offenders. The number of
offenders determines the amount of work hours a file demands. Every offender is
interviewed privately with their families/supporters; thus the pre-screening
interviews become quite labour intensive the greater the number of offenders.

It is important to note that the core funding for Restorative Justice comes from the
City of Richmond through the Law and Community operating budget and we have
now completed year 1 of a second 3 year contract. Touchstone Family Association
continues to engage other levels of government regarding not only the need but the
responsibility in cost sharing this program across the three levels of government.
Restorative Justice receives a small amount of money from the Community
Actualization Program which provides some funds for volunteer training and
recruitment. Touchstone will continue to raise the profile of this extremely cost
effective alternative to court and will seek out funding partners. Although funding
continues to be an ongoing challenge we are very appreciative to the City of
Richmond for not only believing in the Restorative Philosophy but understanding
the role it plays in creating safer and healthier communities.

RESTORATIVE JUSTICE WEEK 2011

Mayor Malcolm Brodie and the City of Richmond proclaimed November 13 -20,
2011 as Restorative Justice Week in Celebration with communities around the
world. In honor of this occasion, Touchstone Family Association hosted an event
titled “Planting the Seeds.” Citizens of Richmond were invited to attend a
presentation on Re-Visioning Justice by Touchstone’s Restorative Justice Program
Coordinator, Haroon Bajwa. The presentation was well received and was foilowed
by a screening of the RCMP produced documentary “Planting the Seeds,” and a
good discussion on restorative justice and the program at the end.

The event took placc on November 17, 2011 and the venue was filled to capacity
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with the Mayor and many members of the community in attendance. Many people
expressed their appreciation for having the opportunity to leam more about
restorative justice.

RESTORATIVE JUSTICE AND THE SCHOOL DISTRICT:

Touchstone Family Association is committed to promoting the Restorative Justice
philosophy or approach m the Richmond School District. Often referred to as
Restorative Action amongst educators in schools to help distinguish it from the
justice system, this approach offers many benefits to administrators, teachers,
students and parents.

Restorative Action is derived from the concept of Restorative Justice and, simply
put, is an alternative to the traditional school discipline that is geared towards
punishment and isolationism. Fundamentally, this approach contends that conflict
creates harm in our inter-personal relationships, making it necessary to address the
needs and obligations on behalf of everyone who has been affected and/or has a
stake in the outcome.

The aim of creating safe and caring schools requires that we focus on reparation of
harm, restoration of relationships and the re-building of community.

Restorative Action has proven to be effective in places where it has been
successfully implemented and supported. This approach has saved administrators
time and it has reduced absenteeism, detentions, expulsions and teacher-student
disputes. In addition to this, and more importantly, it has provided social and
emotional learning for students.

Touchstone has produced a handout for schools, explaining Restorative Action and
what it has to offer. This is not a tool that enables something to be done “to” or
“for” students. Rather, this is an approach to working “with” kids.

In addition to this handout, Building Safe and Caring Schools, Touchstone will
endeavor to establish a working group in partnership with interested and/or like-
minded professionals from the Richmond school system to begin a dialogue on
what is essentially a paradigm shift with respect to handling behavioral issues
inside schools.

It is our hope that this collaboration will lead to effective strategies that contribute
to the goals of promoting, implementing and sustaining a new culture inside of our
schools in the coming months and years.

Performance Outcome Evaluation Report 9
January 1,2011- December 31, 2011

CS -24



Referrals Received and Forums and
Caps held
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Successful Completion of Resolution
Agreementsin both CJF and CAP
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Gender of Offenders Referred

M Femala

M Male

Age of Offenders Referred

W 12 yrs olo
H 13y15 ol
wi 14 yrs oIS
M 15 yrs ola
w16 yrs olo
w17 yrs olo
ul 18-25y7s olz
W 30-39 415 2ld

i42anrz over
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Most Common Offences Referred

# NMischief M Trefrurcer 55,000 & Assault

a Theftover S5000 W Breakarg Enter u cther

SECTION 2

Follow-up Evaluation

Touchstone Family Association has utilised a survey method of evaluation in order
to elicit written feedback from the people who utilize the services; this includes the
participants in the Restorative Justice Program. As a result of this practice we have
produced a collated report of the ratings and comments provided by our consumers
in this report. The survey asks a variety of questions, designed to elicit feedback
regarding: role in the forum; level of satisfaction with the CJF or CAP process and
if any barriers were encountered.

During this reporting period there were 56 forums and Caps that took place. Each
participant is asked at the end of the process to complete a very brief survey and
for the most part participants are happy to do this.

The responses to the rating-scaled questions were very positive for the staff,
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volunteers and services of the RJ Program. Touchstone Family Association is
committed to utilising the feedback from program participants to evaluate with the
community the impact that participating in the CJF or CAP has for all involved.
We are committed to continuously modifying and enhancing our programs and
practices. The response from the participants is reviewed separately below.

Restorative Justice Follow-Up Survey

The results of the survey are below; it is interesting to note that on the question
section of the survey respondents are identified as their role in the forum or CAP.
For example a comment will be followed by the role of the participant in brackets.
Below are the survey results from participants in a Community Justice Forum.

How long after the file was referred did the forum
take place

M 5-15v/orking cays & 15-3D working gays i 33-45 workirg Says W A5-63 workng cays
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Roles of Participantsin Forums

A 2%

M Victims W Victim Supporters w Dffercears
M Cffencer Supporters W Officers ul Dthers
W witresses

How Fair was the Community Justice
Agreement

2% 2%

W Excellent @ Good
« Average W Ursatisfactory
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How Fair was the Community Justice
Process

2% 1%

M Excellent ® Go0C w Average B Unsatisfactory

How was your overall experience with
the Community Justice Forum

5?5.-\1% )

M Excellent ® Goog w Average W Ursatisfactory

The answers below are for the 2 open ended questions we ask respondents. The statements befow
are from participants in a community justice forum and their role within the forum is noted in
brackets after the comment.
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[ Question 6: Did you encounter any barriers to service, which affected or interfered with

your participation in the program?
Response Count

16

Respondents

1. No it was fair and helpful.{offender)

2. Time lines (offender supporter)

3. Emotionally charged atmosphere. Parent and victim was angry from each
other’s action during the conduct of the investigation. (officer)

4, Yes just that he was pointing fingers and convicting us of planning this crime.
(offender)

5. Not at all, very thorough, | just thank ‘God’ for such a program. What
wonderful, non-judgmental people running this program. (offender supporter)

6. No very accessible and flexible (offender supporter)

7 No parriers that | can identify. (victim)

8. No the program was excellent and | am happy to have the privilege of
participating. (offender)

9. Excellent participation by all involved. (officer)

| 10. None, my wife had trouble with English but the forum participants were patient
| and understanding. (Offender supporter)

11. No the process was clearty outlined and defined. (victim)

12. No | haven't it was a very effective process. (offender supporter)

13. | was really nervous and it was hard to say what | really wanted to say.
(offender)

14, Length of time from actual incident. Not directly involved — not being the first
responder. {victim)

15. No | felt as though a lot of the program was scheduled around me even
though | was the harm doer in this. {offender)

16. Attitude of youth (Victim)

Question 7: Is there anything else you would like to comment on?

Response Count

38
Resl)ondenis
1 Thanks to the volunteers! (offender supporter)
2 Not at this time, (victim)
3. Excellent as always (officer)
4 Very good program for first time offenders. Gives them a chance to learn from
their mistakes. (offender)
5. The facilitator was wonderful everything ran smoothly. (offender supporter)
6. | am glad the Restorative Justice program is an option. {victim supporter)

Performance Qutcome Fvaluation Report
January ), 2011- December 31, 2011

CS -32

17



i T Just that it was a great experience. (victim)
|' 8. Very fair resolution (offender)
| 9. Great Program (offender supporter)

10. Very good alternative to Justice system (offender supporter)

it Haroon did an excellent job. (victim})

12. Went very well. (officer)

13. Nothing really, | am very impressed with this program. (victim)

14, Apology expressed with sincerity important to healing. (victim)

15 Very very good and helpful program. (offender supporter)

186. I am impressed with the program and hope the results are as effective.
(offender supporter)

[/ [ highly agree and support this process, and the results it brings are fulfilling
for all parties and are long lasting. (offender)

18. I am very happy that this program exists and hope that it will expand and be
used on as many harm doers as possible. {offender)

19. Great Program (officer)

20. It was a good session. (officer)

21. Impact on the family. (victim)

22. Forum was very positive, (officer)

23. It was all good. (Offender supporter)

24, It was a better way of solving community problem and | highly recommend it.
(Victim)

25. Very good in solving problem (Offender supporter)

26. Continue this kind of service to the community. Good job thank you very
much. (offender supporter)

27. Was nice to see the RJ program in action .| think it is a great way to deter
youth from the criminal system and further criminal activity. (officer)

28. This is a very fair altemmative to other potential repercussions. | am very
fortunate and thankful for everyone's participation and reatize that it's for my
benefit. (offender)

29. Well run forum which was fair and considered the perspectives of everyone
involved. A good process which will be considered in the future. Overall a
good resolution to the issue was established. (officer)

30. A wonderful system giving “youth” the opportunity for accountability, and
making a wrong right — without having to pay for the rest of their life. Very well
done! (offender supporter)

31. A great altenative to discuss openly with all the parties. Very well done,
(victim)

32. We are so thankful that this opportunity was made available to our son. The
meeting proved to be a way for all involved to work through a situation
together and come to a resolution. Thank you to all. (Offender supporter)

33. Felt very informative ang friendly way to come to agreement/deal with
problem. (offender supporter)

34, No everything was discussed. (offender)

35. Great opportunity to give these youths a second chance. (officer)

36. | support this program and would recommend it continue. Our facilitators were
excellent. (Offender supporter)

37. I am thankful for this program. (Offender supporter)
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L38. [Police made excellent points. (victim)

The results of the survey for the Community Accountability Panel are below.

How long after the file was referred did the CAP
take place

B 5-15 working days ™ 15-30working aays — 30-45 working Says & 45-6) weorking days s 60-75 workirg 2ays

Roles of Participantsin CAPS

W Cffercers o DffanZer Supporiers
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How Fair was the Community
Accountability Agreement

W Excelient W G00C

How Fair was the Community
Accountability Panel Process

1%

W Exzallent M Goog ol Average
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How was your overall experience with
the Community Accountability Panel?

3%

o Excellent HGood i AvErage

Question 6: Did you encounter any barriers to service, which affected or
interfered with your participation in the program?
Response Count
16
Respondents
1. None (offender Supporter)
2. No everything went very well and everyone was very nice and |
participated 100%. (offender)
3. No, I did not encounter any barriers to service. (offender supporter)
4. No nothing interfered in our participation. (offender)
5. The translator was good, not the best.(offender)
6. | No,not at all, { was really satisfied. I felt comfortable, which was
important. (offender)
7. No | did not. (offender)
" 8. This conference was a great opportunity for all of us to express how we
Feel. (supporter)
| 8. No but | would have appreciated a bit more information prior to the
| session. (supporter)
[ 10. No | was very comfortable with the program. And know that my son
'I has learned from his mistake. The Touchstone Family Program wil
help a fot of families. Thank you so much. (offender supporter)
11. There were no barriers everything was expiained clearly and in detail.
(offender)
12. Nothing affected me and | would like to participate in this program.
(supporter).
13. | didn't encounter any barriers to service. | found it very helpful having
an interpreter. (Supporter)
14. No this is an excellent and constructive process and alternative.
{Supparter)
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15. This is a wonderful program that should be replicated in Vancouver.
Good use of resources — keep up the good job. (supporter)

16. Not having a babysitter. (offender)

| Question 7: Is there anything else you would like to comment on?
Response Count
39

Respondents

1. This is an excellent program and hope it can continue to help the
community in the future. (offender supporter)

2. Very helpful and appreciated. (offender)

Thanks for giving me the opportunity to attend the program that can
give my children a good lesson. (offender supporter)

4. No. | have learned my lesson completely. (offender)

5. This talk helped me get back on track. (offender)

6. The guy was really nice; he listened to both sides of the story which
was great. (offender)

7. The conference process was good, | was able to voice out how the
situation affected me and | heard my daughter’s feelings, how she feels

' about the incident. (offender supporter)

8. This program is a good opportunity for those that know they've made a
mistake and need to right the wrongs they've done. (offender)

9. Thanks for the support and guidance. (offender supporter)

10. Thank you. (offender)

11. I think it was useful to have some tough questions asked of the harm
doer. We alt come away, having a clearer understanding of events,
very satisfied with conclusion. (offender supporter)

s (72 An excellent method of allowing a young offender to make amends and
to understand the impact of their action. {offender supporter).

13. | jJust want to say thanks to everyone for their time ang effort they put
into our children. (supporter)

[14. That | am sorry for my actions and know this will never happen again.
{offender)
15. Itis an excellent program. (supporter)
186. This is a great initiative (supporter)
1
By b I am very grateful to be referred to this program instead of being dealt
with by the RCMP. (offender)

18. Thanks for the program that gives the opportunity for them to think and
learn more for their good. (supporter)

19. Thank you for letting me express my feelings on this. (offender)

20. | like the fact that there is an open discussion. | also like the fact that

| we are trying to restore and build the child rather than being punitive in

. the process, (supporter)

21 Thank you for taking the time to talk to my Dad and |. Both volunteers
were friendly and easy to talk to and open up too. (ofender)

22. Thank you for the time spent, walking us through everything that

happened, [ know my son was quiet and not overly talkative, but | also
know that he is the type to listen. I'm sure this process has affected in
a positive way. As he always seems to pick up the messages. Thanks
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again for you time and concem. (Offender supporter)

23.

| felt comfortable and was well informed with how the program works
and how it will help my child. Thank You. (Offender Supporter)

24,

| appreciate having this program as an alternative to the court system.
It gives the young offender a last chance to set things right. (supporter

25.

Although we are here because unfortunate circumstance, this is a
great program. Thank you. (Offender supporter)

26.

That | got a thorough understanding of the store that was impacied and
how and who it impacts. (offender)

27

This service is an excellent opportunity for the youth and adults.
{supporter)

28.

This program is excellent, and it is good that everyone can benefit from
it and can resolve problems through the program. {Supporter)

29.

Thank you for your time. (Supporter)

30.

Thank you for your time you helped z lot. (offender)

31.

| think that the Richmond Restorative Justice program was very fair
with this particular incident. (supporter)

32.

Very open environment and understanding (Offender)

33.

Just thanks for the second chance. ( offender)

34.

This is a very good system. Sometimes parent are left alone to talk to
their kids who are in conflict with the law — already the parent is upset
and frustrated and distrusts their own ability to get their kids to
understand the impact of their behavior. Thank you for making it
possible to talk to our kids and hear them. (Supporter)

35.

Thank you for this program, which allows me to express how | feel and
deal with this problem. (offender)

36.

Thank you for all the people (staff) for having the opportunity to resolve
family and community issues. It was a positive experience for us.
{supporter)

37.

I would (ke to thank the people of Richmond Restorative Justice
Program and everybody who has been involved for presenting me with
this opportunity to make amends and for being so very helpful.
({offender)

38.

| appreciate very much the people behind the RRJP with special
commendation to the facilitators.

39.

Thank you so much for talking to me about the incident and telling
about the different ways | cause a huge impact on many people. This
really made me feel betier letting out the feelings | felt when it
happened. Feels like a huge pain in my heart went away. Again than
you for doing this process with me. (offender)

Follow-up Evaluation Summary

Restorative Justice is about giving all parties involved in a conflict the opportunity
to take an active role in a safe and respectful process that allows open dialogue
between the victim, offender and the community. For the offenders, it 15 about
taking responsibility and being held accountable for the harm caused. For victims,
it provides an opportunity to talk about the harm caused and ask questions that may
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be necessary as a part of the healing process. For communities surrounding the
victim and offender, it provides an understanding of the root causes of conflict.
Community involvement in restorative justice is one of the core components of the
approach thus the feedback is an integral part of understanding the effectiveness of
the overall restorative experience.

In regards to our follow up information eliciting feedback for general satisfaction
with the RJ Program, the participant feedback indicated a high satisfaction rating.
The Restorative Justice Program responds to the needs of young people and the
community by repairing hamm, restoring the moral bond of community and
teaching responsibility and accountability to the young person. The responses are
very similar to past year responses with the majority of people being very grateful
for the opportunity to participate in such a program.

This 1s the fourth ycar of operation for the program as a fully funded program with
dedicated appropriate resources and the sixth year of the program in the Richmond
community. The Restorative Justice Program will continue to utilize feedback
information to develop and improve our service delivery, and we thank all the
participants for the valuable feedback provided.

The Restorative Justice Program has demonstrated a very successful twelve
months of service provision. The key strengths of the program have been the
collaborative working relationships developed with the community, the co-
operative partnership with the Richmond RCMP and other community service
providers; of great significance was in 2008 the City of Richmond demonstrated
their full support of the Restorative Justice program and provided Touchstone
Family Association with a three year contract establishing a core funding base. The
City of Richmond continues to support this injtiative and has entered into another 3
year agreement with Touchstone Family Association.

Performance Outcome Evaluation Report 24
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2008-2012
Strategic Plan (Summary)
Restorative Justice

Strategic Priority 1- To maintain and strengthen a balanced base of volunteers —
At Touchstone we will endeavour to round out the compliment of current skill
sets to create increased sustainability, and accountability. The RJ Coordinator will
identify key characteristics/ qualities and will actively engage in ongoing
recruitment campaigns

1. The RJ Coordinator will create and support meaningful ongoing
learning opportunities (internally and externally) for volunteers.

2. The RJ Coordinator will advocate for spccific training opportunities
or recognition ceremonies on behalf of the volunteers.

Strategic Priority 2 — To hold 2 Restorative Justice Facilitator training events
annually for both volunteer recruitment and community education purposes.
1. To create a partnership with Volunteer Richmond in order to assist in
recruitment.

Strategic Priority 3 — To provide Restorative Justice Services, which are, open,
accessible and flexible, and meet the needs of the community as a whole. At
Touchstone we will endeavour to ensure that the RJ program and service is
guided by community need, cultural diversity and political and social necessity.

1. Continue commitment to accreditation process

2. Conduct ongoing needs assessments (internal/ external)

3. Continue to commit to community work, sector mvolvement and
other mechanisms for stakeholder engagement

Strategic Priority 4 — To raise community awareness of the Restorative Justicc
Program and its role in addressing youth crime. The organization will actively
seek to educate the community members such as RCMP, Big Box stores, the
Richmond School District in the value of Restorative Justice as an alternative to
punitive interventions to youth anti social behaviour.

1. The RJ Coordinator will actively work/advocate to promote the RJ
program by attending community events and liaising with school district
staff, RCMP Loss Prevention Officers (box stores).

2. To accept referrals directly from the school district and big box stores
for CJFs’.
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Restorative Justice Statement of Income 2011

YTD
Jan to Apr to Jul to Oct to
Mar Jun Sep Dec Total Budget
2011 2011 2011 2011 2011
Revenue
Grant from City of
Richmond 23,750 23,750 23,750 23,750 95,000 95,000
Expenses
Wages and benefits 16,019 15,440 15,440 14,311 61,210 60,000
Rent 5,695 5,695 6,210 6,210 23,810 25,000
Mileage 140 300 140 385 975 1,000
Office supplies 703 750 530 995 2,978 3,000
Telephone 230 300 200 326 1,056 1,000
Supervision 1,265 1,265 1,230 1,240 5,000 5,000
24,052 23,750 23,750 23,477 95,029 95,000
Net surplus (deficit) -302 0 0 273 -29 0
Restorative Justice budget for $35,000 contract to
cover January 1 — December 31, 2012
Annual Monthly Quarterly

$ $ $
Wages 60,000.00 5,000.00 15,000.00

S $ S
Rent 25,000.00 2,083.33 6,250.00

S ] S
Mileage 1,000.00 83.33 250.00

S $ S
Cell phones 1,000.00 83.33 250.00
Office S $ S
expense 3,000.00 250.00 750.00

$ $ $
Supervision 5,000.00 416.67 1,250.00

$ $ $

95,000.00 7,916.67 23,750.00

Performance Outcome Evaluation Report
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Variance

-1,210
1,190
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Report to Committee

To: Community Safety Committee Date: February 27,2012
From: John McGowan Flle:
Fire Chief

Richmond Fire-Rescue

Re: The Fire-Rescue Plan 2012-2015

Staft Recommendation

1. That the Fire-Rescue Plan: 2012-2015 (as attached to the report dated March 13, 2012,
from the Fire Chief, Richmond Fire-Rescue) be endorsed

Fire\Chief
(6042303-2734)

Att. ]

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

(ié CUR E OF GENERAL MANAGER

l

REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO

REVIEWED BY CAO % / NO
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February 27, 2012 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

Council has supported the development of a long—term business work plan for Richmond Fire-
Rescue.

Findings of Fact

Richmond Fire-Rescue continuously reviews the best use of its human and financial resources
while providing high levels of service in responding to the needs of the comumunity.

The rapidly changing community, as well as the forecasted growth and increased population
expectations within the community, will result in higher demands for services. The Fire-Rescue
Plan: 2012-2015 (the Plan) will serve as a framework for organizational, financial and
operational decisions affecting Richmond Fire-Rescue.

Analysis

Council, City staff and the community were consulted in the preparation of the Plan and the need
for future public engagement is evident. As well, the present commitment to create prevention
and public safety programs that maintain a liveable city supports the philosophical direction
outlined in the Plan. To ensure life safety programs and educational efforts are successful,
consistent and timely, performance measures need to be developed in order to increase not only
capacity but also effectiveness in delivering appropriate service to our community.

The Corporate Strategic Focus Areas have provided the framework for the creation of this
business plan. Over the course of the next four years, Fire-Rescue will manage the work plan
and report annually to Community Safety Committee on all status and key decision points on the
initiatives in the Plan.

The review process for the preparation of the Plan highlighted the diversity of the people we
serve in the community. Several key initiatives are planned to accomplish effective outreach and
education programs for Fire-Rescue’s services to better inform and provide enhanced
communications avenues for all residents.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

The Fire-Rescue Plan: 2012-2015 is intended to serve as a planning framework for
organizational, financial and operational decisions affecting Richmond Fire-Rescue. A path is
outlined within the Plan for the short, medium and long term, and provides the business plan and
Council’s term goals that are the cornerstone of the corporate strategic plan.
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The Plan is intended to provide Council, residents, City staff, service partners and fire staff a
ework t0 move towards achieving the City’s vision of making Richmond the most
ppealing, liyeable and well-managed community in Canada.

(604-303-2734)

JW:
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The Fire-Rescue Plan 2012-2015

Executive Summary

Richmond Fire-Rescue is embarking in a new direction, with the objective of becoming a
fire department that delivers services and programs through an approach that balances
prevention, education and emergency response. This new direction is based on the belief
that prevention, education and emergency response programs must be well established
and integrated to have a positive impact on community safety. At the same time, Richmond
Fire-Rescue acknowledges the importance of the continued delivery and advancement of its
core 9-1-1 emergency Fire and Rescue response services to Richmond.

Richmond Fire-Rescue has taken the initiative to develop a plan using a consultative process
that considered input from vartous stakeholders and is intended to serve as a planning
framework for policy, organizational, capital and operational decisions affecting Richmond
Fire-Rescue. A path is outlined within The Plan for the short, medium and long term time
periods and provides the business plan which embraces the corporate strategic plan that
was developed from Council Term Geals. In addition, research was undertaken to determine
best practices from fire services across North America.

Alignment with Corporate Vision

Richmond Fire-Rescue’s mission is, ” 7o protect and enhance the City’s liveability through
service excellence in prevention, education and emergency response.” This contributes to
the advancement of the City of Richmond’s corporate vision, “to be the most appealing,
livable and well-managed community in Canada”.

Within the City of Richmond’s strategic planning framework, there are eight strategic focus
areas which are intended to guide the City’s work programs. To ensure alignment with the
City's vision and the Corporate Strategic Focus Areas, six Richmond Fire-Rescue Targeted
Outcomes were identified. The Targeted Outcomes support the Corporate Strategic Focus
Areas that the Department has the opportunity to impact through prevention, education,
and emergency response. The key findings indicate the focus of the plan should be on
competencies for service standards and measures to gauge performance; communications,
customer service, and leadership. The competencies were compared to the Corporate
Strategic Focus Areas to establish alignment with the Corporate Strategic Plan.

Corporate Strategic Focus Area Richmond Fire-Rescue’s Targeted Qutcomes
Organizational Transformation Goal oriented, innovative, and striving to continuously improve
Serving the Customer Provide high quality services to the community
Our People Be prepared for the future
Financial Strategies Fiscally responsible and sustainable
Sustainability Decisions are made that consider the environment, economy and community
Safe Community Prevention focused and responsive
Prevention | Education | Emergency Response 3
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The Fire-Rescue Plan 2012-2015

Organizational Transformation

s E B e un Bb & As the provision of fire services becomes
increasingly complex, it is important to be
able to develop standards against which
programs and services can be measured to
ensure the level and type of service provided
to the community is appropriate for its
needs. Richmond Fire-Rescue will:

v

¢ Undertake an analysis of service
deployment to determine need in terms
of risk, population, demographics, and
the current and predicted call volume for
emergency response.

¢ Explore moving from level 3 10 level 2 in the Ffire Insurance Underwriters Ranking.
Level 2 in the ranking would provide reduced fire insurance premiums to the business
community and residents. The last Fire Underwriters’ Survey was conducted in 1999.
The City and Richmond Fire-Rescue have changed significantly since that time; therefore
the ranking established in 1939 may no longer be accurate. An investigation of whether
there are financial benefits as a result of a change in ranking to the community would be
undertaken.

* Leverage technology to maximize prevention and public education messaging
opportunities, through both electronic and traditional non-electronic media.

s Develop a planning function within Richmond Fire-Rescue to consolidate the strategic
planning initiatives in the various sections of the division, and monitor and evaluate
progress of the Fire Plan, and performance measures.

« Develop E-Business solutions in coordination with Information Technology to introduce
electronic solutions for permits, plans and bookings. Develop electronic platforms for
citizens to interact, obtain permits and submit applications.

Serving the Customer

The City’s demographics illustrate a need to focus on providing customer service,
communication, fire prevention and education initiatives that are targeted to various groups
whether they be different in ethnicity, age or certain groups at risk.

V. - Richmond Fire-Rescue will:

’ ¢ Enhance community volunteer
partnerships. This includes the desire
within Richmond Fire-Rescue of having
volunteer groups to help move forward in
community education and outreach.

* (reate 3 communication and outreach
plan for Richmond Fire-Rescue. This
Plan will identify how we can reach the
community: what we do; how we do it
and when; how much it costs to provige
service; and how 1o better serve the

= T — community through service feedback.

4 Prevention | Education | Emergency Response
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* Build on the current public education initiatives to develop a comprehensive Public Education
Plan. This includes the creation of program goals including use of resources and timeliness of
delivery; and includes the introduction of a system that incorporates a complete examination
cycle {monitor, evaluate, recalibrate) of the overall plan for public fire and safety program. In-
depth delivery into the community through volunteers and community partnerships; and, a
more inclusive delivery of fire and life safety programs by Richmond Fire-Rescue personnel.

* Develop mechanisms and processes to create a system where citizens of Richmond have
open access to Richmond Fire-Rescue. This would include requests for service; reporting
of hazards and customer complaints; and customer feedback on Richmond Fire-Rescue
services utilizing mechanisms such as: web enhancements, and the use of social mediums
like Twitter and Facebook.

» Collect feedback through fire staff face-to-face discussions at non-emergency events;
community drills and inspections; course evaluations; and/or focus groups.

 Develop a Fire Prevention Service Plan to increase the delivery of fire and life safety
information through the development of support materials that recognize the diversity
and needs of Richmond through a more inclusive delivery of fire and life safety programs
by Richmond Fire-Rescue personnel.

« Update the Fire and Life Safety Bylaw. The current bylaw requires updating to include
areas such as high rise access protocols.

* Develop a Staff Resource Plan. Growth in the City, particularly the City Centre will create
service delivery areas requiring training and possibly staffing for Technical Rescue, Aircraft
Firefighting, Shipboard and High Rise Firefighting.

s At the same time, face to face communication will be expanded with crews at the Fire
Halls interacting with their local neighbourhood.

Our People

Richmond Fire-Rescue is preparing for the
future by hiring and creating {eaders to
address the need for an inclusive, diverse
and multi-generational workforce. Although
great strides have been taken over the past
several years, there is always more that can
be accomplished.

Richmond Fire-Rescue will:

s Develop a large training site. A partnership proposal has been endorsed by Council. The
proposal addresses Fire’s need for a large training site to conduct multi company exercises,
a variety of other training, and an Emergency Vehicle Driver course.

 Develop a recruitment strategy which enhances diversity. This is to ensure Richmond fire-
Rescue is capable of serving our diverse community.

¢ Continue to pursue outreach opportunities within the community. This would include
firefighter and community partnerships. Potential partnerships, as well joint recruitment
programs with other jurisdictions, would be explored.

* Develop and deliver a2 New Recruit and Probationary Training Program. A holistic program
which includes early firefighter rotation exposure to fire Prevention Officer and other
components of the fire service.

Prevention | Education | Emergency Response 5
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¢ Further enhance the critical incident stress management program. As first responders,
Richmond Fire-Rescue personnel are exposed to traumatic events in the course of their
work. This program ensures the appropriate training and tools are available to those that
may reguire themn.

Financial

Operating a fire service requires significant capital and operating budgets. To ensure fiscal
responsibility and sustainability Richmond Fire-Rescue will:

* Diversify the long-term financial strategy. This includes planning for revenue from non-
traditional sources: partnerships; seed program funding; grants; fee-for-service; the
identification of strategies to pay for new services and addressing the fundamental
relationship between Fire and revenue as a performance indicator.

* Introduce an automated system to link and maintain an inventory of all assets, track their
management and replacement through reserves. The City recently developed a Capital
Asset program to track its combined assets over $50,000. The program identifies the
average life span of the asset type with larger cost single items detailing their specific
replacement date. Items contained in the Capital Asset program are not always linked to a
source of replacement funding.

Develop a sustainable funding model for vehicles and equipment. The current vehicle
and equipment reserve fund is underfunded and will be depleted by 2016. The vehicle
and equipment reserve for Richmond Fire-Rescue was reviewed in relation to the overall
growth in the City to ensure future needs are met. Careful monitoring of these trends
combined with tracking of responses and other critical measures will identify when
changes should be considered.

« Conduct a Standards of Response Coverage and future deployment analysis. Richmond
Fire-Rescue’s service delivery performance requires analysis as a prelude to future service
delivery considerations for apparatus, staffing and fire vehicle dispatch.

« Implement a telephony system. The current method of managing rostering and payroll is
inefficient. Funding is in place and a new program is being identified.

Sustainability

In keeping with the Corporate Sustainability agenda, Richmond Fire-Rescue will make
decisions that consider the environment, economy and community by:

* Developing relationships with the Port Authorities to ensure collaboration and
cooperation for a coordinated approach to service delivery. The Port Authority, and in
particular the Fraser Port site, have specific requirements with respect to the provision
of fire services. To ensure these are provided in as effective a manner as possible it is
important to ensure a cooperative approach to service delivery.

¢ Developing an environmental sustainability plan for Fire Halls. In keeping with the City’s
corporate focus on sustainability, new Fire Hall facilities are currently built to LEED gold
standard. These facilities are well positioned to incorporate environmentally sustainable
initiatives into day-to-day operations.

* Supporting the Corporate Waste Management Target through participating in ongoing
solid waste management and recycling initiatives.

* Promoting the Corporate Energy Reduction goals through in-house training of staff
and embracing energy reduction initiatives as well as recognizing staff for high levels of
participation.

6 Prevention | Education | Emergency Response
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» Strategically managing the delivery of operational fuel uses through existing Public Works
delivery systems to create synergies and reduce vehicie emissions and costs.

As part of Law & Community Safety,

~ Richmond Fire-Rescue is committed to
working in partnership with other City
departments to identify needs and provide
services within Richmond. Richmond Fire-

— Rescue will:

=& o Re-evaluate the Home Safe Inspection
Program. This program, utilized by
Richmond Fire-Rescue several years ago,
has the potential to provide prevention
programs to the community at the
neighbourhood level. More work is
required to determine the benefit of the
program vs. staffing required.

» Create and implement a pilot emergency trail marker system. The number of trails and
parks located within the City requires a system of directional signage. The system should
be developed 10 be used by multiple agencies, such as Parks, Fire, Police, Community

Bylaws and Ambulance.

¢ Develop an outreach strategy for linking fire halls to the communities they serve. In
response 1o the community consultation regarding enhancing customer service this would
involve firefighters in their local neighbourhood acting as ambassadors and soliciting input
from the community, in addition to providing training and education on prevention.

The Pian provides Council, City Administration and Richmond Fire-Rescue with the
framework and analysis necessary for informed, objective decision making. The Plan lays
out strategies and initiatives which support the direction of becoming a prevention-focused
department by embracing Council Term Goals which are the cornerstone of the established
Corporate Strategic Focus areas.

As Richmond Fire-Rescue begins the plan implementation, they will regularly communicate
on its progress through the appropriate senior administrative reporting channels. Through
this process, any potential future needs will be identified and reported to Council.

Prevention | Education | Emergency Resgonse 7
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Fire Chief’s Message

As Richmond'‘s Fire Chief 1 am proud of the men and women
who serve our citizens with courage, skill, and integrity.

The Fire-Rescue Plan is important as it links together and
advances the City’s vision, Council’s community safety goals
and Fire-Rescue’s mission. Through the implementation

of strategies and actions, Richmond Fire-Rescue will move
toward a new service delivery model which balances
prevention, education and emergency response. The

' Plan focuses on advancing competencies to enhance
organizational transformation, customer service, communications, our people,
financial integrity and Richmond’s place as a safe community which are the
foundation of the Corporate Strategic Focus areas and fully supported throughout
this plan.

Although the Plan contains targets designed to stretch the organization in pursuit
of its mission, Richmond Fire-Rescue acknowledges the importance of the continued
delivery and advancement of its core 9-1-1 emergency Fire and Rescue response
services.

As Richmond Fire-Rescue moves forward with its service delivery in a complex and
demanding environment, the Plan will serve the citizens of Richmond, Council,
community safety stakeholders and the staff of Richmond Fire-Rescue into the
future.

This Plan represents the work of many Richmond Fire-Rescue members and is a
result of looking critically at values, philosophies, beliefs, service delivery, and our
culture. The consultation process used allowed the development of a Plan that is
well grounded and easily supported by its stakeholders.

I believe this Plan, and our continued partnership approach to community safety will
ensure Richmond Fire-Rescue’s position as a leader within the British Columbia Fire
Service. OQur desire for innovation contained within the Plan and our commitment to
excellence demonstrates our aim to be a fire service leader in Canada.

Fire Chief, Richmond

Prevention | Education | Emergency Respanse 9
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Introduction

Traditionally, fire services developed plans which focused on the identification of fire hazards
and establishing the appropriate mitigation response. However, fire services have evolved
considerably over the (ast 20 years. The concept of a fire plan in a modern day department
is far more complex and robust.

There is an increased focus on prevention and education activities to improve community
safety, and efficiently manage and mitigate the breadth and depth of hazards and
emergency response demands. Due to the changing nature of cities there is a wider range
of hazards than in the past, including medical incidents, hazardous materials, complex fire
incidents, and large scale emergencies.

In response to the increasing complexity of issues facing Fire Services, the planning to
address these hazards has broadened. Rather than a particular focus on emergency
response, a more holistic approach to planning is required that scrutinizes every aspect of a
department.

“Prevention, Preparedness, and Response are the key components of service delivery.
They work on the underlying principle that safety is everyone’s responsibility”.!

The Plan takes into account how the division interacts with other areas of the City
organization, and considers input from external stakeholders and the public. The
Fire-Rescue Plan takes into consideration the three primary responsibilities within the
Department — Prevention, Education and Emergency Response, with the accompanying
internal support services required.

The purpose of the Plan is to provide Council with a framework for policy, organizational,
capital and operational planning decisions. The Plan is intended to provide the Department
with the overall direction to be followed for the next several years identifying the
Department’s priority areas, and within those areas specific initiatives for the short, medium
and long term.

Care was taken to ensure, that throughout its development, the Plan was in compliance
with Council’s plans and the City’s strategic vision. The Plan is strategically aligned with
the City's Corporate Strategic Focus Areas. This alignment was achieved through the
identification of a targeted outcome for each Strategic Focus Area.

Finally, as Richmond Fire-Rescue is a key service provider within the Law and Community
Safety Department, the Plan supports and is aligned with the department’s overall planning
priorities.

1 City of Richmond website, www.richmond.ca/safety/overview.htm

Prevention | Education | Emergency Response 1
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Where We Are Today

This section provides an overview of the environment in which Richmond Fire-Rescue
operates today, and identifies future trends with respect to the City’s demographics.

This section also provides the findings and recommendations identified through the
consuliation process. It is an evaluation of trends, opportunities, potential risks and
challenges affecting the Department, as well as an assessment of what is working well or
needs improvement within the Department.

Current and Future Conditions in Richmond

The City of Richmond is situated on an island bounded by the Fraser River and Pacific
Ocean, with an area of 129 square kilometres, and an estimated population of 199,1412
residents in 2011. [t is @ diverse community with residents from 125 ethnic backgrounds.
Since 1999, Richmond’s population has increased by 13%. By 2021, Richmond’s population
is expected to reach 225,0003.

One of our significant community patners, the Vancouver International Airport (YVR)
situated n the northwest corner of the City, is a major transportation hub. In 2010, YVR
had 16.8 million passengers, and more than 293,000 aircraft take-offs and landings. These
numbers will increase as the airport continues to expand according to its 20 year master
plan “YVR: Your Airport”. YVR is a significant employment centre with 23,600 employees
in 2010. YVR houses large amounts of jet fuel on airport land, with a jet fuel line running
east to west across the north end of Lulu Jsland. Canada Post is planning to construct a
700,000 square foot mail processing plant on a portion of 42 acres of land at YVR; the
largest Canada Post facility in Canada. Construction of this new project is underway and is
expected to be fully operational by 2014.

The Fraser Port includes mixed, port terminal and industrial park uses. Similarly, the Fraser
Port sees high volumes of ship traffic and is surrounded by a number of large warehouses.
Since the area has deep-sea berthing capaaty, approximately 200 acres are reserved for
deep-sea and coastal terminal development, with a potential for up to four berthing
facilities®.

Although Richmond has grown ang evolved into an urban centre, a significant portion of
the City’s land area remains agricultural and within the Provincial Agricultural Land Reserve.
As such, Richmond’s ability to expand the physical footprint of the developed portion of the
City is confined, for the most part, to the west side of Lulu Island.

The OCP Update to 2041 is currently underway, with completion anticipated in 2012.
Council has endorsed that the OCP update will emphasize moving more towards
sustainability; managing growth outside the City Centre, building on the existing City
building blocks {e.g., City Centre densification, ALR, single family neighbourhoods, parks,
transportation, and sustainability initiatives).>

N

BC Stats, Ministry of Labour and Citizens’ Services, September 2011
3 Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy Projections Population, Housing and Employment, 2006-2041,
Assumptions and Methods, December 2011, p.17
Pornt Metro Vancouver - Consolidated Land Use Plan 2010, p.39
S 2041 OCP Update - First Round of Public Consultation Findings & Next Steps Report to Committee, City of
Richmond, May 27, 2010, p.3

o
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The City Centre Area Plan will have a significant influence on the City’s urban landscape.
The demand for affordable housing and the number of people living in the City Centre is
expected to grow over the next 10 years.¢ Richmond Fire-Rescue will be impacted most
specifically by the direction of significant growth towards the City Centre consisting of

compact, higher density urban villages which are expected to result in more mid to high rise
dwellings.”

As the City continues to grow, its population is also changing. Like the rest of Metro
Vancouver the City’s population is aging, with the greatest increase in the 55-64 age range.
The City is also multiculturally diverse. Immigrants make up 57.4% of the City’s population,
the highest proportion of any municipality in Canada. The proportion of the population
whose mother tongue is not English continues to increase ~ 58.7% in 20068

(n addition to these changes, Richmond is implementing modifications to the transit
infrastructure to support sustainable and alternate transportation modes. Richmond’s
streets are being built to reflect narrower, European style streets. Trails and paths are being
developed to encourage pedestrians and cyclists. As a result of these changes Richmond

is experiencing more green vehicles. lts trails, paths and streets are seeing increased
pedestnian, cyclist and vehicle volumes.

Richmond has become known as the home of world class major event venues. The number
of major events hosted in Richmond will increase resuiting in intermittent spikes in the City’s
population and an increased demand for services and access to major event venues.

Richmond Fire-Rescue Responsibilities

- ' Richmond Fire-Rescue’s responsibilities with
respect to current and future buildings and
¥ structures in the City are to provide fire
prevention and emergency response Services.
These buildings and structures have an
" estimated total improvement value,
according to the 2009 authenticated roll, of
~ $15 billion. Richmond Fire-Rescue protects
the safety of over 193,000 Richmond
i residents, over 100,000 workers in 12,000
businesses, as well as the large numbers of
visitors to the airport, major events or to
tourist destinations in the City.

b s

The insurance industry funds the Fire Underwriters Survey program. This program routinely
examines the level of public fire protection in communities and gives recommendations
for improvement. A ranking system is used with a scale of 1 to 10, one being the highest
level of fire protection. This ranking takes into account many factors: water supplies and
distribution; fire department operations, communications and fire safety control within
the community. These rankings are used by the insurance industry to calculate premiums
on commercial and residential properties. The last Fire Underwriters Survey conducted in
Richmond was in 1999. At that time, Richmond moved from a Class 4 to Class 3 ranking.

6  Richmond Official Community Plan, City Centre Plan, 8ylaw 7100, Schedule 2.0, September 14, 2009
7  Richmond Official Community Plan, City Centre Plan, 8ylaw 7100, Schedule 2.0, September 14, 2009, p.1-1
8 City of Richmond Kot Facts, 2006 Census Profile of Richmond, revised April 14, 2008
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Generally, these surveys are conducted approximately every ten years, therefore it is likely
that the City can expect to undergo a Fire Underwriters Survey sometime during the course
of The Plan.

Richmond Fire-Rescue provides prevention seyvices through an inspection program, a fire
investigation program, and building and fire safety plan reviews. Richmond Fire-Rescue
works closely with City Building Approvals in the review of building plans to ensure all
matters that affect fire and life safety are addressed. Scheduled inspections are performed
to ensure residential, business and industrial establishments comply with the BC Building
and Fire Codes, and Fire and Life Safety Bylaw No. 8306. Richmond Fire-Rescue is
responsible to inspect approximately 10,800 of 84,000 properties within Richmond and
conducts regularly scheduled inspections based on building occupancy risk level. In addition,
building owners’ fire safety plans are also reviewed. Richmond Fire-Rescue does not review
plans for smalt building renovations or building plans for structures under federal jurisdiction
such as YVR or Fraser Port.

The Electrical and Fire Safety Inspection program, which falls under the Property
Maintenance Bylaw, and developed under the new BC Safety Standards Act legislation,
provides a means for Richmond Fire-Rescue to receive information from BC Hydro on
residential properties which consume excessive levels of electnicity. From this information,
fire safety inspections can be performed to ensure there are no safety risks.

In addition, Richmond Fire-Rescue investigates every fire incident in Richmond as required
by the BC Fire Services Act and reports the cause and origin of the fire to the Office of the
Fire Commissioner.

Today, community partnerships and the delivery of educational programs that focus on

fire prevention and harm prevention are the focus of Richmond Fire-Rescue’s education
program. One-off events such as open houses are planned and executed. Specific, ongoing
programs include: infant car seat, home safe, school visits and fire drills, falls prevention,
meth watch and fire safety for English as a Second Language. Community partnerships are
also cultivated with Richmond School District, Richmond Chamber of Commerce, Vancouver
Coastal Health Authority and Safe Communities Richmond.

The City’s primary public safety providers are Fire-Rescue, the RCMP, Emergency
Preparedness, and Community Bylaws. They work in partnership with each other as part
of Law and Community Safety, and together with City departments, local and provincial
agencies to identify needs and provide services in Richmond. Richmond Fire-Rescue is also
one of the three primary 3-1-1 emergency service providers (Fire, Police, Ambulance) in the
City of Richmond who deliver services 24/7/365.

Currently, Richmond Fire-Rescue responds to 9-1-1 emergencies that include fires, motor
vehicle incidents, medical situations, and other emergency calls as shown in the following
table. Qver the last three years, the level of emergency response service provided by
Richmond Fire-Rescue has remained stable. The proportion of responses has remained
consistent with medical calls making up approximately 51% of total alarms. The remaining
calls were to address fires, hazardous matenals, motor vehicle incidents, public hazard,
public service and technical rescue incidents.
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Richmond Fire-Rescue 9-1-1 Calls for Service

Emergency
Medical Incidents

Fires

Motor Vehicle
Incidents

Hazardous
Materials (ncidents

Explosions
Public Hazard Calls
Public Service Calls

Technical Rescue
Incidents

Fire Alarms
Ringing

Totals

2007

4,688

491

1,506

129

215

760

1,680

9,484

2008

4,187

458

1,424

125

214

n?

1,857

8,989

2009 ' 2010

4,583 4,709
538 451
1,305 1,202
116 106
0 1
216 202
710 691
8 2
1,764 1,684
9,240 9,048

2011

4,668

399

1,154

108

138

637

2,030

9,141

Operating Budget

Richmond Fire-Rescue’s 2011 contractual costs for wages represent 97.12% of its annual

operating budget.

Each year, Richmond Fire-Rescue explores opportunities to gain efficiencies in their

operating budget for example: gas (natural and vehicle) consumption; electrical

consumption; uniform purchases and maintenance of equipment.
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Capital Budget

Richmond Fire-Rescue replaces its apparatus and equipment from its Equipment
Replacement Reserve Fund. Replacements are based on fire industry national standards and
an individual assessment of the condition of the capital asset. Buildings and Information
Technology capital costs reside in other City Departments’ capital budgets. The City
currently contributes $683,300 annually to the Equipment Replacement Reserve fund. The
Reserve receives interest which is allocated back into the fund.

The following table details recent and anticipated capital expenses, the annual reserve
contribution and balance.

YEAR 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
OPENING
BALANCE 1,152,498 1,712,660 1,166,513 400,743 732,718 559,413 363,038
Annual
Reserve 683,300 683,300 683,300 683,300 683,300 683,300 683,300
Contribution
Purchases -181,000 -1,263,700 -1,472,400 -359,340 -871,260 -890,863 -2,325,674
Interest 57,862 34,253 23,330 8,015 14,654 11,188 0
BALANCE 1,712,660 1,166,513 400,743 732,718 559,413 363,038 -1,279,336

Fire-Rescue is currently engaged with the Finance Department to create a
sustainable solution which allows the continuation with its planned replacement
strategy.

Consultation Findings

The consultation process included focus groups with citizens, community partners and
Richmond Fire-Rescue staff, City staff; both web and paper based surveys; and interviews
with key stakeholders (Appendix 1).

Through the focus groups and surveys, groups were asked to rate:

1. The importance of prevention, education and emergency response.

2. Richmond Fire-Rescue’s performance in the areas of prevention, education and
emergency response.

3. The importance for Richmond Fire-Rescue to:
3) Be goal oriented, innovative and strive 10 continuously improve.
b) Provide high quality services through partnerships with community stakeholders.
c) Ensure that Richmond remains a safe and desirable City.
d) Ensure it has a workforce to serve the City now and into the future.

e) Ensure it has the capacity to fulfill the needs of our customers and the division’s
personnel now and into the future.

4. Richmond Fire-Rescue’s performance against each of the above statements.

The most important objective identified by citizens and community partners, was to “ensure
Richmond remains a safe and desirable city through an interdisciplinary approach to safety”.
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This objective was followed by “ensuring Richmond Fire-Rescue has the capacity to fulfill the
needs of customers and the division’s personnel now and into the future”.

All groups expressed limited knowledge of Richmond Fire-Rescue’s prevention and
education programs, and it was clear that emergency response is the top priority for
stakeholders.

The focus groups, interviews and surveys conducted with community partner; staff
consultation; and the assessment of Richmond’s changing environment highlighted a
number of requirements and competencies required to enhance existing Richmond Fire-
Rescue practices and the abtlity to respond to potential future risks. These competencies
were compared to the Corporate Strategic Focus Areas. The Corporate Strategic Focus
Areas that were consistent with the competencies identified were:

¢ Organizational Transformation
- Service Standards & Performance Measurement
- Communication

» Serving the Customer
e QOur People

Using the Corporate Strategic Focus Areas identified above, an in depth investigation was
conducted into the practices of four North American fire services (Appendix IIf), selected
from across the continent. As well, an analysis of the programs and services currently
provided by Richmond Fire-Rescue was undertaken to identify areas of competence or
suggested improvement.

Consultation Recommendations

These recommendations are based on the Corporate Strategic Focus Areas and are related
to the environmental scan of the changing conditions in Richmond as a community, the
services Richmond Fire-Rescue provides, as well as the consuttation process that was
conducted including all groups.

Organizational Transformation
Service Standards and Performance Measurement

Research has shown that progressive fire-rescue departments define performance measures
and service standards for their programs. Ongoing reporting and monitoring enables
departments to assess their performance and identify areas for improvement. These
performance measures are publicly reported on a reqular basis. The frequency of reporting
varies from monthly to annually and in some cases, departments report the information

on their web sites in an open data format. This provides transparency and increased
accountability to all stakeholders.

Performance reporting, through a Standards of Response Coverage analysis is used by
other fire-rescue jurisdictions to assess future requirements. The need for updated or
new equipment is impacted by city growth and the type (and height) of structures being
protected. Careful monitoring of these trends combined with tracking of response time,
ability to contain fires to room of origin and other critical measures would identify when
changes should be considered.

The Standards of Response Coverage analysis looks at a full range of activities within a
professional fire service including: training, staffing, equipment, maintenance, emergency
response and prevention. The analysis reflects statistical need in terms of risk, population,
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demographics, current and predicted calt volume for emergency response. The analysis
documents and evaluates emergency response deployment including, but not limited to,
fire hall locations, shift scheduling, staffing levels, apparatus type and location, specialty
teams and mutual aid considerations. A Standard of Response analysis is a critical element
as it is the first step in the creation and evaluation of response coverage.

At the present time, performance measurement tracking and reporting is lacking at
Richmond Fire-Rescue. This is due in part to a lack of time and resources to analyze the data
and more importantly the adoption of standards and performance measures. Richmond
Fire-Rescue needs to capture, track, analyze and report on the details required to support
effective decision-making. This is being partially addressed in Richmond Fire-Rescue’s 2012
Work Plan but further work in this area is required and supported through the following
recommendation.

Organizational Transformation Recommendations:

1. That a Standards of Response analysis be undertaken on emergency fire and rescue
services, and

2. That performance measures be identified and presented in a Report to Council for
consideration.

Communication

Reviews of other jurisdictions have shown that many types of media are used to support 2

focus on recruitment, community partnerships and education. The web presence of many of

these jurisdictions has increased and improved significantly. Compared to others researched,

Richmond Fire-Rescue’s site is not easily found or navigated. Best practices identified from

the review of fire-rescue websites visited in Canada, the US and UK included:

* transparency of performance statistics (in some cases in ‘real time’ published on the web
site pages)

» social interaction (including Facebook, YouTube, Twitter, video and news streaming)

e education for adults, youth and children (with interactive sites) - listing all programs that
are delivered, with schedules

» on-line forms and downloads

» community partnerships (highlighting community events and joint activities with the fire-
rescue departments)

Communication and awareness of the services offered by Richmond Fire-Rescue has been
identified by Council, citizens and stakeholders as a focus area for Richmond Fire-Rescue.
From the external customer’s perspective, Richmond Fire-Rescue needs to develop tools to
communicate the types of non-emergency services and programs that are offered and how
o access those services; highlighting community events and investigating the use of social
media tools.

A Communication Plan which recognizes the diversity of the people who are served by
Fire-Rescue needs to identify in detail any gaps in the current forms of communication to
internal stakeholders, specific demographic groups, and strategies 10 address these areas.
Care needs to be taken to ensure communication tools and strategies are consistent with
the City’s Corporate Communications.
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Communication Recommendation:

1. That Richmond Fire-Rescue create a non-emergency communications plan that
identifies opportunities in a multi-year work plan to enhance its internal and externat
communication capabtlities.

Serving the Customer

Over the last 3-5 years, other fire-rescue departments have used peer review, internal audits
and customer satisfaction surveys to assess needs. In addition, departments have provided
customers with processes to provide customer feedback and easily accessible information
on their web sites.

Using the feedback from customers, fire-rescue departments tailor their programs to

the needs in their community and work with community partners on defined programs
that focus on extending the role of firefighter to community helper - all with the goal of
preventing emergencies, reducing risk and preventing harm.

Richmond Fire-Rescue does not currently have a mechanism in place to gather community
input in 3 standardized and consistent manner. There is however a regularly monitored
email address - fire@richmond.ca, which receives between 80 and 100 emails per month.
There is no link to the City’s web-based feedback form, nor is there a system to track issues
and facilitate action towards improved customer service.

While educational programs are delivered in the community, there is no evaluation process
in place to assess the content and effectiveness of these programs.

While Richmond Fire-Rescue has developed a solid foundation in educating the community
on fire and harm prevention, it needs to influence more members of the community.
Programs and materials which accommodate the demographics in the City should be
developed. Examples of initiatives include working with specific groups such as Richmond
public schools, seniors and multicultural groups; introducing multi-hngual messaging
through a variety of communication mediums and collecting/analyzing data for trend
analysis.

Richmond Fire-Rescue should work with the City’s social planning section and not-for-profit
agencies in Richmond to identify relevant social planning issues and groups at risk. This
would include Richmond Fire-Rescue’s involvement in planning, program development,
emergency response partnerships and preventative inspections.

Richmond Fire-Rescue should enhance its abiiity to identify and address issues that impact
its community in a more proactive manner. Suggestions for improvement include:

« Involving firefighters in the community to not only provide prevention and education
training, but also 10 act as ambassadors of Richmond Fire-Rescue and actively solicit
community issues and concerns.

Establishing a feedback management process that includes:
- A tracking and reporting system to monitor feedback and improvements.

- Customer service standards for response to community/citizen feedback, (an example of
a standard would be acknowledging emails within 24 hours).

On-line and paper based forms to capture community/citizen feedback.

A defined process for addressing feedback, together with a process to action
improvements,
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« Creating a customer satisfaction program to identify gaps in current service delivery. This
program could include:

- A customer experience survey.
- Community forums, with standard methods to rate performance.

Serving the Customer Recommendations:

1. That educational programs and materials which recognize and accommodate the
demographics in the City be developed through community partnerships and City Hall
partners.

2. That Richmond Fire-Rescue proactively identify and address trends and issues that would
have a positive impact on community safety with the goal or preventing emergencies,
reducing risk and preventing harm.

3. That a customer service satisfaction processes which allows for feedback, tracking and
evaluation be developed.

4. That customer access to information and service be increased.

Our People

Like many other organizations, Richmond
Fire-Rescue is preparing for the future by
hiring and creating leaders to address the
needs of a diverse and multigenerational

& workforce. Richmond Fire-Rescue has made
§ great strides over the past several years in
developing outreach and recruitment tools
to increase its diversity.

During the Learning Interviews, the four

B North American Fire Services were asked

to identify some of their human resource

¥ initiatives. Examples these agencies are

actively pursuing and updating include:

e Mechanisms that facilitate the entry of required recruits including partnerships with
college and university programs.

* Joint recruiting programs with other emergency response operations in their jurisdictions
and neighbouring jurisdictions.

* Joint training programs and shared training facilities with neighbouring jurisdictions.
* Mentoring programs for identified future leaders.

* Enhancing relationships and cooperative programs with internal corporate departments
such as Human Resources.

Richmond Fire-Rescue must ensure it has the capacity to provide excellent service to

the community. The creation of a comprehensive recruitment and outreach strategy
should include looking at demographic and generational barriers and how they might

be addressed, with the potential for changes to recruitment and training practices. This
strategy may lead to partnerships with other Fire-Rescue departments and universities.
Joint programs with Corporate Departments and neighbouring jurisdictions should be
undertaken, together with a greater involvement with community colleges and universities
to support and possibly reduce the time and resources required for internal training of
recruits.

Prevention | Education | Emergency Response 21

CS - 68



The Fire-Rescue Plan 2012-2015

Although recruiting assists in building an inclusive department, the current workforce
culture must be receptive and inclusive to differences in employees and the citizens. To
build on current successes, more internal training is needed. In advance of these activities,
Richmond Fire-Rescue must ensure that the current organizational alignment and

assignment of roles and responsibilities is appropriate to address the mission and targeted
outcomes.

Richmond Fire-Rescue is developing the leadership skills of its employees. Leadership
competencies that align with the City’s competency framework have been developed.

The competencies form a large part of the areas of evaluation in the Employee Evaluation
Program. Training has been begun to build the knowledge and skills within the Leadership
Competency Model. These competencies are focused on the people skills necessary to
develop a more balanced firefighter and leader that has all the technical and people skills to
serve the community.

Our People Recommendations:

1. That a comprehensive and inclusive recruitment and outreach strategy be developed.

2. That Richmond Fire-Rescue review its current organizational alignment and assignment
of roles and responsibilities to ensure it is appropriate to address the mission and
targeted outcomes.

3. That further diversity education and training be delivered and ongoing.

4. That updated job specifications, descriptions, career path coaching and evaluation be
completed.

5. That Richmond Fire-Rescue work with Corporate Human Resources to address
programming for leadership training and to investigate the potential for collaborating
with neighbouring universities and post secondary institutions.
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Our Planning Roadmap

The Fire-Rescue Plan is grounded in research and was developed through a participatory
process. The steps Richmond Fire-Rescue took to develop the Plan are outlined below.

Background Research

The assessment undertaken included a review of 28 documents to identify trends,
challenges or opportunities impacting Richmond Fire-Rescue (Appendix I). These documents
included:

* The City's planning documents such as, the City Centre Area Plan, the Richmond Major
Events Plan, the Richmond Waterfront Strategy, and work undertaken to date on the OCP
to 2041.

« Plans from other authorities which reside in the City such as the Fraser Port Authority
Land Use Plan and YVR’s "YVR: Your Airport 2027 20-Year Master Plan”.

 Documents specifically related to the delivery of fire services. These included the
Dangerous Goods Spill Response Pian, the Greater Vancouver Mutual Aid Agreement, the
RCMP Master Plan and the Richmond Emergency Management Plan.

Stakeholder and Staff Consultations

The AtFocus consulting group was retained to conduct the stakeholder and staff
consultations. An extensive consultation process with Council, City Administration, the
public, stakeholders, and staff within Richmond Fire-Rescue and other City departments was
undertaken. The process included the use of public open houses, focus groups, workshops,
web and paper based surveys, and individual interviews (Appendix II).

Learning Interviews

The AtFocus consuiting group conducted interviews and research to identify leading
practices in the fire-rescue industry. Four fire-rescue departments (EGmonton; Saskatoon,
Tempe, Arizona; and Toronto) were selected from across North America and interviewed
based on their size, similarity to Richmond and/or their role in the fire-rescue industry as
leaders (Appendix III). The learning interviews were designed to address areas where the
consultants identified a gap based on their review and understanding of Richmond Fire-
Rescue and their knowledge in general regarding fire services and strategic planning.

Risk Assessment

Information collected from background research, the corporate planning framework, staff
and stakeholder consultations, learning interviews and a high level comparison of Richmond
Fire-Rescue’s current programs to industry benchmarks was analyzed. Planning workshops
were held with community partners, stakeholders, Law and Community Safety peers,
emergency service providers and Richmond Fire-Rescue’s senior leadership to gather input.

In 2006, an extensive environmental scan of Richmond Fire-Rescue was carried out by the
Centre for Public Safety Excellence using standards established by the Commission on Fire
Accreditation International. The findings from the 2006 environmental scan are consistent
with the assessment undertaken in the development of this Plan.
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Plan Development

The Richmond Fire-Rescue Plan was developed through a series of discussions and
workshops involving the Richmond Fire-Rescue leadership team, staff and IAFF 1286
representatives. This collaborative and inclusive process was designed to share and analyze
the learning interviews, the stakeholder and staff consultation, and risk assessment results.
The product of these workshops was an identification of Richmond Fire-Rescue’s Targeted
Outcomes, prioritized strategies and action items.
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Our Destination

Integrated Prevention, Education and
Emergency Response Service Delivery

“The world is more complex and demanding than it was 50 years ago and the fire
service needs to evolve.

In order to save more lives, reduce injuries and protect the environment more effectively
a fundamental change is required.”
— Tony McGuirk, Chief Fire Officer, Merseyside Fire & Rescue Service, England 2010

The goal of Richmond Fire-Rescue is to become a leader amongst Fire Departments across
British Columbia. This is 10 be achieved through the implermentation of a prevention-
focused service delivery model.

In recent years the importance of fire prevention and education, and how they are
integrated with emergency response in a modern fire Department has taken on greater
significance.

“What is needed now is a system to tackle the problem before fire starts. The new
emphasis must be on the prevention of fire, rather than the methods of dealing with
fire after it has started. The approach should be grounded in community fire safety, the
Fire Service has to engage more with the community to prevent fire.”™

This concept of a prevention based model is reflected in the 2041 OCP Update currently
underway. Under the topic of a Safe City, one of the proposed objectives is to provide

a "framework for a safe community that incorporates a prevention focused, Citizen
engagement and public education model”."®

To this end Richmond Fire-Rescue has been working towards implementing a prevention-
based model of community safety. This model is based on a belief that prevention,
education and emergency response programs must be well established and integrated to
have a positive impact on community safety. This not only includes how Richmond Fire-
Rescue functions internally, but in how this model can be applied to working on joint
initiatives with Community Safety stakeholders and members of Law & Community Safety -
the RCMP, Community Bylaws and Emergency Programs.

Long-Term Strategies and Action Plans

"A Master Fire Plan is a strategic blueprint for fire protection that addresses all local needs
and circumstances based upon costs the community can afford. It also makes significant
findings and recomrmendations relating to fire risks and hazards, fire protection capabilities,
public education, fire risk reductions and management, community preparedness and
response, and funding and fiscal measures relating to fire protection.

The benefit behind Master Fire Planning is that it allows municipalities and fire departments
to provide a systematic and comprehensive approach to evaluating risk and existing
capabilities within a municipality and the fire department, It also helps formulate and
communicate strategic direction and highlights opportunities for optimizing service
delivery, in each municipality. Because members of the public, fire departments and council

9 The Future of the fire Service: reducing risk, saving lives, The Independent Review of the Fire Service
December 2002, George Bain, Michael Lyons, Anthony Young, December 2002
10 City of Richmond Website, Proposed 2041 OCP Update Concept Staff Report, Aprit 4, 2011
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participate in the development of a Master Fire Plan it also provides an objective basis to
support decision-making with respect to community fire protection and prevention services
needs.”

The Plan provides Richmond Fire-Rescue and Council with the data and analysis necessary
for informed, objective decision making. The Plan lays out the strategies and timelines,
which can be categorized as short (1 year), medium (2-5 years) or fong term (up to 10
years). Many of the short and medium term strategies are intended to establish the
foundation upon which to build long term strategies. The strategies in the Richmond
Fire-Rescue Plan support the goal to become a prevention-focused Department, delivering
services and programs that aim to prevent or mitigate harm in the community.

11 €ssentials of Municipal Fire Protection, A Decision Makers' Guide; Office of the Fire Marshal (Ontario)
Version 2, 2007
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The Route to Follow

Richmond Fire-Rescue’s goal of becoming a leader amongst Fire Departments within BC

is built on the implementation of a prevention-focused service delivery model. This goal is
ambitious but achievable. The initial work of understanding the current conditions in the
City and region, analyzing Richmond Fire-Rescue’s existing service delivery and researching
best practices in leading Fire Services across North America is complete. As a result of this
foundational work, a series of focused strategies has been identified which are intended to
guide Richmond Fire-Rescue’s work in achieving their goal.

Targeted Outcomes and Strategies

Richmond Fire-Rescue’s overarching goal is to transition to a prevention focused service
delivery model, which enhances prevention and education services responsive to community
needs, community safety and harm reduction, while at the same time continues to improve
emergency response. Richmond Fire-Rescue acknowledges the importance of the continued
delivery and advancement of its core Emergency Response services. It also recognizes that
by engaging the community in prevention and education, the delivery of fire and rescue
services into the future could be more sustainable.

In this section, strategies to be undertaken within each of the Targeted Outcomes are set
out. These iterns will require further investigation and research. A more detailed business
case will be developed to address the highest priority strategies with an accompanying
report to Council. Should any of these items have financial implications they will be
incorporated into the budget process and form part of Richmond Fire-Rescue’s budget
request for Council’s consideration.

The strategies identified are aligned with the Corporate Strategic Focus Areas and fall under
the Targeted Qutcomes identified by Richmond Fire-Rescue.
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Corporate Strategic Focus Area:
Organizational Transformation

Targeted Outcome: Be goal oriented, innovative
and strive to continuously improve

Key Initiative Background Timing
Explore moving from The Fire Underwriters’ Survey was conducted in 1999.The City  Long Term
Level 3 to Level 2 in the and Richmond Fire-Rescue have changed significantly since

Fire Insurance Underwriters  that time. The ranking established in 1999 may not be accurate.

Ranking This would include a review of Richmond Fire-Rescue and

explain the benefits of moving to Level 2 in the ranking to
potentially provide reduced fire insurance premiums to the
business community and residents.

In relation to the Fire Insurance Underwriters Ranking,
investigate whether there are tangible financial benefits to the
community.

Leverage technology Maximize prevention and public education messaging Short Term
opportunities, through both electronic and traditional non-
electronic media.

Increase Fire-Rescue’s reporting and data analysis capabilities.

Develop a planning function  The purpose of the planning function is to consolidate the Short Term
within Richmond Fire-Rescue  strategic planning initiatives in the various sections of the

department, and monitor and evaluate progress of the Fire

Plan, and performance measures.

Develop £-Business solutions  In coordination with Information Technology introduce Short Term
electronic solutions for permits, plans and bookings. Develop
elearonic platforms for citizen to interact, obtain permlts and
submit applications.
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Corporate Strategic Focus Area: Serving the Customer
Targeted Outcome: Provide high quality services to the community

Key Initiative

Enhance Community
Volunteer partnerships

Create a communication and
outreach plan for Richmond
Fire-Rescue

Build on the current public
education initiatives to
develop a comprehensive
Public Education Plan

Develop mechanisms/
processes to create a system
where citizens of Richmond
have open access 1o
Richmond Fire-Rescue

Develop a Fire Prevention
Service Plan

Update the Fire and Life
Safety Bylaw

Develop a Resource Plan

Background Timing

This includes the desire within Richmond Fire-Rescue of having  Long Term
volunteer groups adjoined to Richmond Fire-Rescue to help
move forward in community education and outreach.

This Plan will identify how Richmond Fire-Rescue can reach Medium Term
the community: what we do; how we do it and when; how

much it costs to provide service; and how o better serve the

community through service feedback.

This includes the creation of program goals including use Medium Term
of resources and timeliness of delivery and a system that

incorporates a complete examination cycle (monitor, evaluate,

recalibrate) of the overall plan for public fire and safety program.

In-depth delivery into the community through volunteers and

community partnerships; and, a more inclusive delivery of fire

and life safety programs by Richmond Fire-Rescue personnel.

This would inciude requests for service; reporting of hazards Medium Term
and customer complatnts; and customer feedback on

Richmond Fire-Rescue services utitizing mechanisms such as:

web enhancements; use of socal mediums like Twitter and

Facebook.

The Collection of feedback through: fire staff face-to-face
discussions al non-emergency events; community drills and
inspections; course evaluations; and/or focus groups.

To increase the delivery of fire and life safety information Short Term
through the development of support materials that

recognize the diversity and needs of Richmond and a more

comprehensive delivery of fire and life safety programs by

Richmond Fire-Rescue personnel.

The current bylaw requires updating to include areas such as Short Term
high rise access protacols.

Growth in the City, particularly the City Centre will create Short Term
service defivery areas requiring training for Technical Rescue,
Aircraft Firefighting, Shipboard and High Rise Firefighting.
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Corporate Strategic Focus Area: Our People
Targeted Outcome: Be prepared for the future

Key Initiative Background
Implement the training site A partnership proposal has been endorsed by Council. The Short Term
for Richmond Fire-Rescue proposal addresses Fire’s need for a large training site to
conduct multi company exercises, a variety of other training,
and an Emergency Vehicle Driver course.
Develop a reguitment This is 10 ensure Richmond Fire-Rescue is reflective of the Short Term
strategy which enhances diverse community it serves.
diversity
Continue to pursue outreach  This would include firefighter and community partnerships. Short Term
opportunities within the Potential partnerships would be explored, as well joint
community recruitment programs with other jurisdictions.
Further develop and A holistic program which includes early firefighter rotation Short Term
deliver a New Reqruit exposure to Fire Prevention Officer and other companents of
and Probationary Training the fire service.
Program
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Corporate Strategic Focus Area: Financial Strategies
Targeted Outcome: Fiscally responsible and sustainable

Key Initiative Background
Diversify the long-term This includes planning for revenue from non-traditional sources: Long Term
finandial strategy partnerships; seed program funding; grants; fee-for-service;

the identification of strategies to pay for new services and
addressing the fundamental relationship between Fire and
revenue as a performance indicator.

Introduce an automated The City recently developed a capital asset program to track Medium Term
system 10 link and maintain  its combined assets over $50,000. The program identifies the

an inventory of all assets, average life span of the asset type with larger cost single items

track their management detailing their spedific replacement date. items contained in

and replacement through the City's Capital Asset program are not linked to a source of

reserves replacement funding.

Develop a sustainable The vehicle and equipment reserve for Richmond Fire-Rescue Short Term
funding model for vehicles  was reviewed in relation to the overall growth in the City to

and equipment ensure future needs are met (report to Council, 2011). Careful

monitoring of these trends combined with tracking of response
time and other critical measures will identify when changes
should be considered. The current vehicle and equipment
reserve fund is underfunded and will be depleted by 2016.

Condua a Standards of Richmond Fire-Rescue’s service delivery performance requires ~ Short Term
Response Coverage and analysis as a prelude to future service delivery considerations
fulure deployment analysis  for apparatus, staffing and fire vehicle dispatch.

Implement a telephony The current method of managing rostering and payroil is Short Term
staffing management system  ineffective. Funding is in place and a new program is being
identified.
Prevention | Education | Emergency Response 31
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Corporate Strategic Focus Area: Sustainability
Targeted Outcome: Decisions are made that consider

the environment,

Key Initiative

Develop relationships
with the Port Authorities
to ensure collaboration
and cooperation for a
coordinated approach to
service delivery

Develop an environmental
sustainability plan for Fire
Halls

Support the Corporate
Energy and Emissions
Strategic Program (BEAM)

Support the Corporate Waste
Management Target

Reduce vehicle movements

economy and community

Background

The Port Authority, and in particular the Fraser Port site, have
specific requirements with respect to the provision of fire
services. To ensure these are provided in as effective a manner
as possible it is important to ensure a cooperative approach to
service delivery.

Although most of the fire halls are built to LEEDS standards,
there are additional opportunities to contribute to corporate
sustainability initiatives through changed staff behaviours,
operational practices in and around fire halls,

Develop a process for staff education to continue and
determine efficient workplace procedures to reduce energy use,
emissions and renew resource uses.

Continue to promote the recycling program within Fire-Rescue,
and further enhance the solid waste management and green
waste programs.

Continue to partner with City L.T. to implement technological
solutions to provide virtual learning and meeting tools to
reduce vehicle and staff movements.

Timing

Short Term

Short Term

Medium Term

Short Term

Short Term
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Corporate Strategic Focus Area: Safe Community
Targeted Outcome: Prevention focused and responsive

Key Initiative Background

Re-evaluate the Home Safe  This program, utilized by Richmond Fire-Rescue several years ~ Short Term
Inspection Program ago, has the potential to provide prevention programs to the

community at the neighbourhood level. More work is required

to determine the benefit of the program vs. staffing required.

Create and implement 2 The number of trails and parks located within the City Short Term
pilot emergency trail/park raquires a system of directional signage. The system shouid be
marker system developed to be used by multiple agencies, such as Parks, Fire,

Police and Ambulance.

Develop an outreach In response to the community consultation regarding Medium Term
strategy for linking fire halls ~ enhancing customer service this would involve firefighters in

to the communities they their local neighbourhood acting as ambassadors and soliciting

serve input from the community, in addition to providing training and

education on prevention.

Prevention | Education | Emergency Response 33

CS -80



The Fire-Rescue Plan 2012-2015

34 Prevention | Education | Emergency Response

CS - 81



The Fire-Rescue Plan 2012-2015

Commitment to Progress

The Fire-Rescue Plan is the first step in the development of a balanced prevention,
education and emergency response service delivery model. Through the development of this
Plan gaps in communication, customer service, leadership development and performance
measurement have been identified. Future trends such as continued growth in the City, and
the development of mid to high rise buildings in the City Centre and future development

at YVR and Fraser Port were researched to determine the impact on Richmond Fire-Rescue
service delivery. This information was used to develop the strategies and actions which will
be implemented over the next three years.

The Fire-Rescue Plan is intended to have multiple uses. The Plan will be used to reinforce
the emphasis on a balanced prevention, education and emergency response service delivery
model to the citizens of Richmond. The Plan will allow Richmond Fire-Rescue to educate the
community on priorities, specifically prevention and education, and provide an opportunity
for dialogue.

The Plan manages the demand for, and growth of Richmond Fire-Rescue’s services into the
future. For Council the Plan will provide a means to identify Richmond Fire-Rescue priorities
and to monitor progress against those priorities.

The Plan will be used within Richmond Fire-Rescue as a management tool to educate staff
on the direction the division will be going over the long term.

Many of the services and programs provided by the City Departments have some
connection or overlap with one another. Just as the Plan was developed taking into
consideration other department’s plans, the Plan is intended to be used 3as a tool to provide
information to other City departments about Richmond Fire-Rescue’s priorities over the long
term.

The Plan should not be considered as a static document. The Plan will require monitoring
and evaluation on a regular basis. There are specific elements within the Plan that will
require further analysis.

Communicating Performance

Richmond Fire-Rescue is committed to an open and transparent reporting on the progress
made in achieving the goals of the Plan.

As a demonstration of that commitment, performance measures and targets are currently in
development. The performance measures Richmond Fire-Rescue is considering are accepted
current measures in the fire-rescue industry and have been adopted as guidelines by many
career fire departments in Canada and the United States.

Richmond Fire-Rescue is committed to developing targets which are ambitious but
still achievable. The performance data will be used to monitor progress, identify areas
for improvement and plan future work. The purpose of these targets is to stretch the
organization and support its transformation to an organization that achieves service
excellence in prevention, education and emergency response.

Once reasonable performance measures have been identified and shared with City
Administration, a report to Council providing full detail and analysis will be prepared.
Subsequent to Council approval Richmond Fire-Rescue will report annually on performance
to City Council’s Community Safety Committee.
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Finances

This Plan contains @ number of recommendations, strategies and actions for Fire-Rescue
to manage and implement over the next number of years. The purpose of performance
measurement and data analysis is based on creating capacity in service delivery and
improving the way Fire-Rescue operates within the City. The purpose is not to require
increased costs, however the potential exists and any requests for funding will be included
in the annual Capital and Operating budget submissions, reported through the City
Corporate Administration and where required will be the subject of separate reports to
Council.
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Appendices

Appendix | - Documents Reviewed

All documents reviewed for the development of the Fire-Rescue Plan are listed below:
Corporate Sustainability (2007)

Council adopted report on the Cultural Transformation Action Plan (2006)
Council Termn Goals (2008-2011)

Fire 20/20 Multicultural Health and Safety Research Project (2007)

Fire Department Establishment 8ylaw No. 4987

Fire Protection and Life Safety Bylaw No. 8306

Fire Service Underwriters Survey Findings on Richmond (1999)

Fraser Port Authority Land Use Plan (2008)

Greater Vancouver Fire Departments Mutual Aid Agreement (1995)
Industrial Inquiry Commission into the B.C. Ambulance Services (Chris Trumpy 2010)
. Law & Community Safety Strategic Plan (2008-2011)

. Merseyside England Fire - 10 Years of Change - Strategic Plan

Pre-Hospital Care in BC {Peter Cameron 2007)

. Richmond City Centre Area Plan (2009)

. Richmond Dangerous Goods Spill Response Plan (2003)

. Richmond Emergency Management Plan (2010)

. Richmond Evacuation Plan (2008)

. Richmond Fire Hall Facility Alterations Reports (2007)

. Richmond Fire-Rescue Services (2009)

Richmond Fire-Rescue Strategic Plan (2007-2008)

. Richmond Major Events Plan (2007-2012)

. Richmond Official Community Plan and Growth Strategy (1999)

. Richmond Sport Hosting Strategy (2010-2014)

Richmond Trail Strategy (2010)

. Richmond Waterfront Strategy (2009)

. Transforming the Fire-Rescue Services in BC (2009)

. Vancouver International Airport (YVR) Master Plan to 2027

I
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Appendix Il - Overview of Consultation
The consultations were advertised in local newspapers, through new releases and on the

City's web site. During the consultations, people were asked to share their opinion and/or
rate:

* Richmond Fire-Rescue’s mission and long-term goals
* Richmond Fire-Rescue’s Prevention, Education and Emergency Response Programs

A number of techniques were used including focus groups, public open houses, interviews
and web/paper surveys. In total, Richmond Fire-Rescue received feedback from 366 people
and used this information to buld the Fire-Rescue Plan.

Group Consulted Consultation Method N
Consulted
Council Workshop and Interviews March 15, 2011 7
Citizens Public Open Houses (8) February 20-28, 2011 89

including City Hall static display
Detween February 10-28, 2011

(itizens Web Survey/Paper February 1, 2011 to March 10, 2011 51
Targeted Stakeholders/ Web Survey February 1, 2011 1o March 10,2011 44
Community Partners

Key Stakeholders/ Interviews February 14 to March 10, 2011 10
Community Partners

Staff Fire Staff Open House (2) January 12, 2011 45
Staff Focus Group (2) January 12, 2011 18
Staff Web Survey January 21, 2011 to February 7, 2011 102
IAFF 1286 Executive Interviews October, 2011 2
Total No. Consulted 366

City of Richmond Partners:
» Building Approvals

* Community Bylaws

¢ Community Safety Policy & Programs
» Corporate Communications

¢ Corporate Customer Service Team

+ Corporate Safe Community Team

» Corporate Strategic Planning

s Emergency Programs

Prevention | Education | Emergency Response 3¢
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» Facilities

» Finance

» Human Resources

* Information Technology

« Policy and Social Planning

* Real Estate Services

e Recreation {Youth Programs)

* Richmond RCMP

» Sustainability Office

9-1-1 Emergency Safety Partners:
e BC Ambulance Service

* BC Hydro, Safe Use Advisor

* Canadian Coast Guard

» City of Vancouver Fire & Rescue Services
e Delta Fire & Emergency Services

s E-Comm

* Global Medical Health

* New Westminster Fire Department

* Richmond Genera! Hospital: Chief Operating Officer, Richmond & Chief Nursing Officer &
Executive Lead, Professional Practice

¢ Richmond Medical Health Officer, Vancouver Coastal Health
» Vancouver Coastal Health Authority: Community Engagement Office

Community Organizations:
e Cambie Community Associations

» Canadian Mental Health Association — Richmond Pathways Clubhouse
o CHIMO Crisis Services

* City Centre Community Associations

¢ Developmental Disabilities Association

¢ Hamilton Community Associations

e Insurance Corporation of 8ritish Columbia

s Justice Institute of British Columbia

* Minoru Seniors Society

* MOSAIC Multilingual QOrientation Service Assoc.

e Richmond Addiction Services Society

* Richmond Centre for Disability

e Richmond Chinese Community Society

* Richmond Committee on Disability

e Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee to Councll
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e Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee to Council
¢ Richmond Multicultural Concerns Society

» Richmond School District 38

» Richmond Society for Community Living

 Richmond Women's Resource Centre

¢ Richmond Youth Services Advisory Council

e Safe Communities, Richmond

¢ Sea Island Community Associations

 Seniors Advisory Committee to Council

¢ South Arm Community Associations

» SUCCESS - United Chinese Community Enrichment Services Society
¢ Touchstone Family Assoc. Services

* Volunteer Richmond

» West Richmond Community Associations

» WorkSafe BC

Local Intergovernmental Authorities:
¢ Vancouver International Airport Authority (YVR)

* Metro Vancouver Port
» Richmond Chamber of Commerce
s Steveston Harbour Authority

Prevention | Education | Emergency Response a1
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Appendix Il - Overview of Leading

Practice Fire-Rescue Departments

During late February and early March, 2011, extensive interviews were conducted with four
fire-rescue departments:

¢ Saskatoon Fire and Protective Services

s Edmonton Fire-Rescue Services

» Toronto Fire Services

» Tempe Arizona Fire Department

The table below provides an overview of the population and geographic area of each
department, as well as each department’s operating budget, total staff, call volume,
number of fire halls and front line apparatus.

. Operating :
Population Geadraphic Budget Staff cal Fire Halls Fronttme
Area s Volume Apparatus
(Millions)

Richmond 193,255 129 sq km $27.0 200+ 9,240 7 10
Edmonton 752,412 684 sq km $138.6 1,049 35,028 25 100
Saskatoon 223,200 144 sq km $32.1 31 13,769 10 16
Tempe 166,000 102 sg km - 181 18,873 6* 12
Toronto 5,600,000 7,124 sq km $361.3 3,181 142,014 82* 179

*Additional fire halls are planned to be built
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Appendix IV - Consultation Summary

During the consultation process, citizens, stakeholders, community partners, and Richmond
Fire-Rescue staff were asked to rate the importance of each program area. Emergency
response was rated most important by the staff, citizens and stakeholders/community
partners. Staff and stakeholders/community partners rated prevention as the second most
important program area, whereas citizens rated education second and prevention third.
Education was rated third by both staff and stakeholders/community partners,

Importance Ratings {Programs)

Program Area Community Partners Citizens Staff
Prevention 3 3 2
Education 2 2 3
Emergency Response 1 1 1

Both citizens and stakeholders/community partners expressed limited knowledge of
Richmond Fire-Rescue’s education and prevention programs and reported that ensuring
Richmond remains a safe and desirable City through an interdisciplinary approach to

safety was most important outcome for Richmond Fire-Rescue. However, both groups also
identified the provision of high quality services through community partnerships as the
second most important outcome. The importance of this outcome was reinforced by staff
who rated it most important. This suggests that there is support from the staff, citizens

and stakeholders/community partners to continue the cultural shift towards an integrated
approach to community safety that includes education, prevention and emergency response
and leverages community partnerships.
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Report to Commiftee

, City of

Richmond
To: Community Safety Commitiee Date: february 27, 2012
From: John McGowan File:
Fire Chief
Re: Richmond Fire-Rescue — January 2012 Report
Staff Recommendation

That the Fire Chief’s report dated February 27, 2012 on Richmond Fire-Rescue’s activities for
January 2012 bg received for information.

. &
be,v.lo McGowan
Fire Chief

(604-303-2734)

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
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Staff Report

Origin

Fire-Rescue is committed to open and transparent reporting on its performance and progress.
Monthly reports provide Council with current information on Richmond Fire-Rescue activities.

Analysis
Fire-Rescue’s report for January 2012 is set out below.
Suppression Activity

The following is a month comparison chart on the number of incidents that have occured for the

years 2011 and 20] 2. For January 2012 there were a total of 795 incidents compared 10725 in
2011.

Emergency Call Volumes
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Call Type Legend:

Medical includes: cardiac arrest, emergency response, home or ndustrial accidents

Alarm No Fire includes: accidental, malicious, equipment malfunctions

Public Service includes: assisting public, ambulance or police, locked infout, special events, wrapped in ¢levator, water removal
Public Hazard inclodes: aircraft emergency, bomb removal stardby, object removal, or powver imes down

Hazardous Materials includes fuel or vapour: spills, leaks, or containment

Explosion includes ruptured: boilers, gas pipes, or water pipes

Technical Rescue includes: aircrafl, confined space, high angle. or waler
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The month of January 2012 saw an 1ncrease in MV incidents over the same period in 2011. The
call volumes fluctuate from year to year and can be influenced by variables such as extreme
weather conditions.

Hazmat
Hazmat Calls By Type - January
HazMat Calls Details
Natural Gas/Propane Leaks (small) 2

Fuel Containment
Misc. (empty containers to unknown powder)
Total

W OoO|—

First Responder Totals

A detailed breakdown of the medical calls for January 2011 and 2012 by sub-type is set out in
the following chart and table. The medical calls make up the majority of activity for RFR which
1s 43.5% of total calls.

The month of January 2012 saw a decrease in medical calls over the same period in 2011.
Howevecr, there were a significant increase of chest pain incidents which could be attributed to
the colder weather conditions.

Medical Calls by Type
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Medical Calls by Type - January

Medical | 2011 | 2012 Medical 2011 | 2012
Abdominal pain 7 8 | Falls 41 38
Allergic reaction / sting 4 8 Headache 6 4
Animal bite 0 0 Heart Problems 14 4
Assault 5 4 Haemorrhage/Lacerations 10 9
Back pain 7 4 Maternity 0 2
Breathing problems 65 57 | Overdose/Poisoning 11 13
Burns 0 0 Psychiatric 5 2
Cardiac/ respiratory arrest 6 5 Sickness Sl 49
Chest pain 45 54 | Stroke 7 9
Choking 1 2 Trauma 14 16
Convulsions / Seizures 11 12 | Unconscious / Fainting 27 24
Diabetic problems 13 10 | Unknown Injury 12 12

Totals | 362 346

Incidents
Notable emergency incidents, which involved RFR for January 2012, are:

Medical Events

RFR crew regularly attend to medical assignments including social issues. In January, for
example, crew attended a medical call to attend an attempted suicide. Assistance was also
provided to a call after an assault occurred at a robbery.

RFR crew regularly attend medicals where CPR skills are required. In January RFR crews
started 2 new CPR protocol and experienced a patient recovering resulting in pulse being

restored. RFR crew also assisted BCAS in the delivery of a baby boy.

Auto Extrication/Major Motor Vehicle Accident

During the snowy and icy conditions a serious MVT occurred on Highway 91 involving the
operator of a tow truck. The operator was struck by a vehicle that lost control on the icy roads.
The operator was taken to VGH trauma center where RFR crew visited and reported the operator
was In good spirits.

Fires — Residential

RFR report that there were four kitchen/stove fires within the month of January. RFR crew
anended a townhouse for a reported stove fire by neighbours. Crew arrived in time as fire had
already starting to spread to cabinets. This incident resulted in a third degree burn. Fire
Prevention is aware of these statistics and in the process of creating a progran of education.

3435067 CS - 100



February 27, 2012 -5-

Abandoned buildings continue to be an issue for the City with a number of incidents being
reported this month. One of which was an abandoned house fire on Alberta Road.

Commubity Response
The estimated building loss for January 2012 is $451,950 and estimated content loss is $32,600,

for a total estimated loss of $484,550. The total estimated value of building protected is
$28,657,250.

Fire Calls By Type and Loss Estimates - Jan

Incident Type Call Estimated Estimated Estimated | Estimated
Breakdown Volume Value of Building Content Loss Totals
Building Loss Loss
Protected
Fire — Structure Total: 13
Residential
- Single-family 5 $1,650,000 $447,000 $30,050 $477,050
- Multi-family , 6 $14,000,000 $200 _ $50 $250
Commercial/Industrial | 2 $13,000,000 - $2,500 $2,500
Fire — Outdoor 8 $3,250 $750 - $750
Vehicle 1 $4,000 $4,000 - $4,000
Totals* 22 $28,657,250 $451,950 $32,600 $484,550

*The dollar losses shown in this table are preliminary cstimates. They are derived from Fire's record management
system and are subject 10 change due to delays in reporting and confirmation of actual losses from private insurance
agencies (as available).

Training and Education

The training team at RFR deliver and facilitate training programs to all members of RFR in
disciplines ranging from: personal protective equipment, firefighting and rescue practices to
emergency vehicle operating and incident management. The training team also delivers
leadership and interpersonal skills programs through in-house instructors, on-line training, and
the use of external trainers. For January 2012, the following highlights are noted:

Leadership Development

Six RFR fire officer candidates completed all their qualifications and education in order 1o serve
as officers in suppression. These new officers are fully qualified to serve in the capacity as a
company officer at any time and at any Fire Hall, and some of the notable topics they {earned
include:

- Leadership
- Supervision
- Emergency Scene Management

- Safety

1435067 CS -101




February 27, 2012

- Respectful Workplace Management
- Interpersonal Skills and Communications

- Conducting Code Based Fire inspections

- Completing post Incident Reports for Analysis and Statistics

- Instructional Techniques

- Coaching, Evaluating and Performance Management

- Fire Scene Strategy and Tactics
- Technical Rescue

Recruit Training

The recruit training and evaluation program is ongoing and the recruits and evaluators are
currently in preparation for the first series of evaluations in late March.

A reviewed of the recent recruits® leaming plans in support of their ongoing education as new
operational staff showed that all nine are developing well and they are effective operational

resources.

Fire Prevention

The total inspection statistics for January 2011 and 2012 are listed below:

January 2011 2012
Fire (to1al) 86 251
Electrical Fire Safety Inspection Team (EFSIT) 2 2
Abandoned Properties 2 I 5

The above shows the outcome of the reintroduction of Fire Suppression crew’s participation in
this important prevention activity of Fire and Life Safety inspections.

Fire Prevention [nvestigations

Fire Investigations - January
|

Suspicious (No further investigation
required) 7 | Property at Risk $48,657,250
Accidental 11 | Property Loss $451,950
Undetermined 4 | Property Protected $48,205,300
Incendiary 0 | Contents Risk $18,337,000
Contents Loss $32,600
Total | 22 | Contents Protected $18,304,400

1435067
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Fire Prevention [nvestigations Billable Activities

Billable Activities (number and dollar amount) - January

False Alarms Billed 5 | @$ Various $1,422.00
Burning Permits 4 @$101.75 $325.75
Fireworks Permits 1 @ $102.00 $102.00
Fire Safety Plans 1 @ § Various $105.00
Vacant Premises — Cost Recovery (Apparatus) 1 @ $ Various §710.00
Electrical Safety Inspections 2 | @$4,200 $8,400.00

Total Dollars / Costs Recovered $11,064.75

Community Relations / Public Education

Richmond Fire-Rescue participated in numerous events and activities for public education this
month. Some of the event attended by RER crew and Prevention Officers were as follows:

- Pumper visits and hall tours carried out with schools and Guide, Scout and Brownie groups.

- Tree Chip event at Garry Point Park.
- YMCA family literacy and reading week where crews attended and read to children.

- 32 car seat inspections were carried out in January at No | Hall with the Fire and Life Safety

Educator in attendance.
Financial Impact
None

Conclusion

Fire-Rescue is committed to providing Council with regular updates on its activities. The Fire
Chief welcomes the opportunity to discuss Fire’s activities and priorities with Community Safety

Committee.

Er

Johfi McGowan
Fire Chief
(604-303-2734)

IM3s
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5 City of

Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Community Safety Committee Date: February 29, 2012
From; Phyllis L. Carlyle File:  09-5375-00/Vol 01
General Manager, Law & Community Safety
Re: Strategic Community Investment Funds
Staff Recommendation

That Council authorize the CAO and the General Manager, Law and Community Safety to sign
the Strategic Community Investment Funds Agreement on behalf of the City of Richmond (as
outlined in the report dated February 29, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community

General Manager, Law & Community Safety
(604-276-4104)

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE \CE NERAL MANAGER
Budgets Y\j NO

REVIEWED BY TAG \g NO REVIEWED BY CAd

] D
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Staff Report
Origin

On February 24, 2012 the City of Richmond received a communication from the Province
outlining the Strategic Community Investment Funds program which provides for cities to
receive annual revenue from the Traffic Fine Program. Under the proposed Strategic Community
Investment Funds agreement the Province agrees to pay funds to the City in five installments as
Jisted.

Over the past few years the City of Richmond has utilized these funds for the Restorative Justice
Program, and to offset policing costs. An annual report has been submitted to the Province on
how the funds have been expended.

Analysis

The Traffic Fine Revenue has been used in the past to mitigate the City’s costs of public safety
initiatives such the RCMP Integrated Teams, additional RCMP members for the local
detachment and the Restorative Justice Program provided by Touchstone Family Services.

Past Traffic Fine Revenue grants are illustrated below:

TABLE ]
2004 $1,809,317
2005 $2,011,525
2006 $2,126,589
2007 $2,180,432
2008 $2,203,831
2009 $2,396,882
2010 $2,048,465
2011 $2,931,972

The amount for each city is determined by provincial Jegislation, and is reflective of the
proportioned amount the City pays for policing, the annual amount received for traffic fines, and
provincial policing expenditures.

The City was advised on February 24™ 2012 that the original agreement has expired and to
continue receiving these funds the City is required to sign and deliver a Strategic Community

Investment Funds Agreement before March 23, 2012. Under the new Strategic Community
Investment Funds Agreement, the City would receive funds for 2012 through to 2014.

Payments to the City of Richmond under the proposed agreement will be:
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TABLE 2
Assured Funds Use Date Amount
Traffic Fine Revenue Defray the cost of local March 31,2012 $1,181,008
Sharing Grants police enforcement

June 30,2012 $1,912,357
March 31, 2013 $393,669
June 30,2013 $1,125,018
June 30, 2014 $1,518,688
Total 2012-2014 $6,130,740

Financial Impact

In the event that the City does not enter into the Strategic Corumunity Investment Funds the City
will not receive its share of the Traffic Fine Revenue funds.

Conclusion

In order to continue receiving Traffic Fine revenue funds from the Province, an agreement is
required. The Strategic Community Investment Funds Agreement for 2012 through to 2014,

would benefit the City through the receipt of $6,130,740.

(k...

Anne Stevens

Senior Manager, Community Safety Policy & Programs

(604-276-4273)

AS2:as2
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Report to Committee

To: Community Safety Committee Date: February 24, 2012

From: Phyllis L. Carlyle File:  09-5125-01/2012-Vol 01
General Manager, Law & Community Safety

Re: Integrated Partnership for Regional Emergency Management (IPREM)
Earthquake Tabletop Exercise

Staff Recommendation

That the Integrated Partmership for Regional Emergency Management (IPREM) earthquake tabletop
excrcise report (dated February 24, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety) be
received for information.

; A

Phyllis L. Carlyle

General Manager, Law & Community Satety
(604-276-4104)

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
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Staff Report
Origin

The Integrated Partnership for Regional Emergency Management (IPREM) is an
intergovernmental entity for regional emergency management planning with a vision of “a
disaster-resilient region where all levels of government and key stakeholders work together
seamlessly.” The development of a regional concept of operations is one of their priority
initatives and their first step towards this was to look at regional priorities and decision making
under the current provincial regional concept of operations in response 10 an earthquake scenario
impacting the Metro Vancouver region.

Analysis
The current provincial concept of operations has four levels:

I. Site Level. The Incident Command System, used throughout much of British Columbia,
is used to manage the response to an emergency with a single incident commander or
unified command.

2. Site Support Level. When the site level requires additional support, the Jocal authority
may aclivate an Emergency Operations Centre (EOC) to assist in communications,
providing policy guidance and providing resources.

3. Provincial Regional Coordination Level. When the site support level (EOC) requires
additional support, the Provincial Regional Emergency Operations Centre (PREOC)
activates to assist with providing resources, prioritizes the deployment of resources,
especiatly critical resources, coordinates emergency response services where incidents
cross local authority boundaries, and coordinates minisiry response.

4. Provincial Central Coordination Level. When a PREOC activates, the Provincial
Emergency Coordination Centre and the Central Coordination Group activate to provide
communications and coordination support by managing the overall provincial support to
the regions by secking direction from senior provincial elected officials, obtaining
authority from the minister for a declaration of a provincial emergency, if required.

There has never been a significant large scale, multi-jurisdictional emergency event in the Metro
Vancouver region. Additionally, the exact process for determining regional priorities and
regional decisions in the Metro Vancouver region is not contained in any document,
Accordingly, [IPREM hosted a tabletop earthquake exercise on Thursday February 16, 2012 1o
gain an understanding of the current concept of operations and its strengths and challenges.

Semior officials, emergency managers, and Fire and Police Chiefs from each of the local
authorities in the Metro Vancouver region were invited to participate in discussing the response
to a 7.3 M,, earthquake in the Georgia Strait, with violent to strong shaking resulting in moderate
to heavy damage. Response was examined at intervals from immediately afier the earthquake, to
12 hours, 48 hours and 8 days after the event and focused on:
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o Communications within each City participating and across the region;
o Disaster response routes to move response resources and supplies through the region;

o Establishing priorities for restoration for critical infrastructure providers (power, gas, etc)
across the region; and

o Managing disaster debris.

Staff from Emergency Management BC and IPREM sought to gain an understanding of local
authority response and whether the current concept of operations structure for regional priorities
and decision making would work in such a large emergency.

An IPREM subcommittee will be established to review the outcomes and recommendations from
the tabletop exercise and develop a work plan to move forward on a regional concept of
operations.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

The General Manager, Law and Community Safety, Fire Chief, and Manager Emergency
Programs attended the tabletop exercise in what will be the first step in moving forward in the
development of a regional concept of operations to respond to a significant emergency event
impacting the entire Metro Vancouver region. Updates will be brought forward to Council as the
project moves forward. The attached IPREM bulletin provides updates on the other IPREM
initiatives.

,,?f‘-f—-:-u

Deborah Procter

Manager, Emergency Programs
(604-244-1211)

DP:dp
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IPREM Bulletin

February 2012 Issue 2

Message IPREM Co-Chairs

IPREM has now completed its reorganization and continues to focus on the six major priority initiatives, which
are discussed more fully in this bulletin. We are particularly pleased with the support from the public sector
and other stakeholders for IPREM, as evidenced in part by their active participation in the Regional Emer-
gency Communications Strategy Validation Workshop (October 26, 2011). The Integrated Regional Concept
of Operations Table Top Exercise (February 16, 2012) promises to be equally well attended and will provide
further opportunities for collaboration, strengthening relationships and clarifying processes, which will assist IPREM Vision

all of us in moving towards achieving greater disaster resilience for the Metro Vancouver Region. A disaster—resilient region

We are also preparing for the remaining Regional Hazard/Risk Assessment workshops, receiving feedback on where all levels of
the Regional Disaster Debris Management draft work plan, and are in the process of reinstating Regional government and key
Working Groups for Critical Infrastructure Assurance and the Disaster Response Routes. stakeholders work together

seamlessly.
The valuable contributions our stakeholders are making to support all these regional initiatives continues to

be recognized and valued. As IPREM Co-Chair Lori Wanamaker adds, “the IPREM team is always looking for
ways o leverage existing meetings, committees and working groups to maximize collective productivity. (f
you have any suggestions, please contact us”.

On behalf of IPREM, we thank you for the ongoing support!

A

s - Inside this Issue:

lake Rudolph

'
: 4'& IPREM Co-Chair
v
}\W Chief Administrative Officer
\‘} v Ml City of Pitt Meadows

Lor Wanamaker, FCA
IPREM Co-Char

Deputy Saolicitor General

Integrated Regional
Concept of Operations

Ministry of Justice

Regional Emergency
Communications Strategy

[PREM Project Focus

Regional Hazard/Risk

Assessment

Regional Table Top Exercise February 16, 2012 Disaster Responise Routes

Critical Infrastructure
On February 16, a large group of cross sector multi disciplinary representatives from across the region will Assurarice
gather to look at regional priorities and decision making under the current Provincial Regional Concept of
Operations. This facilitated table top exercise will use an earthquake scenario affecting the entire Metro Regional Disaster Debris
Vancouver Region as a backdrop to identify strengths and challenges of the current model during a region Materment
wide emergency event. 2011 Stanley Cup Riot

Representatives will include Chief Administrative Officers, Emergency Program Coordinators, Fire, Police, Review

Engineering, Public Works, Emergency Management BC, FortisBC, BC Hydro, Metco Vancouver, Public Safety 2012 Emergency
Canada, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, Ministry of Environment, Health Authorities, Translink, Management Events
BC Ambulance and EComm.
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IPREM Mission

To develop and deliver a

coordinated seamless
regional emergency
management strategy
supported by an integrated
concept of emergency
operations, strategic
priorities and supporting
plans.

- . - S . WSS RS EE . Sy

IPREM Projects Update
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Integrated Regional Concept of Operations

Purpose:

= To utilize an integrated team of local, regional, provincial and other stakeholder agencies
(including private sector) to develop an all hazard, integrated framework for coordinating reglonal
emergencies in the Metro Vancouver Region

Project Update:
» Table Top Exercise - February 16, 2012

— o e - S e o s o e

» Working Group will be established (iarch 2012) to review the outcomes and recommendations

\
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Regional Emergency Communications Strategy

Purpose:

« To develop a strategic plan and governance framework for interoperable communications across the
Lower Mainland of British Columbia. The intent of the strategic plan and governance framework is to
address oversight, planning coordination, implementation and ongoing support for regional emergency
communications interoperability among emergency response agencies and key stakeholders.

Project Update:
« Draft strategic plan and proposed governance maodel received from consultant
« Working Group has been Identified, will be brought together March 2012 and tasked with:

« Reviewing outcomes from the validation workshops, including draft terms of reference,
strategic plan and governance model

« Developing a work plan and recommendations for additional sub-working groups after
examining opportunities to leverage similar groups or committee’s that are in existence

7/ N
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Regional Hazard/Risk Assessment

Purpose:
= To conduct a Regional Hazard Risk/Assessment based an an all hazard approach

« To establish a comprehensive understanding of potential hazards, risk priorities and existing vulnerabili-
ties that will impact jurisdictions from across Metro Vancouver

Hazard Rating:
« Completed Workshops (November 2011) - Human Acctdental and Technological
« Remaining Workshops:
« February 29 - Human Intentional
= March 1 - Terrorism CBRNE {Chemical, Biological, Radiotogical, Nuclear and
Explosives)

« March 7 - Natural (Earthquake, Landslide, Disease -Animal, Food and Health)

» March 8 - Natural (Extreme Weather Events, Flooding, Wildfire)
» March 28 - Initial Reparting Out of Findings and Discussion of Next Steps

e o e e e oy e e e EEs s e e e S S e S e e e e e

CS -113

b



I[IPREM Projects Update
Disaster Response Routes (DRR)

Purpose:

« Establish a DRR system comprised of an integrated multi-modal transportation network of air, rail, road and
marine transportation corridors. Designated response routes leave available all other arterials for egress in
the highly unlikely event that large-scale or regional evacuations are required. A few dedicated disaster
response routes can:

gy Y s : DISASTER
= Be maintained as the disaster transitions 1o recovery operations RESPONSE

ROUTE

« Support the region’s reception of relief supplies

» Provide greater opportunities for regional recovery and business resumption ENERGERE] Aty

ONLY
DURING A DISASTER

Project Update:

« The Regional Working Group was re-established to:
« Review the Integrated Network for Emergency Transportation (iNET) Master Project Plan
and its implications for this Region
« Develop Terms of Reference (including a proposed work plan) for approval by the IPREM

Steering Committee

g EEE EEE EEE S S ESS S EES S S B S S RS S S S S S e R e . —n,

Ty
| Critical Infrastructure Assurance I

| Purpose: ]

» The overall approach is to develop from a regional perspective, a recommended Reglonal Critical Infrastruc- |
ture Assurance Plan for Metro Vancouver and to champion initiatives that support critical infrastructure |
assurance in the Region

i
!
! |
! Project Update: I
[ Working Group has produced an outline for a draft one year work plan and 4 year strategy, which in- ] IPREM
| - cludes consideration of: ] Working Groups
| « Situational Awareness to support Response and Short Term Recovery Priorities | - :
; ) | focus on specific regional

| +:InerrEton Managament Toels | initiatives with membership
| * Scoping and Definitions [] from local and regional au-
[ « Gap Analysis i thorities, responder agen-
I = Data Sharing Governance [ cies, utilities, provincial
\ = Resource Requirements 7 ministries, crown

- O S S EEE EEE EE S S S S EaE S S S e S S ma Ea S S e s e corpcﬂ-at]ons' federal

Regional Disaster Debris Management deftment orva e

sectors and other organiza-
Purpose: tions who may be involved

« To develop a regional disaster debris management model that local authorities and stakeholder agencies UE EHICHECREY (R RS IEN T

can support and adopt within their jurisdiction

Project Update:
» The draft work plan:
» Proposes an ongoing debris management program

« Recommends, based on the scope and scale of the event, the need for specific disaster
debris manage ment project(s)
= The draft is currently being reviewed by stakeholders. Their comments will be considered by the Working
Group for final recommendations to the Steering Committee this spring
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The Integrated Partnership
for Regional Emergency
Management (IPREM) is an
intergovernmental entity
working to improve
emergency management
with all levels of govern-
ment and stakeholders
across Metro Vancouver. It
was established in 2009
with full support from local,
regional and provincial
governments.

IPREM's role is to facilitate
multi-sector cooperation
between private and public
sector organizations
involved in emergency
management and public
safety.

The Integrated Partnership for
Regional Emergency
Management in Metro Vancouver

www.iprem.ca

Email: info@iprem.ca

N
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2011 Stanley Cup Riot Review

IPREM has agreed to help coordinate and support eight of the recommendations from the Independent Riot
Review Report that are directly relevant to existing IPREM initiatives. They centre on Regional Hazard Risk
Assessment, All-Hazard Integrated Reglonal Concept of Operations, and the Regional Emergency
Communications Strategy.

IPREM Co-Chair, Jake Rudolph, states that “the work that IPREM has already begun dovetails with some of the
recommendations produced in the recent Independent Review of the 2011 Stanley Cup riot. It is prudent to
act on efficiencies by linking the work IPREM has initiated with inherently related recommendations from the
Review”.

It is important to note that IPREM is not involved in recommendations related to Policing Costs, Liguor
Control Measures or Transportation Planning — only those related to the IPREM mandate and within the
scope of pre-existing projects.

IPREM'’s involvement capitalizes on synergies, leverages resources, reduces duplication and creates limited
additional workload. It also bolsters a higher profile amongst public safety agencies and strengthens
engagement with existing and future IPREM initiatives.

P EEE E—. . EE EE s Ea EE e S G S S S S . . S e . . . . —
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2012 Emergency Management Events
March 31 - April 5 May 7 -10
2012 Wildland Urban Interface Symposium, Kam- Disaster Forum 2012, Banff, Alberta http://
loops, British Columbia http://www.toic.ca www.disasterforum.ca/events.html
April 9 -11 May 15- 16
2012 Partners in Emergency Preparedness Confer- Emergency Preparedness for Industry and Commerce
ence, Tacoma, Washington https:// Council (EP}CC), Vancouver, British Columbia http://
www.cm.wsu.edu/ehome/index.php? WWW.epicc.org
eventid=255978&

May 15— 17
April 22 =25 9" Annual Pacific Northwest Border Health Alliance
9" Annual International Conference on Information (PNWBHA) Cross Border Workshop Conference on
Systams for Crisis Response and Management, Van-  Information Systems for Crisis Response and Manage-
couver, British Columbia http:// ment, Tacoma, Washington http://
www.iscram2012.0rg www.pnwbha.org/?page id=305
May S
6" Annual Emergency Social Services Association
(ESSA) Conference, Prince George, British Columbia
http://www.essa.ca/conferences.html

~
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f City of

Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Community Safety Committee Date: February 27,2012
From: Phyilis L. Carlyle Fite:  12-8060-01/2011-Vol 01
General Manager, Law & Community Safety
Re: Community Bylaws - January 2012 Activity Report

Staff Recommendation

That the Commurnuty Bylaws Monthly Activity Report dated February 27, 2012, from the
General Manager, Law & Community Safety, be received for information.

\ ;{ e «/,r' /"

£ MR y L/l

7/

i |

Phyllis L./Carlyle

General Manager, Law & Community Safety
(604.276.4104)
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February 27, 2012

Origin

-2-
Staff Report

This monthly activity report for the Community Bylaws Division provides information on each
of the following areas:

S LN -

Parking Program

Property Use

Grease Management Program
Animal Control

Adjudication Program
Revenue & Expenses

Analysis

1. Parking Program

Customer Service Response

The average number of daily calls for service fielded by administration staff on parking issues
for January 2012 was 41 — this includes voice messages, directly answered calls as well as

emails;

an increase of approximately 41.38% when compared to the number of service calls

reported for the month of December 2011,

Enforcement Activity

The number of parking violations that were either cancelled and/or changed to a warning
for the month of January 2012 was 224; which represents 9.26% of the violations issued
in January 2012. The following table provides a breakdown of the most common reasons
for the cancellation of bylaw violation notices, pursuant to Council’s Grounds for
Cancellation Policy No. 1100:

Section 2.1 (a) ldentity issues 11.16%
Section 2.1 {(c) Poor likelthood of success at adjudication  12.50%
Section 2.1 (d) Contravention necessary - health related 2.23%
Section 2.1 (¢) Multiple violations issued for one incident ~ 7.14%
Section 2.1 (f) Not in public interest 47.32%
Section 2.1 (g) Proven effort to comply 17.86%

A total of 2,420 notices of bylaw violation were issued for parking / safety & liability
infractions within the City during the month of January 2012 — this reflects an increase of
approximately 12.61% when compared to the number of violations issued during the
month of January 201 1.

Program Highlights

3478345

Installation for the new Hollybridge parking meters is complete; popular on-street option
to Richmond Oval parkade.

Physical vault reinforcement was undertaken on several of the City’s older parking
meters and has proven successful in deterring vandalism.

Two incidents of meter vandatism / revenue theft were reported during January 2012,
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e Parking meters that were previously deployed at the Richmond Oval parkade have been
moved to replace older, unreliable equipment at Gateway Theatre. This relocation has
proven successtul in reducing customer service complaints by about 90%.

Following is a month-to-month comparison chart for the number of violations that have been
issued in the years 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012:

2009 - 2012 Comparison for Parking Vlolations Issued

3.500

3,000

2,500

20060 1

1,500 1

1.000 1

500 1

June July Aug Sept Nov Dec
B2009| 2,451 1,859 1,776 1.560 2,721 2.071 2.074 2,169 2091 1,968 1,956 1,866
D2010| 2,102 1.918 2.305 1.933 2,278 1,774 1,833 2,264 2.166 2,320 2.392 2,135
02011 2,149 1.909 2,165 2.312 3,237 2,572 2.880 3,028 2,306 2,463 2,415 2,232
m2012| 2420

2. Property Use

Customer Service Response

The average number of daily calls for service fielded by administration staff on property use
issues for January 2012 was 11 - this includes voice messages, directly answered calls as well as
emails and represents an increase of approximately 22.22% when compared to the number of
daily service calls reported for the month of December 2011.

For January 2012, 156 inspection files were created and assigned for investigation and
appropriate enforcement — this represents an increase of approximately 113.70% when compared
to January 2011 and highlights the increased pro-active enforcernent related to abandoned and
vacant buildings.

Enforcement Activity

Bylaw Liaison Property Use Officers continue to be committed to the delivery of professional
by-law enforcement in a timely and effective manner. The mandate is to achieve compliance
with the City’s regulatory by-laws through education, mediation and, as necessary, progressive
enforcement and prosecution.

3478345
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» Proactive enforcement efforts continue with regard to the abandoned/vacant home joint
operations program with RCMP and Richmond Fire-Rescue that began in June 2011.
There were 82 abandoned/vacant home inspections conducted during the month of
January 2012.

e On January 28, 2012, staff conducted a dedicated patrol for unauthorized signs. The
roadways patrolled included: Moncton, Chatham, Bayview, [erndale, Katsura, Alberta,
Granville, Blundell, No. 1 Rd, No. 2 Rd, No. 3 Rd, Garden City, Steveston Hwy,
Bnidgeport, Westminster Hwy and Lynas Lane.

e A total of 187 illegal signs were removed from City Property as follows:

1) 36 Sandwich Board Signs — Highest incidence at 45% in Katsura, Alberta, Ferndale and
Granville area (between Garden City & No. 4); both the Steveston area and Bridgeport
both were next at 20%.

2) 19 Free Standing Signs

3) 132 Pole Signs — No 3 Road had the highest number at 47% followed by No. | Road at
22% and Westminster Hwy at 15%.

The following charts delineate Property Use service demand by type, for January 2011 and
January 2012, as well as a year-over-year running comparison:

Service Demand - Month to Month Comparison
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Service Demand - Year Over Year Comparision
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3. Grease Management Program

The Grease Management Inspector conducted 24 regulatory visits to food sector establishments
during the month of January 2012. The enforcement efforts were focused in the Lansdowne
Mall working very closely with the mall management to ensure compliance and provide
education and expectations to business owners. There were two violation tickets issued during
the month of January for failure to provide access to the facility’s grease trap.

4. Dispute Adjudication Program

There were 11 cases processed during the month of January 2012, all infractions and related
fines were upheld by the independent adjudicator. The next hearing is scheduled for March 20,
2012.

S. Animal Control
o For the month of January 2012, there were 2 dog bite incidents reported.

o Staff 1ssued 93 new dog licences during Januvary 2012 to bring the total number of
dogs licensed in Richmond for 2012 to 2716. The number of dangerous dog licenses
issued or renewed in Richmond as of January 2012 is 14.

6. Revenuc and Expenses

The following information is a month-to-month analysis of January 2012 Parking Program
revenue frora various sources compared to January 2011.

Consolidated Parking Program Revenue The total of meter, monthly permit and enforcement
revenue is up approximately 4.7% over 20[1. Revenues for January 2012 are $125,[25
compared to $119,554 for the same period last year. The increase is a result of increased
enforcement by our staff,

Meter Revenue is down approximately 6.6% over the same period last year. Revenue for
January 2012 is $31,256 compared to $33,483 for 2011. Meter revenue has been affected by and

3478345
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incidences of meter vandalism. The result is stolen revenue as well as missed revenue
opportuniiies while the meters are decommissioned for repairs.

Permit Revenue is up approximately 27.1% over the same period last yecar. Revenue for
Jaguary 2012 is $20,440 compared to $16,085 for 2011. This increase is a result of many
individual permit holders and organizations prepaying their moathly permit fee for the year.

Enforcement Revenue is up approximately 16.0% over the same period last year. Revenue for
January 2012 is $73,429 compared to $63,299 for 201 1. This is a result of increased enforcement
efforts by our staff.

Richmond Oval Parkade Management Fee Revenue: Revenue for the month of January 201 1
was $6,687. Effective December 19, 20[1, Richmond Oval Corporation assumed full
responsibility of the operation and management of the parkade. As a result, the City will no
longer be garnering management fee revenue from this site.

The following chart provides a consolidated revenue comparison from 2007 through 2012:

Consolidated Parking Revenue

150,000

126,000

100,000

75,000

50,000

25,000
) Jun | Jul Sep oct
2007 s75 558 $73_ | $103 | $104 | s11z | si11 | s$109 | s114 | $120 | s106 | se3
02008] $107 | $102 | S113 | $120 | $122 | $105 | $116 | $111 | 132 | s121 | s113 | sua
m2009| $93 $112 | $102 | $108 | $103 | $120 | $118 | $103 | $115 | s108 | $98 s117
@2010] $112 $87 $118 | $105 | $113 | $122 | $120 | $128 | 5108 | s101 | s118 | $127
02011 $120 3114 $106 5106 $123 $127 8125 $142 $135 3120 8105 $110
w2012] $125 S 5 s- s- 5- 3- 5- s s s s-

Conclusion

Community Bylaw staft continue to strive to maintain the quality of life and safety of the
residents of the City of Richmond through coordinated team efforts with many City departments
and community partners while promoting a culture of compliance.

i (m _-1ﬁ_ ““‘\'
Wayne G. Mercer
Manager, Community Bylaws

(604.247.4601)
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y City of

Report to Committee

Richmond
To: Community Safety Committee Date: February 2, 2012
From: Rendall Nesset File:  09-5000-01/2010-Vol
Officer In Charge, Richmond RCMP Detachment 01
(12.02)
Re: RCMP’s Monthly Report — January 2012 Activities

Staff Recommendation

That the OIC's report entitled “"RCMP’s Monthly Report — January 2012 Activities” dated
February 2, 2012, be received for information.

(Rendall Nesset) Superintendent

Officer in Charge, Richmond RCMP Detachment
(604-278-1212)
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Origin

At the request of the Community Safety Committee, the OIC will keep Council informed on
matters pertaining 10 policing in the community and has developed a framework to provide
regular reporting cycles.

Analysis

Below i1s the RCMP’s Monthly Report — January 2012 Activities.

Noteworthv Files:

Robbery Suspect Arrested

On January 20™ at approximately noon, the Detachment received a report of a robbery at the Su-
Hui-Da Currency Exchange located al 5461 No 3 Road. A masked man entered the business,
produced a firearm and unsuccessfully tried to gain access to the rear of the business. Police
were in the area at the time of the report and observed a male that matched the description flec
the business. The 36-year-old male was arrested and charged with Attempted Robbery, Wearing
a Disguise With the Intent to Commit an Indictable Offence and Using an Imitation Firearm in
the Commission ol an Offence.

In the past 3 weeks the Detachment’s Serious Crime investigators have becn working on a series
of armed robberies at currency exchange businesses. During the same tume period inveshgators
at Burnaby RCMP were also dealing with z string of robberies. Aficr recognizing similaritics in
the offences, a joint investigation began between the two cities. Burnaby’s four robberics
occurred between December 30™ 2011 - January 12", 2012 and investigators in Richmond
identificd five robberics that occurred between January 5™ - January 20%, 2012. Together, several
incidents were linked to the 36-year-old male who has subsequently been charged with L] counts
of Robbery, nine counts ol Wearing a Disguise in the Commission of an Indictable Offence and
scven counts of Using an Imitation Firearm in the Commission of an Indictable Offence.

[nvestigators from both Richmond and Burnaby RCMP have bcen committed to this joint
investigation and the overall success is directly attributed 1o the cooperative information-sharing
cfforts of both detachments. Richmond Dctachment rccognizes the importance of working
together with other dctachments and agencies and will continue to do so in the future.

Residential Property Scized After Tenant is Convicted of Housing a Grow Operation

In March 2008, the Detachment’s Marihuana Enforcement Team ceceived information of a
possible grow opcration in the 12,000 block of Mellis Drive. A search warrant was cxecuted
based on this information. The warran( uncovered a sophisticated grow operation with over 800
plants at different stages of growth. The range of value at the poundage level starts from
$257,760 to $429,600. The grow was immediately dismantled and the tenant, a 49 year old male
was arrested.
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Shortly after the discovery on Mellis Drive, a search of another property in the 700 block of 50™
Avenue in Vancouver was conducted. Grow equipment, cash and documents linked to the
address on Mellis Drive were located and this allowed officers to make an application for the
residential property on Mellis Drive to be restrained under the Controlled Drugs and Substances
Act. In April of 2008, a court order was in place, which allowed for approving the sale of the
property in February of 2011. The surplus from the sale of the property, after payout of the
mortgage and associated costs, was just over $266,000.00.

Marihuana grow operations are a recurring problem that communities and their respective police
agencies deal with in British Columbia and across Canada. Grow operations pose significant
public safety issues to the neighbourhoods in which they exist. In the past, the Detachment has
noticed reluctance by the general public to call police when they suspect there may be a
marithuana grow operation in a neighbouring residence. The public is encouraged to report
crimes to the Detachment or through Crime Stoppers.

http://www.richmond.ca/safety/police/prevention/citizens/crimestoppers.htm

Auxiliary Constables

For the month of January, Richmond Detachment Auxiliary Constables recorded 581volunteer
hours:

Community Training and Patrol Ride- Total
Time Period Policing Duties | Administrative Duties Along Duties | Hours
January 154 141 286 581

Summary of Auxiliary Constable Duties for January

Auxiliary Constables have focused on Pedestrian Safety initiatives, in addition to other ongoing
community policing programs. Activities have included:

" Pedestrian Safety Campaigns

» Bike and foot patrols

*  Business Watch

» Lock-out Auto Crime

Additonal duties included assisting regular members with:
*  General Duty
* Road Safety Unit

On January 30, Auxiliary Constables received a call-out to assist regular members with a search
for a missing person. Even though this was durtng normal working hours for most Auxiliary
Constables, there were four Auxiliaries in uniform and on-duty within one hour of the call-out.

CS -125



February 2, 2012 -4 -

Training

Auxiliary Constable Bruce Curtiss took a 2-week leave from his employment to complete the
Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) course at the RCMP’s Pacific Region Training
Centre in Chilliwack. This Auxiliary Constable will now be assisting the Youth Section in
delivering the DARE program to Richmond schools. Additionally, Auxiliary Constables have
been providing ongoing support to the Training Section assisting with local training courses for
regular members. http://darebe.com/

Community Policing

Crime Prevention Unit

The Crime Prevention Unit sent 376 residential break and enter letters to Richmond residents
informing them of a recent neighbourhood break and enter, as well as suggesting that this
neighbourhood start a Block Watch group. 56 residential break and enter email alerts were sent
to Richmond residents to notify residents of a neighbourhood break and enter. Crime
Prevention techniques were given to help prevent future break and enters. There are currently
2,961 Richmond residents that receive these mail and email alerts.

Nine (9) commercial break and enter letters were sent out to the victims, who were informed of
the web page www.richmond. ca/businesswatch for security tips. 13 commercial break and enter
email alerts were sent to Richmond Businesses to notify the business community of a
commercial break and enter and directed them to the Crime Prevention web pages. Currently
there are 488 Richmond businesses that receive the mail and email alerts.

The fourth issue of the 2011 Business Watch Newslefter (attachment 1) was emailed to
registered Richmond businesses with information on commercial break and enters for the last
three years with an article regarding computer scams.

Road Safety Unit

Richmond Detachment Traffic Statistics

Name Act Example Nov | Dec Jan
Provincial Act

Violation Tickets | Offences Speeding 1196 | 1005 | 1,146

Notice & Orders | Equipment Violations | Broken Tail-light 473 | 581 482

Driving 24 hour driving prohibition for

Suspension Motor Vehicle Act alcohol or drugs 54 34 29

On or off the street Municipal

Parking Offences | Municipal Bylaw parking offences 17 22 28
Municipal Ticket Any other Municipal Bylaw

MTI’s Information offence 4 1 0
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South Arm Community Police Office

Richmond Detachment Stolen Auto Recovery and Lock out Auto Crime Statistics for 2012

Month # Of Stolen Auto Vehicles Viewed Vehicles Vehicles | Patrol
Recovery and | For Signs Of Auto Scanned Issued A And
Lock out Auto Crime Only | Through Stolen Crime | Admin
Crime Auto Recovery | Prevention | Hours
Deployments (SAR)** Notice’
January 10 1,766 1,138 628 46 |
Richmond Detachment Speed Watch Statistics for 2012
Month # Of Speed Total Over 10 Admin Number of
Watch Vehicles Km/h Hours For Warning
Deployments Checked Office Duties Letters
Issued
January 12 8,025 1,936 68 358

Richmond Detachment Distracted Drivers Statistics for 2012°

Month Deployments | Number of Letters Sent
January 8 38
Volunteer Bike Patrol for 2012
Month Deployments | Hours
January 4 150

The main objective of the Volunteer Bike Patrol is to observe and report suspicious activity,
abandoned houses, grow operations, graffiti and distracted drivers. This month the volunteers
started foot patrols in the downtown core and focused on the “Fail to Stop” initiative, which
focuses on motonsts that are failing to stop at stop signs. There were 87 “Fail to Stop” letters
sent to motorists.

' A complete description of all categories kas been previously circulated in the June Monthly Activity Report.

2 Ibid

* A complete description of all categories has been previously circulated in the June Monthly Activity Report.
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Steveston Communitv Police Office

Volunteer Stats for January 2012

Speed Watch
Volunteer Hours 39 | 3,327 Vehicles Checked | 86 Leners Sent Out
Lock Out Auto Crime (LOAC)
| Volunteer Hours 30 | 1,835 Vehicles Checked | 314 Notices Written

Vietim Services

In January of 2012, Victim Witness Services provided support to 46 new clients in addition to an
active caseload of over 125 ongoing files. Victim Services assisted 12 crime and trauma scenes
over this time period. Medical related sudden deaths and robberies dominated calls for service.
Victim Services responded to a homicide and attempted suicide by providing assistance to
surviving family members who are trying to cope with the trauma.

Crime Statistics

Crime Stats — see Appendix “A”.
Crime Maps - see Appendix “B”

Financial Impact
There is no financial impact associated with this report.
Conclusion

The Officer in Charge, Richmond Detachment has developed a framework and will continue to
provide a monthly report to the Community Safety Committee.

/SZZZ/Z& W{d/ﬂzé/)

Lainie Goddard
Manager, RCMP Administration
(604) 207-4767
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Richmond RCMP

Crime Prevention Unit

i October | October | October | November | November | November | December | December | December
! Zone 2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011
I } 0 0 1 | 0 0 0 0
2 4 3 0 2 5 2 7 0 3
[ 3 13 21 14 12 2) ] 15 N 9
T 26 17 13 )6 4 2 16 6 2
| s 6 7 6 3 1 4 3 4 11
For business security information, visit:
www.richmond.ca/businesswatch
Virus Scams....

account for 70 10 80 % of frauds reported daily to the Canadian Anti Fraud Centre. A caller claims to work for a
reputable software company asks if your computer is running slowly because of a virus, offers to repair it. Never
allow a 3" party to download software or remotely access your computer as they can capture your data, bank account,
and/or personal identity information.

Use an anti—virs software that vou’ve acquired from a reputable source and keep it up to date. If someone calls
claiming to be able to protect your computer from viruses, just hang up.

Report all criminal activity to the Police at 604-278-1212.

To receive email alerts of neighbourhood commercial break and enters,
register your business name and street address at:
RCMP_Business Watch@richmond.ca

3433098
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Appeadix "A’

JANUARY 2012 STATISTICS

This chart identifies the manthly totals for all founded Criminal Code offences, excluding Traffic Criminal Code.
Based on Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) scoring, there are three categories: (1} Violent Crime, (2) Property
Crime, and (3) Other Criminal Code. Within each category, particular offences are highlighted in this chart. In
addition, monthly totals for Controlled Drugs and Substances Act (CDSA) offences are included.

The Average Range data is based on activity in a single month over the past 5 years. If the cumrent monthly total
for an offence is above average, it witl be noted in red, while below-average numbers will be noted in blue.

Year-to-Date percentage increases of more than 10% are marked in red, while decreases of more than 10% are
blue. Please note that percentage changes are inflated in categories with small numbers (e.g.: Sexual Offences).

5-YR
C;gﬁ?:T AVERAGE YEAR-TO-DATE TOTALS
RANGE
Jan-12 January 2011 YTD| 2012 YTD| % Change
VIOLENT, CRIME 134 122-154 112 134 | 19.6%
(UCR 1000-Series Offences)
Robbery 30 2-19 12 30 150.0%
Assault 43 38-53 40 43 7.5%
Assault w/ Weapon 13 8-18 12 13 8.3%
Sexual Offences 5 4-9 7 5 -28.6%
PROPERTY CRIME 623 649-842 715 | 623 | -12.9%
(UCR 2000-Series Offences)
Business B&E 33 31-80 22 33 50.0%
Residential B&E 62 50-91 101 69 -31.7%
MV Theft 17 29-64 35 17 -51.4%
Theft From MV 163 159-178 178 163 -8.4%
Theft 119 122-132 131 119 -9.2%
Shoplifting 59 39-62 51 59 15.7%
Metal Theft 3 2-17 1 3 200.0%
Fraud 44 29-61 48 44 -8.3%
OTHER CRINNAL CODE) | 470 123-193 141 173 | 227%
(UCR 3000-Series Offences)
Arson - Property 2 4-7 5 2 -60.0%
SUEToTAL 1 1830 9321152 || 968 | 930 | -3.9%
{UCR 1000- to 3000-Series)
DRUGS
(UGR 4000-Series Offences) 109 72-95 82 109 32.9%
Prepared by Richmond RCMP.
Data collected from PRIME on 2012-02-13. Published 2012-02-13.
This data is oparational and subject to change. This document is not to be copied., reproduced, used In whole or part or disseminated to any
other person or agency without the conseni of the onginator(s).
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* City of
a8 Richmond Agenda

General Purposes Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, March 19, 2012
4:00 p.m.

Pg. # ITEM

MINUTES

GP-5 Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes
Committee held on Monday, March 5, 2012.

DELEGATION

1.  Gordon Hardwick, Manager, Community Affairs, BC Film Commission.

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

2. RICHMOND FILM OFFICE UPDATE AND BYLAW AMENDMENTS
(File Ref. No. 08-4150-09-01/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3425923v6)

GP-11 See Page GP-11 for full report

Designated Speaker: Amarjeet Rattan/Jodie Shebib

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
That:

(1) the Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708 be introduced and given first,
second and third readings; and

GP -1
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General Purposes Committee Agenda — Monday, March 19, 2012

Pg. # ITEM

(2) the Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment Bylaw No. 8709
be introduced and given first, second and third readings.

3. 2012 ARTS AND CULTURE GRANT PROGRAM
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3484781)

GP-25 See Page GP-25 for full report

Designated Speaker: Jane Fernyhough

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the 2012 Arts and Culture Grants be awarded for the recommended
amounts, and cheques disbursed for a total of $75,050 as per the staff report
from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services, dated March 2,
2012.

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

4. COUNCIL TERM GOALS FOR THE TERM 2011-2014
(File Ref. No. 01-0103-65-20-02/Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3482823)

GP-107 See Page GP-107 for full report

Designated Speaker: Lani Schultz

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Council Term Goals for the 2011-2014 term of office, as outlined
in the staff report dated February 28, 2012 from the Director, Corporate
Planning, be approved.

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & FACILITY MANAGEMENT
DEPARTMENT

5. SOUTH ARM POOL PIPING REPAIRS
(File Ref. No. 06-2050-20-PSA/Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3489639)

GP-115 See Page GP-115 for full report

Designated Speaker: Greg Scott

GP -2



General Purposes Committee Agenda — Monday, March 19, 2012
Pg. # ITEM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the estimated expenditures of $70,000 with respect to the South Arm
Pool Piping Repair project be funded from the Minor Capital Provision.

ADJOURNMENT

GP -3
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Date:

Place:

Present:

A

Absent:
Call to Order:

486715

City of _
Richmond Minutes

General Purposes Committee

Monday, March 5, 2012

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Linda Barnes
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail

Councillor Harold Steves

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:04 p.m.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes Commiltee held on
Monday, February 20, 2012, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

BUSINESS & FINANCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

DHI PROPERTY MANAGEMENT INC,, DOING BUSINESS
ASRAINFLOWER RESTAURANT, 3600 NO 3 ROAD, RICHMOND

BC
(File Ref. No.; 12-8275-05/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3475478)

The Chief Licence Inspector & Risk Manager, Glenn McLaughlin, was
available to answer questions.

GP -5 1.



General Purposes Committee
Monday, March 5, 2012

It was moved and seconded

That the application by DHI Property Management Inc., doing business as
Rainflower Restaurant, for an amendment to add patron participation
under Food Primary Liquor License No. 303143, in order to offer
entertainment in the form of soft music and allowing dancing, be supported
and that a letter be sent to the Liquor Control and Licensing Branch
advising that:

(1)  Council supports the application as the issuance will not pose a
significant impact on the community.

(2)  Council comments on the prescribed considerations are as follows:

(a) The potential for additional noise in the area if the application
is approved was considered and determined that there will be
little or no impact of additional noise.

(b) The impact on the community if the application is approved was
considered and based on no responses being received from the
public notices, the licence approval would have little impact.

(c) The amendment to permit patron participation under the Food
Primary Licence should not change the establishment so that it
is operated in a manner that is contrary to its primary purpose
as there has been no history of non-compliance with the
operation,

(3)  As the operation of the establishment as a licensed establishment with
entertainment, might affect residents, the City gathered the views of
the community as follows:

(a) Signage was posted at the subject property and three public
notices were published in a local newspaper. The signage and
notice provided information on the application and instructions
on how community comments or concerns could be submitted.

(b) Property owners and businesses within a 50-metre radius of the
subject property were contacted by letter detailing the
application and provided instructions on how community
concerns could be submitted,

(4) Council’s comments and recommendations respecting the views of
the residents are as follows:

(a) That based on the lack of response received from all public
notifications, Council considers that the amendment is
acceptable to the community.

CARRIED

GP'6 2'



General Purposes Committee
Monday, March 5, 2012

PARKS & RECREATION DEPARTMENT

WEST CAMBIE AREA PLAN AND ALEXANDRA
NEIGHBOURHOOD NATURAL PARK CONSIDERATIONS
(File Ref. No.: 06-2345-01/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3456301)

Mike Redpath, Senior Manager, Parks, accompanied by Terry Crowe,
Manager, Policy Planning, noted the West Cambie Area Plan was created six
years ago, and spoke about the City’s success in acquiring the greenway
which meets the parks and open space needs for the Alexandra
neighbourhood. Mr. Redpath also noted that it was recommended that the
City not acquire the 15 properties identified for parkland acquisition in the
Development Cost Charges (DCC) Program.

A discussion then ensued about:

e a pending application for the proposed development of Walmart in the
area;

o the feasibility of having staff provide information on the current
designations of the land parcels adjacent to the residential properties on
the east side of Garden City Road between Alexandra and Cambie Roads,
as well as comments regarding the changes to the area since the
establishment of the designations;

e retention and protection of the Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA),
and a study to assess the ESA value of the properties in the Alexandra
neighbourhood;

e the importance of maintaining a connection between the Garden City
Lands and Alexandra neighbourhood; and

e the public consultation process that would take place prior to any changes
to the West Cambie Area Plan. It was noted that the process may take
approximately four months.

It was moved and seconded

That as per the staff report dated February 15, 2012, titled “West Cambie
Area Plan and Alexandra Neighbourhood Natural Park Considerations”,
Planning and Parks staff lead a planning process to bring forth an Area
Plan amendment to remove the Area Plan Natural Park designation on
9540, 9560, 9580, 9600, 9620, 9660, 9680, 9700, 9740, 9800, 9820
Alexandra Road and 4711, 4731, 4751, 4771 No 4 Road.

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued about future
parks needs. It was noted that the Parks and Open Space Strategy, which is
currently under development, will identify all future parks needs. Also, it was
noted that the main difference between option 2 and option 3, as presented in
the report, was that option 3 would allow the Committee to direct staff to
make the change to the West Cambie Area Plan to remove the park
designation from the 15 properties.



General Purposes Committee
Monday, March 5, 2012

The question on the motion was then called, and it was CARRIED with Cllr.
Au opposed.

It was moved and seconded
That staff provide further information on the designation of the lots on the
east side of Garden City Road between Alexandra and Cambie Roads.

The question on the motion was not called as a brief discussion ensued about
the type of information that staff was being requested to provide. It was noted
a memo with information on the current designations, and staff’s comments
pertaining to changes in the area since those designations were established,
would suffice.

CARRIED
OPPOSED: Cllr. Halsey-Brandt

RICK HANSEN 25TH ANNIVERSARY RELAY CELEBRATION
(File Ref. No. 11-7200-01/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3470408)

Eric Stepura, Manager, Sports & Community Events, confirmed that Rick
Hansen would be attending the 25" Relay Celebration event in Richmond.
Discussion took place about securing sponsorship for the event, as well as
media coverage by CTV, which will provide an opportunity to showcase the
Richmond Olympic Oval.

It was moved and seconded

That 340,000 from the Major Events Provisional Fund be allocated to
provide funding for End of Day events on the Richmond portion of the Rick
Hansen 25th Anniversary Relay Celebration.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:37 p.m.).

CARRIED
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, March 5, 2012

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Chair

GP -9

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the General
Purposes Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Monday, March
5,2012.

Shanan Dhaliwal
Executive Assistant
City Clerk’s Office
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Report to Committee

To: General Purposes Committee Date: March 13, 2012

From: Cathryn Volkering Carlile File:  08-4150-09-01/2012-
General Manager - Community Services Vol 01

Re: Richmond Film Office Update and Bylaw Amendments

Staff Recommendation
That:

1. The Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708 be introduced and given first, second and third
readings; and,

2. The Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment Bylaw No. 8709 be introduced and
given first, second and third readings.

(/é ég (Q ‘
Cathryn Volkering Carlile
General Manager - Community Services

(4068)
Att. 4
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Budgets Y J /D _:MM/ ﬂ .
Y B/Ell O

Law

REVIEWED BY TAG YES/ NO REVIEWED BY CAO YES NO
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Staff Report
Origin

" British Columbia is the fourth-largest overall film and television production centre in North
America behind Los Angles, New York and Toronto. Although recent tax credit incentive
changes in Ontario and other jurisdictions have made this sector more competitive, as outlined in
arecent Government of British Columbia press release, BC Film & TV Spending Up,
(Attachment 1), 2011 film and television production expenditures in B.C. have increased 16% to
approximately $1.18 billion.

With a goal of attracting more production activity locally, City Council adopted a Richmond
Film Strategy in 2007. This strategy committed to establishing a dedicated film office with the
objective of making the City ‘film friendly’ through offering ‘One Stop Shop Service’ delivery
to the film and television industry.

The purpose of this report is to provide:

1. An update on film and TV production activity in the City of Richmond; and,

2. To propose amendments to the Filming Application and Fees Bylaw No. 8172 and the
Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636. .

Analysis _
1. Update on Film and TV Activity in the City of Richmond

Since the creation of the Richmond Film Office (RFO) in 2007 there has been a steady volume
of filming requests in the City. In 2011, the RFO generated over $160,000 in service and
location rental charges from production activity. Of this, approximately $113,990 went directly
to City Departments and $51,000 to the RCMP,

In addition to City service and location rental charges, the film and TV sector also contributes
significantly to the local economy. Individual productions can generate up to $60,000 in direct
local spending for each production day of activity. Based on the number of filming days in
2011, approximately up to $500,000 of economic activity was generated in the local community.

As well, local Richmond residents who were employed in the film and TV production sector
received approximately $12 million in direct wages in 20]0

Richmond has becotme a popular location for filming and particular areas of the City, such as
Steveston are in high demand. In 2011 a total of thirty-two movies, commercials and television
shows (often multiple episodes) were shot in Richmond. These included high profile
productions such as Mission Impossible 4, Diary of a Wimpy Kid 3, Once Upon a Time, The
Secret Circle, The Killing, Fringe and Supernatural. A number of these shows filmed repeatedly
in the City or stayed for an extended period for a shoot.

" Information provided by the BC Film Commission.

soe | GP - 12
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There were approximately eighty-four (84) filming days in 2011, an increase of about 20% over
2010 at sixty-eight (68) filming days in 2010. The locations for filming were varied, but
included City parks, City Hall, Finn Slough and rural land in East Richmond.

The following feature films, TV Series and commercials filmed in Richmond in 201 linclude:

Mission Impossible 4 _ Human Target TR Promo Shoot

Diary of a Wimpy Kid 3 Fringe Means of Production

The Gay Dude ' The Killing , Work Safe BC

Big Time Movie . Once Upon a Time Woolite

Love Hua (Indian Filim) The Secyet Circle Campbell’s Soup

Deck the Halls Chaos Mark’s Work Wearhouse

Untitled Sardo Project Psych : Kal Tire

Various Student films Geek Charming Coast Capital Savings
Eureka Hyundai Canada
Supernatural Ride to Conquer Cancer
Psych Music Video Will Minsky Lighting Project

.| Fairly Legal

The most popular location in Richmond continues to be Steveston Village, due to its unique

- small village look and feel. There are very few locations in the lower mainland that have these
attributes, and for that reason the RFO anticipates that requests for this area will increase at a
steady rate. RFO staff continues to liaise with the merchants and residents in this area to ensure
that the needs of the community are balanced with the production demands.

Staff regularly attend the areas of high volume filming to meet with the locals to determine how
filming is affecting them, and to ensure that concerns are documented and minimised. Film
Office staff meets with the Steveston Merchants Association (SMA), members of the Steveston
20/20 group and local Steveston businesses to discuss any issues of concern and work together to
reap the benefits filming can have in the area, Staff have committed to ensuring an ongoing
dialogue with the SMA to improve the environment for film crews and merchants alike.

A certain amount of disruption is sometimes inevitable when filming takes place, however the
RFO works to ensure that the disruption is kept to a minimum, and that all productions adhere to
the professional Code of Conduct, as set out by the BCFC.

A limited amount of filming was done at the Richmond Olympic Oval in 2011. Filming events
at the Oval were approved only in cases where impact to members was minimised and day-to-
day operations maintained. The legal agreements used by Oval Staff for filming at the facility
include specific clauses that limit use of Olympic marks, including the Olympic wordmark and
the Olympic Rings. City Hall and Oval staff will collaborate in the coming year to market the
Oval for filming and coordinate filming activity in the area.

To remain ‘film friendly’, in the past twelve months, major revisions have been made to the City
film agreement, including the creation of a short version for smaller filming events. This has

3425923v10 GP - 13
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reduced significantly the amount of time the Law Department needs to spend on each filming
- agreement, making the process for filming on City property more streamlined as well as making
the contract more customer friendly.

Staff are currently working to update the 2007 Richmond Film Strategy and will bring
recommendations forward to Committee at a later date. This will include a comprehensive
review of facility filming rates to ensure that the City remains competitive with other
jurisdictions and that an inventory of City facilities and sites availible for filming are updated.
Staff will also be reviewing the information and updating the City’s website. The review will
also seek to harmonise City filming processes with the Richmond Olympic Oval. A market
survey on municipal rates is attached. (Attachment 2)

In addition, staff have reviewed the City Council Policy 1000 - Filming on Location in
Richmond and feel that the policy is up to date and meets the needs of the City and the film
industry. :

2. Proposed Amendments to the Filming Application and I‘ees Bylaw No. 8172 and the
Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636.

As part of being a ‘film friendly’ City, staff regularly liaise with the BCFC and the production
industry as well as review best practises in other municipalities. The RFO strives to improve the
bylaws and other requirements which govern film and TV production activity in the City.

The Community Affairs office at the BCFC works to keep all film stakeholders in the loop on
current issues and events that impact filming activity. The BCFC provides guidance with
protocols, assists location managers and municipal staff with location selection and acts as a
resource to the industry. The BCFC plays an active role with each municipality in
troubleshooting unique issues that may arise on location.

RFO and Law staff have conducted a review of the Filming Application and Fees Bylaw No. 8172
and the Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636 and proposed changes are attached.

* " Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708 (Attachment 3)

*  Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment Bylaw No. 8709 (Attachment 4)

The majority of the proposed changes are of “housekeeping” nature, and designed to facilitate more
- efficient management of film production activity in the City. The changes include rescinding the
current Filming Application and Fees Bylaw and replacing it with a new Filming Regulation Bylaw.

This proposed Filming Regulation Bylaw 8708 removes the rates for the use of City locations and
only includes fees that are required under the Community Charter. Any city owned facility, site
and/or location charges will be created as a schedule responsive to market rates. A General Manager
or the Chief Administrative Officer approves rates included in each film agreement. All rates are
market driven and site specific. The proposed new bylaw presents a streamlined approach with an
emphasis on being able to charge specific fees for the provision of certain services.
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All other fees have been moved into the Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636 in accordance with
cwrent Community Charter requirements in this regard. Fees related to filming in this bylaw are
subject to a 20% administration fee to offset city overhead costs.

One noteworthy change in the proposed Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708 is the requirement
that anyone who wishes to film for commercial purposes on non-City owned property must first
apply to the City for permission. Prior to these amendments only those filming on City owned or
controlled property needed to apply to the City. In practise, the majority of filmmakers have already
been applying to the City; however, with the recent increase in filming in Richmond it is important
to formalise this.

This new requirement springs from the desire that the RFO is made aware of all filming in the City
so that impacts to neighbourhoods can be managed. For example, due to the high demand for
filming in Steveston, the RFO has a role in ensuring that disruption is minimized and that there are
not an excessive number of film productions taking place in that location at the same time.

RFO staff have consulted with a range of industry location managers and BCFC staff on the
proposed bylaw amendments and have received no negative feedback.

Financial Impact

The proposed application fee increase to $200 will result in approximately $6000 in additional
cost recovery fees (based on 2011 production activity).

Conclusion

The Richmond Film Office continues to work strategically with the BC Film Commission and
film and television production companies to-position Richmond as a ‘film friendly’ community.
The office offers ‘one stop shop’ service to the production industry, facilitating access to City
land, buildings, staff, exhibits or services that may be needed for film and television production.

g;cliie Shebib
Major Events and Film Liaison

Enterprise Services Unit
(604-247-4689)

Attachment 1; BC Government Press Release — BC Film & TV Spending Up

Attachment 2: Market Survey on Municipal Rates

Attachment 3: Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708

Attachment 4: Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment Bylaw No. 8709
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NEWS RELEASE
For Immediate Release Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development
2012CSCD0008-000230
March 5, 2012

B.C. film and TV spending up

VICTORIA - Film and television production spending in British Columbia rose by 16 per cent
during 2011, Minister of Community, Sport and Cultural Development Ida Chong announced
today.

BC Film Commission data shows film and television expenditures in 2011 topped $1.188 billion,
an increase of $167 million over 2010. A total of 281 productions were undertaken in B.C. in
2011 (35 more than in 2010):

e 134 foreign productions: 58 feature films, 24 television series, 25 television projects and
27 animated series or projects.

e 147 domestic productions: 19 feature films, 45 television series, 74 television projects
and nine animated series or projects.

Television series (5504 million) and feature films ($447 million) provided the most production
activity for 2011. Other television projects and animation accounted for the remaining $237
million.

Foreign feature film activity for 2011 increased 55 per cent over the previous year to $430
million. Visual effects produced by B.C. studios contributed much of this growth. Domestic
production spending in B.C. decreased to $209 million in 2011 from $244 million in 2010.
Quotes:

Ida Chong, Minister of Community, Sport and Cultural Development -

“British Columbia shines as a hub for film and TV production. The industry provides good jobs
for British Columbians and helps promote B.C.’s unique identity as a great place to live, work

and invest.”

“We will continue to support the success of film and TV through strategic tax credits, as well as
funding for organizations that help filmmakers do business in our province.”
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Peter Leitch, chair, Motion Picture Production Industry Association of British Columbia —

"B.C. has earned its reputation for excellence in film and TV production, having built an enviable
infrastructure and an outstanding talent pool behind and in front of the camera. We are now
competing in a dramatically shifting global environment, which presents considerable
challenges, but even greater potential.”

“The industry is committed to working together with government to ensure that B.C. is a world
leader in screen-based entertainment production, creating new jobs and investment for future
generations.”

Quick Facts:

e British Columbia is the fourth-largest overall film and television production centre in
North America (behind Los Angeles, New York and Toronto).

e Film and television production contribute over a billion dollars annually to the provmcnal
economy, employing 20,000 people directly while supporting 15,000 jobs indirectly.

e Film, television and animation projects produced in British Columbia in 2011 include:

Twilight Saga: Breaking Dawn

Superman: Man of Steel N

Elysium

Foreverland

The Grey

Mission Impossible: Ghost Protocol

Arctic Air

Alcatraz

Sanctuary S.4

Once Upon a Time

Real Housewives of Vancouver

Consumed

Bob’s Burgers

League of Super Evil 5.3

Thomas and Friends

e The provincial government promotes B.C.’s film industry through a film-favourable tax
regime, nearly $200 million in tax credits and funding for the BC Film Commission, BC
Film + Media and regional film commissions.

e Vancouver’s robust digital media sector represents a major asset that will grow

~increasingly important as film, TV and digital continue to converge.

e British Columbia has more than 600 digital media companies employing 16,000 people
and generating $2.3 billion in annual sales.

O 0O O 00O 00O OO0 O0OO0OO0OO0O0OO0
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Learn More:

e Foracloser look at how the B.C. government helps film production in the province, visit
the BC Film Commission at: http://www.bcfilmcommission.com/

e Check out the provincial government’s role in supporting artists, arts and cultural
organizations through the Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development at:
http://www.gov.bc.ca/cscd

e View a backgrounder with financial details for 2011 film and television spending in B.C.
at: http://www.newsroom.gov.bc.ca/downloads/Film-Backgrounder.pdf

Contacts: Jeff Rud Susan Croome
Communications Director BC Film Commissioner
Ministry of Community, Sport Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development and Cultural Development
250 953-3677 susanc@bcfilmcommission.com

604 660-2732

Connect with the Province of B.C. at: www.gov.bc.ca/connect
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ATTACHMENT 2

Filming Fees: City Comparisons

Burnaby $150 N/A $740 $1100 $100 $125 - $189

North N/A $650-$900 $600 $600 $90 - $107 - $498
Vancouver
Dependant on
length of
shoot ;
West $500 $450_—$750 $1020 $400-$500 $105 $142
Vancouver Dependant on
length of
shoot
New N/A $275'Flat Rate | $565 $5000 Interior $100 $150
Westminster Plus $50/each $1000 Exterior
additional
location
Vancouver $100 $150 per $832 $1000 $50-8136 | $86
location and
per a day
Richmond $200 N/A $500-3750 $2040 $100 $121

(proposed)

Description of Fees:

Application and Permit Fees are the fees charged to process the permit or application by the Film
Office and/or other City departments. Some Cities charge both fees, while others have an
eithet/or approach to recover costs. In addition to the costs in this table actual miscellaneous
costs such as staff time, room rentals, labour required for a film shoot, etc are also charged to the
production company.
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ATTACHMENT 3

#. City of Richmond Bylaw 8708

2
A

Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. No person (other than the City) may use or affect the use of any real
property located in the City of Richmond, for the purpose of film
production for a commercial purpose without first applying to the City
for permission. :

2, A person applying to the City for permission for the purpose of film
production as contemplated by section.1 of this bylaw, shall pay the City
the application fees in the amount set from time to time in the
Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636.

T 730 T'No person (other than the City) may use or affect the use of real or
personal property owned, held by or in the possession or control of the
City, including, without limitation, lands, roads, sidewalks, boulevards,
buildings, facilities, equipment, vehicles, materials and supplies, for the
purpose of film production for g commercial purpose or for a non-
commercial purpose without first applying to the City for permission.

4, If, on reviewing an application by a person under section 3, the City
considers that a .filming agreement is necessary or advisable, a person -
intending to carry out film production shall enter into a filming
agreement with the City in relation to the proposed film production. -

5. In addition to obligations established in and agreed to in a filming
agreement with the City:

(a) a person applying to the City for permission for the purpose of film
production as contemplated by section 3 of this bylaw, shall pay
the City the application fees in the amount set from time to time in
the Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636;

(b) a person using the services of City employees, RCMP employees,
: contractors provided by the City, and equipment, vehicles,
materials and supplies provided by the City, all for the purpose of
film production, shall pay the City the costs in the amount set

from time to time in the Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636; and
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Bylaw 8708

3062238v19

Page 2

(c) a person using special effects for the purpose of film production,

shall pay the City the costs in the amount set from time to time in
the Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636.

Applicable -fees must be submitted to the City at least one business day
prior to a person undertaking film production.

A person holding the position of General Manager or Chief Administrative
Officer at the City is authorized to execute filming agreements on behalf
of the City.

In this bylaw:
commercial purpose means any purpose for which the person can
reasonably anticipate the receipt of monetary gain from the direct or

indirect use of the product resulting from the film production;

film production means the photographing, filming, and production of a-
photoplay, film, motion picture, television production, or other recording,

“and-includes preparation-activities and dismantling and removal and—— ——

restoration activities;

non-commercial purpose means any purpose for which the person cannot
reasonably anticipate the receipt of monetary gain from the direct or
indirect use of the product resulting from the film production; and

special effects include, but are not limited to:

(a) fire;

(b)  explosives;

(c) detonators;

(d)  guns;

(e) squibs;

() bombs/mock-ups;

(g)  gunfire;

(h) flash powder;

(1) vehicle collisions; and

() other material, equipment or activity, whether actual or simulated,
- that is or may reasonably be viewed as hazardous to the safety or

health of human beings or to the safety or integrity of property.

This Bylaw is cited as “Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708
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Bylaw 8708 ) ' Page 3

10.  Filming Application and Fees Bylaw No. 8172 is repealed.

FIRST READING ’ RIoMOND

APPROVED
for content by

SECOND READ]:NG . _ - orlginating

APPROVED
- for legallitly
by Sollcitor

DS

dept,
THIRD READING 7 4 K_

ADOPTED

MAYOR o - CORPORATE OFFICER
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of Richmond Bylaw 8709

Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8709

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

L The Schedule entitled “Schedule—Fi]ming Application and Fees” of the Bylaw shall
be deleted and replaced with the attached Schedule A.
2. This Bylaw is cited as “Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment Bylaw
No. 8709”, '
FIRST READING S ' ' I ' ’ T RISHMOND
) ' [ APPROVED |
SECOND READING - . ’°&'.’§§ié§”
, , ' » t,
THIRD READING
APPROVED
. for lagallty
ADOPTED by Solicitor
- BOS
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Bylaw

8709 Page 2

SCHEDULE A to Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8709
SCHEDULE - FILMING FEES

Filming Regulation Bylaw No. 8708
Sections 2 and 5

Application Fees

Application for film production in the City of Richmond :
(commercial purpose) $200.00

Application for film production in the City of Rlchmond
(nou-commercial purpose) $ 50.00

City Employee Costs

~ All fees for services provided by City employees (including fire fighters) shall be charged

at the hourly wage paid for the employees attendmg as determined by the applicable

~working/collective agreement or pay grid for nonunion employees plus an amount per

3138475v14

hour per employee which equates to the employee fringe benefits and all deductions and
all applicable taxes incurred by the City for each hour of service provided.

- RCMP Costs

All fees for services provided by RCMP employees shall be charged at the hourly wage
paid for the employees attending as determined by the applicable working/collective
agreement or pay grid for nonunion employees plus an amount per hour per employee
which equates to the employee fringe benefits and all deductions and all applicable taxes
incurred by the City for each hour of service provided.

Contractor Costs
All fees for services provided by contractors provided by the City shall be chmged at the

City’s actual cost of providing such services.

Equipment, Vehicles, Materials and Supplies Costs

All fees for equipment, vehicles, materials and supplies provided by the City shall be
charged at the City’s prevailing rates for ptowdmg such equipment, vehicles, materials
and supplies.-

Special Effects

Use of special effects per day : ~ $110.00
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City of

Report to Committee

. Richmond
To: General Purposes Committee Date: March 2, 2012
From:  Jane Fernyhough File:
Director, Arts, Culture and Hentage Services
Re: 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program

Staff Recommendation

' That the 2012 Arts and Culture Grants be aWarded for the recommended amounts, and cheques
disbursed for a total of $75,050 as per the report from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage
Services, dated March 2, 2012.

@Q/ Jane Fernytoug
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services

Att. S
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
RouUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL
- , 424 MANAGER
Budgets ' Y O /&/&/ M (,(@
REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REeVIEWED BY CAO YES NO
g, O ens O
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Staff Report
Origin

On July 25, 2011, Council approvved the establishment of an interim City of Richmond Arts and
Culture Grant Program. The resolution was:

That: '
(1) the City Grant Policy be adopted,

(2) the revised City Grant Program be implemented on an interim basis until specific guidelines
are prepared for the proposed (1) Health, Social & Safety, (2) Arts, Culture and
Heritage, and (3) Parks, Recreation and Community Events City Grant Programs;

(3) staff propose the following Casino revenue allocations to City Grant Programs be
considered during the 2012 budget process:
o Health, Social & Safety, $536,719;
o Arts, Culture and Heritage, $100,000;
o Parks, Recreation and Community Events, $96,587;

(4) staff report back, following implementation of the 2012 City Grant Programs and prior to
implementation of the 2013 City Grant Program, regarding;
o stakeholder consultations regarding the new Policy and Programs, including the
appropriate amounts for each category, and
e possible impacts of the Social Planning Strategy on the Health, Social and Safety Grant
Program; and

(5) staff explore the development of an information technology system whereby City Grant
Program applications, including Attachments, may be submitted on-line.

At the Council meeting of February 13, 2012, the funding to support the new program was
approved in the 2012 City Operating Budget.

The 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Programs supports the Council Term Goal:
ensure our developmlent as a vibrant cultural city with well-established festivals and arts.

This report provides information pertaining to the 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program and
makes recommendations for the recipients.
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Analysis

1. Development of 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program

To facilitate the implementation of a 2012 Arts and Culture Grant program, staff prepared the
following interim grant program structure, to be reviewed after the first year of implementation,

Vision: A robust arts and cultural community that showcases its talent, enterprise and diversity
to our citizens and visitors, thereby contributing to the v1brancy, appeal and liveability of the
city.

Goals: The City of Richmond Arts and Culture Grants Program aims to:

o strengthen the infrastructure of arts & culture organizations;

e invest in arts opportunities to create more opportunities;

o show support for the careers of local artists and encourage them to remain in the
community;

¢ support a range of artistic and cultural activity including, but not limited to, literary,
visual, media, dance, theatre, music, multi-disciplinary, inter-disciplinary and
community-based arts reflecting different historic cultural traditions as well as
contemporary art forms and practices; and

¢ support ongoing annual activity through Operating Assistance as well as one-time or
time-limited initiatives through Project Assistance. |

In so doing it supports the Goals of the City as adopted in the Richmond Arts Strategy (2004):
¢ build capacity within and support for arts & culture organizations;
e strengthen, support and enhance the artistic community; and
e increase the variety and diversity of arts & culture experiences and opportunities.

Eligibility: In keeping with best practices as well as standards set for similar programs in other
cities, the Interim 2012 City of Richmond Arts and Culture Grants Program offers two types of
grants — Project Assistance and Operating Assistance — to registered non-profit arts and culture
organizations; specifically, the applicants must be independent organizations with a clear
mandate which includes the provision of public programs and services within an arts and culture
focus. Arts organizations are encouraged to collaborate or partner with other service
organizations in the delivery of their projects, if applicable. :

Operating Assistance Grants are provided to support the annual pro gramming and opérating
activities of eligible orgamzatlons and are awarded up to a maximum of 30% of the annual
operating budget, to a maximum request of $10,000. (Attachment 1)

Project Assistance Grants are provided to support organizations working on a project basis or
undertaking a special initiative outside the scope of their normal operations, and are awarded up
to a maximum of 50% of the total project budget, to a maximum request of $5,000.
(Attachment 2)
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2.. Notice Given and Applications Received

Notices were placed on the City Page/City Notice Board in the Richmond Review and on the
City website in August and September, 2011 for the Health, Social and Safety Grants,
announcing that the new Arts and Culture Grant program would be available on October 21. An
email announcing the new program was sent to members of the Richmond Artists Directory (270
individual artists and arts/cultural organizations that have opted to receive information from the
Cultural Development Manager throughout the year) on October 20, 2011, and a media release
was issued on November 4, announcing the new program,

Both notices advised the community to visit the website for details and invited interested applicants
to attend one of two introductory workshops offered on November 8 and 9, to review eligibility
criteria and the application form itself. The workshops attracted 12 and 11 participants, respectively.

On the City website at both the “City Grant Program” and the “Artists’ Opportunities™ pages,
downloadable Guideline documents were available, as well as the Project Assistance Form. The
Operating Assistance Form was emailed to applicants upon request.

For Operating Assistance, 10 applications were received and 16 were received for Project
Assistance, for a total combined request of $133,280. Tables outlining requests and
recommended allocations for the 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program are provided in
Attachment 3 and Attachment 4. Grant Application Summary Sheets, providing key
information about each application, are found in Attachment S. Staff recommendations and
comments are included in the Summary Sheets. :

3. Application Deadline

The deadline was January 6, 2012. The City Grant Policy indicates that late applications will not
be accepted, and the deadline is identified on each page of the application form to ensure that no
late submissions are received. However, upon reviewing the applications received by that date, it
was evident that a number of key organizations had missed the opportunity to apply either
because they misunderstood the eligibility parameters or found the deadline — which landed very
soon after the holidays — not tenable. For this reason, on January 10, an extended deadline of
February 3, 2012, was announced via media release and email with updates to the City website.
No late applications were accepted after this date.

4. Application Review Process

As per the direction of Council, an Adjudication Panel made up of City staff reviewed the
applications. They evaluated the applications on three key areas: Merit, Organizational Capacity
and Impact (described in the Application Guidelines, Attachments 1 and 2). As per best
practices in similar granting programs, for each application, these three key arcas were assigned
a numerical ranking to create a total numeric score out of 50. At the Adjudication Meeting, the
combined scores of all four members of the Adjudication Panel were distilled to an average score
to determine a funding recommendation: '
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Low 1-20 No funding

Med/Low 21-30 Possible funding at a small contribution or no funding
Medium 31-40 Fund at a modest contribution

High/Med  40-45 Fund at a high contribution

High 46-50 Fund up to request level if possible

The Grant Application Summary Sheets, found in Attachment 5, indicate the average score of
each applicant.

5. Reasons for Partial or No Funding

The majority of applications are recommended for funding. Principal reasons for not

recommending funding are: (1) the applicant is recommended for Operating Assistance (or

already receives the equivalent of operating funds from the City) and has also applied for

funding of a Project that is not recognized as distinct enough from the scope of normal

operations to be eligible for additional funding, and (2) the application is ineligible under the
criteria listed in the Guidelines.

Most applications were recommended for partial funding and seven of the 26 were recommended
for full funding. As per the adjudication scoring system described above, recommendations were
made based on each application’s average score.

6. Notes on Eligibility

The criteria for both Project Assistance and Operating Assistance require that the applicant be a
registered non-profit society; however, at least one of the applicants had received previous City
funding without this status. Given this is a new program and a precedent had been set, staff
elected to accept applications from organizations without a Society Number — namely, the
Richmond Artists Guild and Richmond Potters Club — with the understanding that they will
become a non-profit society within the year, in order to be eligible in future.

Both the Richmond Potters Club and BC Children’s Art and Literacy Society applied for
Operating Assistance but were deemed ineligible due to the criteria that applicants must have
“recently received City Grant funding.” The Richmond Potters Club is, however, recommended
for funding based on their Project Assistance application. Although the BC Children’s Art and
Literacy Society had not also applied for Project Assistance, staff moved their application to this
program for their principal project, the Children’s Arts Festival, in order to be able to support it.
Assuming both organizations successfully complete their pl‘O_]eCtS, they will be eligible for
Operating Assistance funding in future years.

7.2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program Information
The establishment of a grant program specific to Richmond Arts and Culture is a landmark
advance in the development of the local arts and culture sector. As such, the program is

understood as not only a new source of funding for the applicants — who range from long-
standing professional institutions to fledgling groups of enthusiastic amateur artisans — but an

GP - 29



March 2, 2012 -6-

- unprecedented opportunity for capacity building, including those who have limited or no
previous experience writing grant applications.

Indeed, the process of grant writing itself is an important part of an arts and culture business
practice that requires some opportunity for trial and error. Staff consider this grant program to be
a valuable professional development opportunity for less-experienced members of the arts and
culture community to gain skills and confidence in their business practice, with this inaugural
program to be a learning/foundation year.

An evaluation of the 2012 Arts and Culture Grant program will be conducted and a repott brought
back to Council before the implementation of the 2013 program.

Financial Impact

The 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program has a proposed budget of $100,000. The 2012
allocations itemized in Attachments 3 and 4 are recommended.

Operating Assistance $45,300
Project Assistance $29.750
Total $75,050
Remaining : $24,950

As per the adjudication scoring system described above, recommendations were made based on
each application’s average score. While the combined recommended grant figures total under the
$100,000 budgeted, this is expected to change as the number and quality of applications is
expected to increase and improve in future years.

It is recommended that the remaining funds be earmarked to invest in additional arts and culture
programming opportunities that support local artists as may arise in the course of the year,
subject.to Council approval.

Conclusion

The 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program is a vital contribution to the quality of life in
Richmond by supporting community organizations whose programs and activities constitute
essential components of a vibrant and liveable community. Staff recommend that the 2012 Arts
and Culture Grants be allocated as proposed for the benefit of Richmond residents.

A report evéluating the Interim 2012 Arts and Culture Grant Program will be forwarded to
Council before commencing the 2013 grant program process.
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ATTACHMENT 1
City of Richmond Arts and Culture Grants Program ) = ' N
2012 Operating Assistance Guidelines \%Ichmond

The City of Richmond allocates grant funding for arts and cultural organizations that provide
programming and activities for the benefit of Richmond residents.

The City's support acknowledges that the work of these organizations contributes to Richmond’s quality
of life, identity and economy and is extended to recipients who demonstrate vision, accountability and
spirit of community service in their opérations.

These guldelines incorporate recognized best practices and are designed to ensure accountability for
use of public funds; read through carefully before you make an application.

If this Is your first time making an application to the City of Richmond, or if you require further
assistance, we encourage you contact:

Lies| Jauk, Cultural Development Manager
TEL 604-204-8672 E-MAIL ljauk@richmond,ca

Grant Information and other information about our programs and services are available on the City

website at www.richmond,ca/artists. )
- . : .

Arts and Culture Grants Program Objectives and Description

The Arts and Culture Grants program is intended to support a range of artistic and cultural activity
including literary, visual, media, dance, theatre, muslc, multi-disciplinary, inter-disciplinary, and community-
based arts, reflecting different cultural traditlons as well as contemporary art forms and practices.

The program provides grants to support organizational capacity through Operating Assistance as well

as one-time or time-limited initiatives through Project Assistance. Organizations receiving Operating
Assistance may also apply for one Project grant within the same calendar year in which they recelve
operating funding. Organizations already recelving City funding that represents the equivalent of
operating funds are not eligible for Operating Assistance. They are eligible for Project Assistance funding
If their project is outside the scope of their normal operations.

Qperating Grants are provided to support the annual programming and operating activities of eligible
organizations. All grants are reviewed on a yearly basis and are not to be viewed by applicants as an on-
going source of funding. '

Application Forms

New applicants are encouraged to read through the Guidelines first to obtain a general understanding
of the program and then contact the Cultural Development Manager (contact info above) to discuss your
proposal, confirm your eligibllity and request an application form. if eligible, staff will forward you the
appropriate application forms and guldelines electronically.

The application form is available as fillable pdf or Word doc upon request.

Information should be typewritten. Handwritten forms will not be accepted.

Applications must be received on or before the submission date. Late applications will not be accepted.
Answer all the questions on the form concisely, and include all requested supporting materials.

Use the provided checklist to ensure that your application Is complete.

Budget information should be provided only in the requested format.
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Opgrating Assistance Eligibility Criteria

Operating Assistance is for established organizations that have an ongoing bresence in Richmond and
a track record of quality public programs and services. Applicant must be based in Richmond, registered

~ as a non-profit society in good standing with the Province of BC, having been established legally and

in operation for at least 2 years prior to the application deadllne and have recently received City Grant
funding and successfully completed the projects.

Applicants must be based and actlve in Richmond and provide programming and services that are open
to the public and publicized citywide.

Applicants must be an independent organization with a clear mandate, which includes the provision of
public programs and services with an arts and culture focus. Applicant must produce or present work
primarily with and/or by local artists/performers/artisans (amateur and/or professional); activities may
include some artists who are not Richmond residents.

All principal professional artists should be compensated for their participation commensurate with
industry standards. For more information about these standards, please refer to the foliowing
organizations: , :
* American Federation of Musicians: www.afm.org
Canadian Actors Equity Association: www.caea.com
Canadian League of Composers: www.clc-lcc.ca
Canadian Alllance of Dance Artists: www.cadadance.org
Professional Writers Association of Canada; www.pwac.ca
Canadian Artists Representation/Le front des artistes canadiens/CARFAC: www.carfac.ca

Applicants should have stable administration and artistic leadership, directed by recognized arts/culture
professionals and/or experienced volunteers. :

Applicants must operate year-round in a fiscally responsible manner.

Applicants must have otherrevenue sources for their activity that may include setf-generated revenue
(ticket sales, concession, memberships), funding from other levels of government (provincial, federal)
and private sector support (fundralsing, foundations, sponsorship, cash and in-kind donations).

Applicants must provide independently prepared financial statements for the most recently completed
fiscal year.

Operating grants are awarded up to a maximum of 30% of the annual operating budget, to a
maximum request of $10,000.

Ineligible Organizations

Organizations which do not meet eligibility criteria and requirements
Activity that is not artistic or cultural

Other City of Richmond departments or branches

Social Service, Religious, Political or Sports organizations

Clubs

Ineligible Activities

Fundraisers

Deficit reduction

Activity outside of Richmond

Activity which was started prior to the application deadline

Capital projects

Start-up costs

Seed money for projects or events

Showcases or recitals for schools/organizations with an educational mandate
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Multiple Applications for Operating and Project Grants

Organizations receiving Operating grants may also apply for one Project grant within the same calendar
year in which they receive operating funding. Organizations that already receive the equivalent of
operating funds from the City of Richmond are ineligible for Operating grants; however, they are
eligible for project funding if the project is outside the scope of normal operations.

Assessment Criteria

There are three key areas of evaluation that are weighted equally: merit, organizational competence
and community impact. The organization's recent activities as well as proposed ones are taken into
consideration when assessing an application.

Programming/Merit

* Quality of the organization’s creation, production, presentation, dissemination and service activities
(strength of intention, effectiveness of how it is put into practice, degree to.which it enhances or
develops a form, practice or process and impact on the creative personnel involved)

« Clear articulation of mandatevision and degree to which the activity supports their orgamzatwn s
mandate/vision

¢ Distinctiveness of the organization’s activities in relation to comparable activities in Richmond. Does
it provide unique opportunities for artists, other arts organizations and the public?

Organizational Capacity

» Evidence of clear mandate, competent administration, functlonal board and an appropriate
administrative and governance structure

¢ Evidence of financial stability and accountability as demonstrated through prior financial
performance, achievable and balanced budgets, and financial management practices and plans

¢ Evidence of planning in place to support the proposal and/or ongoing organlzatlonal capacity (as
per-realistic schedules, timelines, planning practices, etc.)

¢ Level of public access to the work, activities or services
¢ Evidence of growing interest and attendance

e Level of engagement with other arts organlzatlons artists and community groups from all of
Richmond’s communities

e Evidence of promotional and/or outreach strategies in place to encourage wide public participation,
awareness and engagement

¢ Demonstrated support from the community as evidenced through partnerships, collaborations,
sponsorship support, in-kind support, volunteers, etc.

Assessment and Awarding of Grants

Applications are received and assigned to a City staff person to undertake a preliminary check to ensure

a) the proposal meets eligibility and b) there is no missing or unclear information. The applicant will be
contacted if there is any missing or unclear information and/or the application needs further discussion,
either in person or by phone. The applicant is given a deadline to submit any requests for revised or mnssmg
mformatlon

Complete applications are assessed by an Assessment Committee made up of City staff. A report on the
Assessment Committee recommendations is written and submltted to City Council for their consideration
and approval,

Council will make the final grant decisions, at its sole discretion, based on the program goals, criteria,
policies, requirements and a review of City staff recommendations.
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_ Council may:

¢ Approve a funding application:
* in total, with or without conditions (i.e., subject to a mld-year review)
e in part, with or without conditions

¢ Ask for more information

e Issue dollars in phases with conditions

e Deny an application

Councll has final approving authority.

Funds will be dispersed as soon as possible after Council approval. The obJective is to have all funds
disbursed within 60 days of approval.

Grants are awarded on an annual basis. Applicants must re-apply each year, Continued funding is not
guaranteed.

Conditions of Assistance
Please note that if your organization receives a City Grant, the following conditions will apply:

* Grant funds must be applied to current expenses, not used to reduce or eliminate accumulated deficits.
Activities cannot be funded retroactively

« The Society will make every effort to secure funding from other sources as indicated in its application.
It will keep proper books of accounts for all receipts and expenditures relating to its activities and,
upon the City’s request, make available for inspection by the City or its auditors all records and books of
accounts

* If there are any changes in the organization’s activities as presented in this application, Arts, Culture
and Heritage Services Division must be notified in writing of such changes immediately. In the event
that the grant funds are not used for the organization’s activities as described in the application, they
are to be repaid to the City in full. If the activities are completed without requiring the full use of the
City funds, the remaining City funds are also to be returned to the City

* The City of Richmond requires organizations receiving a City grant to appropriately acknowledge the
City's support in all their information materials, including publications and programs related to funded
activities (i.e. brochures, posters, advertisements, websites, advertisements, signs, etc.). Such recognition
must be commensurate with that given to other funding agencies. If the logos of other funders are
used in an acknowledgement, the City should be similarly represented. Acknowledgement is provided
by using the City of Richmond logo in accordance with prescribed standards. City of Richmond logo files
and usage standards will be provided to successful applicants. Failure to acknowledge the City’s support
may result in the inability of an organization to obtain grant support in future years

- ¢ Receipt of a grant does not guarantee funding in the following fiscal year

e Successful applicants will provide year-end reports in a prescribed format to the City of Richmond Arts,
Culture and Heritage Services Division. Receipt of these reports is a pre-condition for consideration of
an organization’s future grant applications

Use of Funds

The following guidelines and limitations are designed to meet best practices and to ensure accountability
for use of public funds:

e [tis expected that applicants will combine the Operating Assistance support they recelve with other
sources of revenue and financial investment (grants, donations, earned revenues) as well as in-kind
support and contributions

¢ Operating grants are provided to support the annual programming expenses and annual operating
costs of the Society

¢+ Eligible use of Operating Assistance funds include, but are not exclusively limited to:
« Fees and related expenses for artists, musicians, programming staff, cultural workers
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‘ Volunteer expenses (recruiting, training, support, etc.)

Production expenses (installatioh of artwork, equipment rental, costumes, sound, lights, etc.)
Marketing, community outreach and promotional expenses
Operating overheads (insurance coverage, rent, etc.)

¢ Ineligible uses of Operating Assistance support include but are not exclusively restricted to:

Deficit reduction
Capital expenditures (i.e. construction, property renovations, equipment purchase, software, etc.)
Organizations that forecast a deficit budget are not eligible for support

Confidentiality

All documents submitted by Applicants to the City of Richmond become the property of the City. The
City will make every effort to maintain the confidentiality of each application and the information
contained within except to the extent necessary to communicate information to staff and peer members
of the Assessment Committee for the purpose of evaluation and analysis, as well as to Council for the
recommendation report. The City will not release any of this information to the public except as required
under the Province of British Columbia Freedom of Information and Protection of Prlvacy Act or other
legal disclosure process.
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ATTACHMENT 2
City of Richmond Arts and Culture Grants Program J
o L) - [ ] ‘
2012 Project Assistance Guidelines ﬁlchmond

- ~
The City of Richmond allocates grant funding for arts and cultural organizations that provide
programming and activities for the benefit of Richmond residents.

This support acknowledges that the work of these organizations contributes to Richmond’s quality of
life, Identity and economy and is extended to recipients who demonstrate vision, accountability and
spirit of community service in their operatlons.

These guidelines incorporate recognized best practices and are designed to ensure accountability for
use of public funds; read through carefully before you make an application.

It this [s your first time making an application to the City of Richmond, or if you requlre further
assistance, we encourage you to speak with or meet with a staff member of Arts, Culture and
Heritage Services to ensure that your proposal.is eligible and to ask any questions that may assist you
in putting together an application.

Liesl Jauk, Cultural Development Manager

TEL 604-204-8672 E-MAIL ljauk@richmond.ca

This information and other information on our programs and services are avallable on the Clty

webslite at ywwuwv. nghmond ca/artists.
.

Arts & Culture Grants Program Objectives and Description

The Arts & Culture Grants program is intended to support a range of artistic and cultural activity including
literary, visual, media, dance, theatre, music, multi-disciplinary, inter-disciplinary and community-based arts,
reflecting different historic cultural traditions as well as.contemporary art forms and practices.

The program provides grants to support organizational capacity through Operating Assistance as well as
one-time or time-limited initiatives through Project Assistance. Organizations receiving Operating grants
may also apply for one Project grant within the same calendar year in which they receive operating
funding. Organizations already receiving City funding that represents the equivalent of operating funds
are not eligible for Operating Assistance. They are, however, eligible for Project Assistance if their project is
outslide the scope of their normal operations.

Organizations meeting Project Assistance eligibility criteria (please see below) may make multiple
applications for Project Assistance.

Application Forms

New applicants are encouraged to read through the Guidelines first to obtain a general understanding of
the program and then contact staff at Arts, Culture and Heritage Services to discuss your proposal, confirm
your eligibility and request an application form.

The application form is available as a fillable PDF and Word file online at www.richmond,ca/artists
Information should be typed in. Handwritten forms will not be accepted.

Applications must be received on or before the submission date. Late applications will not be accepted
Answer all the questions on the form concisely, and include all requested supporting materials.

Use the provided checklist to ensure that your application is complete.

Budget information should be provided only in the requested format.

2012 ARTS AND CULTURE PROJECT ASSISTANCE GUIDELINES GP = 36 . 1



Project Assistance Eligibility Criteria

‘e

Project Assistance is availabie for new and/or developing arts and culture organizations, or arts and

- culture organizations working on a project basis or-undertaking a special one-time initiative.

Applicants must be registered as a non-profit soclety in good standing within the Province of BC, having
been legally established and in operation for at least 6 months at the time of application deadline.

Applicants must be active in Richmond and may be based outside of Richmond so long as their project
takes place in Richmond, serves the Richmond community and employs Richmond artists (program may
include some artists that are not local). For example, an art installation in Richmond organized by a
Vancouver-based arts organization that employs Richmond artists and involves community engagement
with Richmond residents would be eligible, but a concert in Richmond presented by a Burnaby-based
organization would not be eligible.

Programming and services must be accessible to the public and publicized citywide,

Applicants must be independent organizations with ciear mandates that include the provision of pubilic
programs and services with an arts and culture focus.

All principal professional artists should be compensated for their participation commensurate with
Industry standards. For more information about these standards, please refer to the following
organizations:
e American Federation of Musicians: www.afm.org
Canadian Actors Equity Assoclation: www.caea.com
Canadian League of Composers: wwwi.clc-lcc.ca
Canadian Alliance of Dance Artists; www.cadadance.org
Professional Writers Assoclation of Canada: www.pwac.ca
Canadian Artists Representation/Le front des artistes canadiens/CARFAC: www.carfac.ca

Applicants should have stable administration and artistic leadership, directed by recognized arts/culture
professionals and/or expenenced volunteers.

Applicants must have other revenue sources for their activity that may include self-generated or earned
revenue (ticket sales, concession, memberships), funding from other levels of government (provincial,
federal) and private sector support (fundraising, foundations, sponsorship, cash and in-kind donations).

e & 6 ¢ o

Applicants must provide independently prepared financial statements for the most recently completed
fiscal year: an un-audited statement endorsed by two signing officers (with balance sheet and income
statement, at minimum), review engagement or audit.

Project grant funds may be requested for up to 50% of the total cost of the project, to a maximum of
$5,000.

Examples of Eligible Activity

The development of arts and cultural activity that reflects cultural traditions or contemporary artistic
practices that will result in some form of dissemination or presentation to a broad public audience.
Public dissemination may include exhibitions, performance, publications, presentations, video, film, new
media, radio, or web-based initiatives (not the development of organizational/program websites.)

Collaborative and creative inltlatives-between professional artists and community members that will
result In some form of public presentation and which clearly express community interests and Issues and
demonstrate a strong collaborative process. '

Special requests for audio recordings, publications, film, video or web-based unique initiatives (for
Operating applicants, this must be outside of regular operations.)

Artlstic Residencies that facilitate learning, development and cultural exchange between professional
artists and qualified host organizations. See Artistic Residencies, below.
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Ineligible Organizations

Organizations which do not meet eligibility criteria and requirements
Activity that is not artistic or cultural

Other Clty of Richmond departments or branches

Saclal Service, Political, Religious or Sports organizations

Clubs

Ineligible Activities

e o s o ¢ & 0 0 o

Core-training, in-class or curriculum-based tralning, conferences mentorships
Bursaries or scholarships

Contests or competitions

Fundraisers

Deficit reduction

Activity outside of Richmond

Activity which has started prior to the application deadhne

Capital projects

Delivery of services and resources by Service Organizations

- Individual artists cannot apply on thelr own but may make an application in partnership with a qualifying

organization for artistic or skill development through an Artistic Residency:

Artistic Residencies

Artistic Residencles facilitate learning, development and cultural exchange opportunities between
professional artists, qualified host organizations, and/or the community.

L]

Residency candidates must be Richmond-based professional artists. The City’s definition of a
professional artist is one that has:
* completed basic training (universjty or college graduation or the equivalent in specialized training,
such as two or three years of self-directed study or apprenticeships);
* isrecognized as such by peers; and .
* is committed to devoting time to artistic activity, if financially feasible.

Applications may be made by a non- proflt organization to either:
s host a residency, or -
¢ sponsor a Richmond-based artist to be hosted by another organization (which may or may not be
a non-profit but where the residency supports the program objectives and the Artist’s residency
objectives.) .

Applicants may apply to host consecutive residencies in the second year; however, priority will be given
to new applicants each year. An applicant may sponsor more than one artist at a time within the same
project.

The organization must demonstrate the capacity to host or sponsor a residency and must meet the
General Eligibility criteria.

There must be clear artistic development objectives for both the artist and host organization.

The residency should provide opportunities for development and creation of the artist’s work and if
possible, some form of presentation of the artlst’s work either in progress or at completion.

There should be some public engagement component of the work during the residency that would
offer learning opportunities for the artist, related staff, the arts and cultural commumty and/or the
general public.

The résidency and work created therein must be in addition to the regular actlvmes of the Host
organization. )

The grant is applicable to project costs: artist fees, materials, presentation costs and project
administration costs born by the host organization.
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Artistic Residencies (cont'd)
A Residency Agreement should address the points below (4 pages max, min 11 pt font):

¢ Artist Letter of Intent demonstrating the residency objectives and how it will further the
' development of the artist or artistic practice

¢ QOrganization Letter of Intent indicating the residency objectives

e A work plan (including timelines, activities, milestone dates, etc.)

+. Financial obligations of both parties

¢ How the project will be evaluated

¢ A contingency plan (addressing potential changes, conflict or non-clbmpliance)
* Signatures of all parties involved agreeing to the terms

e Budget of revenues and expenses

Assessment Criteria

There are three key areas of evaluation that are weighted equally: merit, organizational competence
and community impact. The organlzation’s recent activities as well as proposed ones are taken into.
consideration when assessing an application.

Programming/Merit

o Quality of the organization's creation, production, presentation, dlssemlnatlon and service actnwtles
(strength of intention, effectiveness of how it is put into practice, degree to which it enhances or
develops a form, practice or process and impact on the creative personnel Involved)

o Clear articulation of mandate/vision and degree to which the activity supports the mandate/vision

¢ Distinctiveness of the organization’s activities In relation to comparable activities in Richmond. Does
it provide unique opportunities for artists, other arts organizations and the public?

Organizational Capacity

e Evidence of clear mandate, competent admmlstratlon functional board and an appropriate
administrative and governance structure

* Evidence of financial stability and accountabllity as demonstrated through prior financial
performance, achievable and balanced budgets, and financial management practices and plans

¢ Evidence of planning in place to support the proposal and/or ongoing organizational capacity (as
per realistic schedules, timelines, planning practices, etc.)

* Level of public access to the work, activities or services -
e Evidence of growing interest and attendance

¢ Level of engagement with other arts organizations, artists and community groups from all of
Richmond's communities

* Evidence of promotional and/or outreach strategies in place to encourage wide public participation,
awareness and engagement

e Demonstrated support from the community as evidenced through partnerships, collaborations,
sponsorship support, in-kind support, volunteers, etc. :
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Assessment and Awarding of Grants

Applications are received and assigned to a City staff person.to undertake a prefiminary check to ensure
a) the proposal meets eligibility and b) there is no missing or unclear Information. The applicant will be
contacted if there is any missing or unclear information and/or the application needs further discussion,
efther in person or by phone. The appllcant is given a deadline to submit any requests for revised or
missing information. :

Complete applications are assessed by an Assessment Committee made up of City staff. A report on the
Assessment Committee recommendations is written and submitted to City Council for their consideration
and approval.

Council will make the final grant decisions, at its sole discretion, based on the program goals, criteria,
pollcnes requirements and a review of City staff recommendations.

Council may:

* Approve a funding application:
* In total, with or without conditions (i.e., subject to a mid-year review)
* in part, with or without conditions A

¢ Ask for more information

» Issue dollars in phases with conditions

* Deny an application

Council has final approving authority.

Funds will be dispersed as soon as possible after Council approval. The objective is to have all funds
disbursed within 60 days of approval.

Grants are awarded on an annual basis. Applicants must re-apply each year. Continued funding is not
guaranteed.

Conditions of Assistance ,
Please note that if your organization receives a civic grant, the following conditions will apply:

¢ Grant funds must be applied to current expenses, not used to reduce or eliminate accumulated deficits.
Activities cannot be funded retroactively

* The Society will make every effort to secure funding from other sources as indicated in its application.
It will keep proper books of accounts for all receipts and expenditures relating to its actlvities and,
upon the City's request, make available for inspection by the City or its auditors all records and books
of accounts

e If there are any changes in the organization’s activities as presented in this application, Arts, Culture
and Heritage Services Division must be notified in writing of such changes immediately. In the event
that the grant funds are not used for the organization’s activities as described in the application, they
are to be repaid to the City In full. If the activities are completed without requiring the full use of the
City funds, the remaining City funds are also to be returned to the City

s The City of Richmond requires organizations recelving a civic grant to appropriately acknowledge
the City's support in all their information materials, including publications and programs related to
funded activities (i.e., brochures, posters, advertisements, websites, advertisements, signs, etc.). Such
recognition must be commensurate with that gjven to other funding agencies. If the logos of other
funders are used in an acknowledgement, the City should be similarly represented. Acknowledgement

- is provided by using the City of Richmond logo in accordance with prescribed standards. City

of Richmond logo files and usage standards will be provided to successful applicants. Failure to
acknowledge the City's support may result in the inability of an organization to obtain grant support
in future years
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Conditions of Assistance (cont'd) A
¢ Receipt of a grant does not guarantee funding in the following fiscal year

e Successful applicants will provide year-end reports in a prescribed format to the City of Richmond
Arts, Culture and Heritage Services Division. Receipt of these reports is a pre-condition for
consideration of an organization’s future grant applications

Confid'ehtiality

All documents submitted by Applicants to the City of Richmond become the property of the City. The
City wlll make every effort to maintain the confidentiality of each application and the information
contained within except to the extent necessary to communicate information to staff and peer .
members of the Assessment Committee for the purpose of evaluation and analysis, as well as to Council
for recommdation report. The City will not release any of this information to the public except as

. required under the Province of British-Columbia Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act
or other legal disclosure process.
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2012 Arts and Culture Grants - Recommendations

OPERATING ASSISTANCE

. Most Recent
Name of Organlzation : City Grant

2012
Request

2012
Recom

Comments

ATTACHMENT 3

Page

BC Children's Arts and

. n/a
Literacy Centre /

10,000

Due to eligibility criteria requiring that the applicant have received
previous City Grant funding in order to receive Operating
Asslstanca, this application is ineligible. The applicant is being
recommended for Project Assistance for this year.

Cinevolution Media
Arts Society

82,335 (2011)

10,000(

10,000

Full grant request recommended for this soclety:behind a growing

. mternational festival (Your Kontlnent) and a wide range of year-

r0und professwnal programmtng that reaches diverse audiences .
and sucaessfullv collaborates with other artists and supporters In
future, the applicant is urged to be more attentlve to thelr budget,

: be mindful of over-extendlng themselves with so many actlvities

and contlnue to ensure that they have local artlsts in thelr
programmlng

Pacific Plano Socle<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>