Agenda

Pg. # ITEM
1.
CNCL-8
2.
3.

3828020

City Council

Council Chambers, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, April 8, 2013
7:00 p.m.

MINUTES
Motion to adopt the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on

Monday, March 25, 2013 (distributed previously); and

to receive for information the Metro Vancouver ‘Board in Brief’ dated
March 15, 2013.

AGENDA ADDITIONS & DELETIONS

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 PERMITYS)
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Council Agenda — Monday, April 8, 2013

Consent
Agenda
Item

Pg. #

CNCL-12

CNCL-16

ITEM

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
= Energy Retrofit Program for Low-Income Household

» Fee & Enforcement Options for Soil Removal & Deposit Activities in the
ALR

= Museum Feasibility Study Update
»= Hugh McRoberts Secondary School Community Public Art Project

= Canada Line Elevated Guideways Terminus Public Art Project Terms of
Reference

= King George Park Master Plan Update

Motion to adopt Items 6 through 12 by general consent.

COMMITTEE MINUTES

That the minutes of:

(1) the General Purposes Committee meeting held on Tuesday, April 2,
2013; and

(2) the Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee meeting held
on Tuesday, March 26, 2013;

be received for information.
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Council Agenda — Monday, April 8, 2013

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

Pg. #

CNCL-22

CNCL-26

ITEM

ENERGY RETROFIT PROGRAM FOR LOW-INCOME

HOUSEHOLD
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3807671 v.2)

See Page CNCI_-22 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That the strategy outlined in the staff report from the Director,
Administration and Compliance, titled Energy Retrofit Program for Low-
Income Households dated March 20, 2013, be endorsed.

FEE AND ENFORCEMENT OPTIONS FOR SOIL REMOVAL AND

DEPOSIT ACTIVITIES IN THE AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE
(File Ref. No. 12-8080-12-01) (REDMS No. 3790498 v. 29)

See Page CNCL.-26 for full report

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the proposed enhancements to the City’s permit and
enforcement processes for soil management in the Agricultural Land
Reserve, as presented in the staff report titled Fee and Enforcement
Options for Soil Removal and Deposit Activities in the Agricultural
Land Reserve from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety
dated February 22, 2013, be approved in principle for the purpose of
consultation;

(2)  That the staff report be forwarded to the City’s Agricultural Advisory
Committee for comment; and

(3) That staff prepare a public consultation process which takes into
consideration comments received from the Agricultural Advisory
Committee (AAC), and includes farmers, Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR) land owners, and members of the public.
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Council Agenda — Monday, April 8, 2013

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

Pg. #

CNCL-39

CNCL-146

ITEM

9.

MUSEUM FEASIBILITY STUDY UPDATE
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3690866 v.9)

See Page CNCL -39 for full report

10.

PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the Richmond Museum Feasibility Study October 2012 update,
(included as Attachment 1) to the staff report dated March 9, 2013
from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage, be received for
information;

(2) That staff be directed to prepare an updated Corporate Facility
Implementation Plan, outlining new and existing corporate facilities;

(3) That the proposed destination museum be incorporated into the
updated Corporate Facility Implementation Plan; and

(4) That staff investigate with the Vancouver Airport Authority if there is
an opportunity for the Vancouver Airport Authority to provide land
and a major donation for a destination museum in connection with
their mall.

HUGH MCROBERTS SECONDARY SCHOOL COMMUNITY PUBLIC

ART PROJECT
(File Ref. No. 11-7000-09-20-132) (REDMS No. 3733839 v.3)

See Page CNCI_-146 for full report

PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That the concept proposal for the Hugh McRoberts Secondary School
Community Public Art Project by artist Jasmine Reimer as presented in the
staff report from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage dated February
25, 2013, be endorsed.
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Council Agenda — Monday, April 8, 2013

Consent
Agenda
Item

Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL-157

CNCL-170

ITEM

11. CANADA LINE ELEVATED GUIDEWAY TERMINUS PUBLIC ART

PROJECT TERMS OF REFERENCE
(File Ref. No. 11-7000-09-20-109) (REDMS No. 3808638 v. 3)

See Page CNCL -157 for full report

PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the Canada Line Elevated Guideway Terminus Public Art
Project Terms of Reference for an artist call, as outlined in the staff
report dated March 7, 2013 from the Director, Arts, Culture &
Heritage, be endorsed; and

(2) That prior to issuance of the artist call, staff report back to Council
seeking authority to modify the City Infrastructure Protocol and the
Richmond Access Agreement, if needed, in order to accommodate the
Canada Line Elevated Guideway Terminus Public Art Project.

12. KING GEORGE PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE
(File Ref. No. 06-2345-20-KGEO1) (REDMS No. 3813134)

See Page CNCL-170 for full report

PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURAL SERVICES COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That the staff report titled King George Park Master Plan Update dated
March 4, 2013 from the Senior Manager, Parks be endorsed as the guide for
future development of King George Park.

*kkhkhkhhkhhkhkkkkkhkhkiiihhkikkikk

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE
CONSENT AGENDA

k,hkkkhkkhkkkhkhkkkhkkhkkhkkhkkhkkikkikkikkikk
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Council Agenda — Monday, April 8, 2013

ITEM

PUBLIC DELEGATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

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

Tony Kondaks, Vancouver resident, to speak to Council concerning the
language of commercial expression in the City of Richmond.

14. Motion to rise and report.

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS

NEW BUSINESS
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Council Agenda — Monday, April 8, 2013

Pg. # ITEM
BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION

CNCL-195 Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, Amendment Bylaw No. 8961
Opposed at 1°/2"/3™ Readings — None.

CNCL-199 Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8962
Opposed at 1%/2"/3™ Readings — None.

CNCL-203 Municipal Ticket Information Authorization Bylaw No. 7321, Amendment

Bvlaw No. 8966
Opposed at 1°/2"/3" Readings — None.

ADJOURNMENT
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m.a Metrovancouver BOARD IN BRIEF

@ SCRVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

WMetro Vancouver Board meetings on Friday, March 15, 2013

Please nole these are not the official minutes. Board in Brief is an informal summary. Material refating to any of the
following items is available on request.
For more informalion, please contact Bill Morrell, 604-451-6107, or Glenn Bohn, al 604-451-6697.

Greater Vancouver Regional District
Regional Finance Symposium Update APPROVED

Metro Vancouver hosted its first-ever regional Finance Symposium on November 28 2012,

bringing together municipal elected officials and senior staff, plus invited guests from external
agencies, business and interested members of the general public, to discuss mutual issues of
concern as they relate to the prudent and efficient management of local govemment finances.

The Board directed staff to follow up on actions arising from the 2012 Regional Finance
Symposium, including hosting a series of targeted workshops on shared service delivery, funding
models for core service delivery, and large infrastructure devetopment.

Appointment of the 2013 Local Government Treaty Table Representatives to  APPROVED
the Katzie and Tsleil-Waututh Negotiations

The Board reappointed Director Barbara Steele as the local government treaty table
representative to the Katzie negotiations and Councillor Alan Nixon as the local government treaty
table representative to the Tsleil-Waututh negotiations.

Appointment of Metro Vancouver’s 2013 Representative to the UBCM First APPROVED
Nations Relations Committee

The Board reappointed Director Ralph Drew, Vice-Chair of Mefro VVancouver's Aboriginal
Relations Committee, to the Union of British Columbia Municipalities' First Nations
Relations Committee for 2013.

Appointment of an Observer to the Fraser Valley Aboriginal Relations APPROVED
Committee for 2013

The Board reappointed Director Ernie Daykin, Chair of Metro Vancouver's Aboriginal Relations
Committee, as an observer to the Fraser Valley Aboriginal Relations Committee meetings for
2013.

Federal Additions to Reserve Policy REFERRED TO STAFF
The Board referred back to staff to seek input for recommendations regarding sending a letter to
the Standing Senate Committee on Aboriginal Peoples, and the federal Minister of Aboriginal

Affairs, regarding the "Metro VVancouver Position Paper on the Federal Additions to Reserve
Policy.” '

Page 1 of 4
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Servicing Agreements with Non-Treaty First Nations REFERRED TO STAFF

The Aboriginal Relations Committee recommended the Board send a letter to the federal Minister
of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development outlining legislative barriers to servicing
agreements with non-treaty First Nations and impacts to local governments, requesting the
federal government address these concerns, with copies to the provincial Minister of Aboriginal
Relations and Reconciliation, Federation of Canadian Municipalities and Union of British
Columbia Municipalities.

The Board referred the recommendation to staff.
Proposed Joint Policy Panel APPROVED

To ensure that land use, transportation and utility systems in Metro Vancouver support a high
functioning, competitive and sustainable metropolitan region, a high level of coordination is
required between Metro Vancouver and TransLink.

The Board directed staff to organize a Joint Policy Panel as a single forum involving key
stakeholders on the intersection of land use and transportation planning and infrastructure
initiatives and report back with recommendations for participant composition.

The Panel would be a venue for discussion of the impacts of major infrastructure projects and
planning initiatives on the movement of people and goods in and through the region, the region’s
guality of life and environmental sustainability.

Memorandum of Understanding between Metro Vancouver and APPROVED
TransLink on the Regional Transportation Strategy

Metro Vancouver and TransLink staff have prepared a Memorandum of Understanding to better
integrate land use and transportation planning through the preparation of the Regional
Transportation Strategy, including a long-term transportation funding strategy.

The Board endorsed the proposed Memorandum of Understanding between Metro Vancouver
and TransLink on the Regional Transportation Strategy.

TransLink Draft Supplemental Plan to the 2013 Base Plan and Outiook APPROVED

The Board voted to advise the TransLink Board and Mayors' Council on Regional Transportation
that the Draft Supplemental Plan is acceptable in consideration of the removal of the property tax
as a funding source.

Delegations’ Executive Summaries Presented at Committee — March 2013 RECEIVED

The Board received for information a report dated March 5, 2013 summarizing delegations
received at the Aboriginal Relations Committee and the Transportation Committee: Carman
McKay of Matsqui First Nation; and Shauna Sylvester of Simon Fraser University Centre for
Dialogue Carbon Talks.

Page 2of4
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Final Adoption of Greater Vancouver Regional District Labour Relations APPROVED
Service Bylaw No. 1182, 2012

Bylaw 1182 sets out the terms and conditions of the labour relations service that will be provided
by Metro Vancouver.

The Board passed and adopted Greater Vancouver Regional District Labour Relations Service
Bylaw No. 1182, 2012.

Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District
Waste Flow Management — Phase 2 Engagement and Consultation APPROVED

Some commercial waste haulers in Metro Vancouver have been bypassing regional waste
facilities and transporting residential and commercial garbage out of the region to avoid regional
tipping fees and disposal bans for specific materials, such as recyclables. This threatens Metro
Vancouver's waste reduction goals and is not equitable for other businesses and local taxpayers.
Haulers bypassing Regional Facilities create an uneven playing field for the waste management
industry, and threaten the economic viability of the recycling industry.

Since September 2012, Metro Vancouver staff have been exploring options for Waste Flow
Management and engaging in stakeholder consultation.

In response to industry stakeholders' substantial opposition to hauler licensing, and recognizing
that other jurisdictions, most notably Halifax, have implemented successful Waste Flow
Management strategies without hauler licensing, staff recommend not proceeding with hauler
licensing. Instead, staff propose an approach that would simply require that residential and
commercial garbage be delivered to regional facilities.

Commencing March 18 and concluding May 31, 2013, Phase 2 consultation would include an
workshop in April with stakeholders, a May 2 special meeting of the Zero Waste Committee
inviting stakeholder delegations (with invitations to the full Board), and continued meetings and
discussions with key stakeholder groups.

A waste flow management strategy is a critical policy instrument to encourage recycling. Without
a strategy in place, Metro Vancouver will be unable to meet its commitment to introduce organics
and other bans.

The Board directed staff to initiate Phase 2 of an engagement and consultation process toward
the development of a Waste Flow Management strategy for the region that will require residential
and commercial garbage to be delivered to Regional Facilities

Delegations’ Executive Summaries Presented at Committee — March 2013 RECEIVED

A report dated March 5, 2013 summarized a delegation received at the Zero Waste Committee;
Grant Hankins of BFI Canada.

Page 30of4
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Greater Vancouver Water District
Seymour-Capilano Filtration Project — Project Status RECEIVED
The Board received a report with updates about the Seymour-Capilano Filtration Project.
All major construction for the Seymour Capilano Filtration Project is complete except for the twin
tunnels. As of the end of December 2012, the twin tunnels are 87 per cent complete, and the
SCFP project is 98 per cent complete overall.
Remaining work includes turbine installation and electrical connections for the Energy Recovery
Facility and tunnel lining and cleaning inside both tunnels. All pipeline tie-ins from the tunnels
to the existing transmission system are scheduled to be completed in May 2014, Commissioning
of the tunnels for filtration of Capilano source water will follow,

The final projected cost for the entire project is $820 million.

Page 4 of 4
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Date:

Place:

Present:

Absent:

Call to Order:

3827816

City of
Richmond | Minutes

General Purposes Committee

Tuesday, April 2,2013

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt, Acting Chair
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Derek Dang .

Councillor Ken Johnston

Councillor Bill McNulty

Councillor Linda McPhatl

Councillor Harold Steves

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Councillor Linda Barnes

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That tlhe minutes of the meeting of the General Puyposes Committee held on
Monday, March 18, 2013, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

IMPERIAL LANDING LOT H INFILL FEASIBILITY
(Rile Ref. No. 11-7200-01/2013) (REDMS No. 3817287)

Mike Redpath, Senior Manager, Parks and John Irving, Director, Engineering
were available to answer questions. A brief discussion ensued, during which
Mr. Redpath provided rationale on how the staff report addresses the cost
implications of infilling the City owned portion of Lot H only, and does not
provide information related to infilling the related crown Jands.
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General Purposes Committee
Tuesday, April 2, 2013

Upon conclusion of the discussion, staff was directed to review all previous
Council referrals related to this matter, and to report back to the next Parks,
Recreation and Cultural Services Committec meeting for further direction on
the previous referrals.

1t was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled Imperial Landing Lot H Infill Feasibility dated
March 11, 2013 from the General Muanager, Community Services and General
Manager, Engineering and Public Works be received for information.

CARRIED

2012 RICHMOND F1ILM OFFICE ANNUAL REPORT
(File Ref. No. 11-7400-01/2013) (REDMS No. 38018577 v.3)

Sandi Swanigan, Manager, Major Events and Film, accompanied by Jodie
Shebib, Film and Major Events Liaison, noted that the general public session
for residents and businesses on “How to be a Location for Film” will be held
at the Steveston Community Centre on April 17,2013, at 6:30 p.m.

A discussion then ensued about how the filming revenues mentioned in the
staff report offset expenditures that have already been incurred by various
departments in order to support filming, and therefore are not considered as
revenue.

Discussion also took place about an incident in Steveston on a day that
filming was taking place. It was noted that: (i) every parking stall along
Moncton Street had an orange cone to indicate that it had been closed off to
the public; (i1) the parking closures were observed in morning hours, and the
stalls were left as closed all day, even though filming did not commence until
that afternoon; and (iii) some local businesses had expressed concemns that
they do not generate revenues on days where filming is taking place as there
is no parking, and closing off parking stalls directly fronting the businesses
creates a perception that the businesses themselves are closed as well.

In response to the above noted concems, staff advised that (i) they would
follow up with the film company, as the no-parking signs should be removed
if filming is not taking place; and (i1) staff does not generally receive
complaints against the film companies as businesses that suffer losses as a
result of filming, generally deal directly with the film companies.

Upon conclusion of the discussion, staff was requested to provide a follow-up
memo to members of Council regarding the incident along Moncton Street.
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General Purposes Committee
Tuesday, April 2, 2013

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled 2012 Richimond Film Office Annual Report from
the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services, dated March 16, 2013 be
received for information.

CARRIED

FINANCE & CORPORATE SERVICES DEPARTMENT

ENERGY  RETROFIT PROGRAM FOR  LOW-INCOME

HOUSEHOLD
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3807671 v.2)

Cecilia Achiam, Director, Adiministration and Compliance, briefly reviewed
the components of the Energy Savings Kits (ESK) and noted that all related
costs are incurred by the companies providing the various components.

It was moved and seconded

That the strategy outlined in the staff report from the Director,
Administration and Compliance, fitled Energy Retrofit Program for Low-
Income Households dated March 20, 2013, be endorsed.

CARRIED

LAW & COMMUNITY SAFETY DEPARTMENT

FEE AND ENFORCEMENT OPTIONS FOR SOIL REMOVAL AND

DEPOSIT ACTIVITIES IN THE AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE
(File Ref. No. 12-8080-12-01) (REDMS No. 3790498 v. 29)

Edward Warzel, Manager, Community Bylaws was available to answer
questions. A discussion ensued about the importance of including local
farmers, Agricultural Land Reserve property owners and mecmbers of the
community in the consultation process in addition to the City’s Agricultural
Advisory Committee. Various methods for conducting the consultation
process, were also discussed, which included the possibility of setting up a
page on the City’s website for public comments, sending correspondence to
all those that may be impacted by the issue, and conducting meetings with
staff at City Hall.

Lomne Slye, 11911 3™ Avenue, expressed concerus about the impact on
farmland as a result of inappropriate fill, and stated his view that every
resident in the community should be invited to participate in the public
consultation process.
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General Purposes Committee
Tuesday, April 2, 2013

It was moved and seconded

(1)

(2)

3

That the proposed enhancements (o the City’s permit and
enforcement processes for soil management in the Agricultural Land
Reserve, as presented in the staff report titled Fee and Enforcement
Options for Soil Removal and Deposit Activities in the Agricultural
Land Reserve from the General Manager, Law & Conununity Safety
dated February 22, 2013, be approved in principle for the purpose of
consultation;

That the staff report be forwarded to the City’s Agricultural Advisory
Committee for comment; and

That staff prepare a public consullation process which takes into
consideration comments received from the Agricultural Advisory
Commiittee (AAC), and includes farmers, Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR) land owners, and members of the public.

CARRIED

ADJOURNMENT

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

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the General
Purposes Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Tuesday, April

2,2013.
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt Shanan Sarbjit Dhaliwal
Acting Chair Executive Assistant
City Cleck’s Office
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City of
Richmond Minutes

Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee

Date: Tuesday, March 26, 2013
Place: Anderson Room

Richmond City Hall
Present: Councillor Harold Steves, Chair

Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Bill McNulty

Absent: Councillor Linda Barnes

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 Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Services Committee held on Tuesday, February 26, 2013, be adopted as
circulafed. '

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Tuesday, April 23, 2013, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

CNCL -16
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Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee
Tuesday, March 26, 2013

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

MUSEUM FEASIBILITY STUDY UPDATE
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3690866 v.9)

Cathryn Volkering Carlile, General Manager, Community Services, spoke of
the Corporate Facility Implementation Plan, suggesting that the proposed staff
recommendation be revised to also direct staff to update the Plan.

Discussion ensued and there was agrecement lo further revise the proposed
staff recommendations.

Connie Baxter, Supervisor, Museum and Heritage Sites, provided background
information and the following information was noted:

. since 2009, the Richmond Museum Feasibility Study was updated to
reflect current information;

n global tourism is rebounding, reinforcing the 2009 findings that cultural
tourism is one of the world’s fastest growing tourism segments; and

. Richmond’s population continues to grow, increasing the demand for
services and types of facilities, such as a destination museum.

Keith Liedtke, Chair, Richmond Museum Society Board, spoke in favour of a
destination museum, noting that the Board supports the project.

Joe Da Silva, member of the Richmond Museum Society Board, commented
on traditional fundraising models and was of the opinion that the widespread
use of social media would ameliorate the manner in which funds are raised.
As such, Mr. Da Silva stated that the Board has updated the fundraising model
to be online.

The Chair spoke of the fundraising model, querying whether it could generate
adequate funding for a destination museum. In response to the Chair’s
comments, Mr. Da Silva stated that the Board anticipates fundraising
approxinately $S million. Also, Mr. Liedtke commented on the need for a
destinalion museum versus a community museum, and thanked Helmut
Eppich for his continued support.

Greg Walker, Vice-Chair, Richmond Museum Society Board, spoke in favour
of a destination museum, noting that the updated Richmond Museum
Feasibility Study has captured what is current in cultural tourism. Mr. Walker
requested that Council support this project by including it in the City’s Capital
Plan.

Mr. Liedtke advised that the Board has received letters of support for a
destination museum from both the Richmond Chamber of Commerce and
Tourism Richmond. He then requested that Council support the project so
that a destination museum master plan can be developed.
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Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee
Tuesday, March 26, 2013

In reply to a query from Committee, Ms. Baxter advised that the Richmond
Museum Feasibility Study does not include land acquisition costs.

[t was moved and seconded

(1)  That the Richmond Museum Feasibility Study October 2012 update,
(included as Attachment 1) to the staff report dated March 9, 2013
from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage, be received for
information,

(2) That staff be directed to prepare an updated Corporate Fuacility
Implementation Plan, outlining new and existing corporate facilities;
and

(3)  That the proposed destination museum be incorporated into the
updated Corporate Facility Implementation Plan.

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued and
Committee commented that (i) Council has not committed any funds towards
a new museum; (ii) additional detailed financial information is needed; (iii)
the economy is recovering; and (iv) Richmond’s rich history should be
showcased.

Discussion further ensued regarding potentially seeking approval of the
electors for a destination museun.

The Chair commented on the list of proposed potential sites for a destination
museum, noting that Duck [sland should be included on this list. Also, the
Chair suggested that staff approach the Vancouver Airport Authority 1o
examine potential partnership opportunities with its destination outlet mall on
Sea Island.

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

HUGH MCROBERTS SECONDARY SCHOOL COMMUNITY PUBLIC

ART PROJECT
(File Ret. No, 11-7000-09-20-132) (REDMS No. 3733839 v.3)

Eric Fiss, Public Art Planner, provided background information and
commented on how the proposed art project would be made.

It was moved and seconded

That the concept proposal for the Hugh McRoberts Secondary School
Community Public Art Project by artist Jasmine Reimer as presented in the
staff report from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage dated February
25, 2013, be endorsed. '

CARRIED
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Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee

Tuesday, March 26, 2013

CANADA LINE ELEVATED GUIDEWAY TERMINUS PUBLIC ART

PROJECT TERMS OF REFERENCE
(Fite Ref. No. 11-7000-09-20-109) (REDMS No. 3808638 v. 3)

It was moved and seconded

)

)

That the Canada Line Elevated Guideway Terminus Public Art
Project Terms of Reference for an artist call, as outlined in the staff
report dated March 7, 2013 from the Director, Arfs, Culture &
Herituge, be endorsed; and

That prior to issuance of the artist call, staff report back to Council
seeking authority to modify the City Infrastructure Protocol and the
Richmond Access Agreement, if needed, in order to accommodate the
Canada Line Elevated Guideway Terniinus Public Art Project.

CARRIED

RICHMOND ARTS UPDATE 2012
(File Ref. No. 11-7000-01) (REDMS No. 3813486)

With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation (copy on file, City Clerk’s Office),
Kim Somerville, Manager, Arts Services highlighted the City’s 2012
achievements in the arts and the following information was noted:

the Arts and Culture Grant Program was introduced to help the
nfrastructure of arts and culture organizations by offering two types of
grants;

the Cultural Ceatre was renovated to better serve the community;

Minoru Chape] Opera expanded to include both Fall and Spring series
with matinee and evening performances;

the Riclunond Arts Awards continued in its fourth year, recognizing
artistic achievement and contributions to the community;

the Richmond Arts Strategy was endorsed by Council in Fall 2012,
which will help facilitate growth of the arts in Richmond;

the Richmond Art Gallery presented five exhibitions;

the Rooftop Garden has become increasingly popular for those visiting
the Brighouse Library / Cultural Centre;

the Richmond Youth Media Program recorded more than 4,000 hours
of youth programming;

the Richinond Public Art Program continued to grow; the total number
of completed Public Art projects is 97, with 4] active projects in
progress; and

Gateway Theatre produced four main stage productions, and two studio
series productions.
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Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee
Tuesday, March 26, 2013

It was moved and seconded

That the Richmond Arts Update 2012, as presented in the staff report of the
same name, dated March 5, 2013 from the Director, Aris, Culture and
Heritage , be received for information.

CARRIED

KING GEORGE PARK MASTER PLAN UPDATE
(File Ref. No. 06-2345-20-KGEO!) (REDMS No, 3813134)

In reply to queries from Committee, Yvonne Stich, Park Planner, advised that
(1) if in the future field upgrades are required and funding is in place, it would
be feasible to upgrade the existing rugby / soccer sand field, and the baseball
diamond into a one large artificial turf field; and (ii) recent improvements such
as adding bauners, and clearing the Woodlot and Hollow areas has opened up
previously unused and unsafe spaces.

Balwant Sanghera, President, East Richmond Coramunity Association, spoke
in favour of the proposed upgrades to King George Park, highlighting that the
Association has committed a minimum of $24,000 towards the proposed
upgrades.

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled King George Park Master Plan Update dated
March 4, 2013 from the Senior Manager, Parks be endorsed as the guide for
Suture development of King George Park.

CARRIED
MANAGER’S REPORT

(i)  Garden City Lands Public Consultation

In reply to a query from Committee, Mike Redpath, Senior Manager, Parks,
advised that the Garden City Lands public consultation process is scheduled
for May / June 2013.

In reply to a comment regarding the Corporate Facility Implementation Plan,
Ms. Carlile advised that staff require adequate time to draft a comprehensive
report for Council’s consideration.

Discussion ensued regarding the upcoming Garden City Lands public
consultation and staff was directed to provide Council with an update on the
process. It was suggested that information regarding the upcoming Garden
City Lands public consultation process also be provided in an upcoming City
Page.
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Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee

Tuesday, March 26, 2013

(ii)  Museum Feasibility Study Update

The Chair referenced past suggestions related the feasibility of partnering
with the Vancouver Airport Authority for a destination museum on Sea
Island.

As a result, the following motion was introduced:

It was moved and seconded

That staff investigate with the Vancouver Airport Authority if there is an
opportunity for the Vancouver Airport Authority fo provide land and a
major donation for a destination museunt in connection with their mall.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:06 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and comect copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Parks,
Recreation & Cultural Services Committee
of the Council of the City of Richmond
lreld on Tuesday, March 26, 2013.

Councillor Harold Steves Hanieh Berg

Chair

Comriftee Clerk
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City of

Report to Committee

Richmond o GF Benl 23
To: General Purposes Committee Date: March 20, 2013
From: Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA File:

Director, Administration and Compliance

Re: Energy Retrofit Program for Low-Income Households

Staff Recommendation

That Council endorse the strategy outlined in the report from the Director, Administration and
Compliance, titled “Energy Retrofit Program for Low-Income Households™ dated March 20,
2013.

Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA
Director, Administration and Compliance
(604-276-4122)

REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE Concuﬂaasgs OF GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing IE/ , ( — T ~—
ey =
REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS %ﬁ REVIEWED BY CAO INTIALS:
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Staff Report
Origin
The inmitiative described in this report supports the following Council Term Goal:

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

Background

As part of the Official Community Plan and the Sustainability Framework, Council has adopted the
following community-wide targets:

o Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 33% below 2007 levels by 2020 and 80% by
2050; and

o Reduce energy use 10% below 2007 levels by 2020

Further, as a signatory of the BC Climate Action Charter, Richmond is committed to creating a
more compact and energy efficient community.

Significant improvements have been made to reduce emisstons related to buildings, transportation
and solid waste in the community. Although it is anticipated that these efforts will support durable,
long-term reductions in emissions, additional effort is required to increase energy efficiency and
reduce emissions in the short term.

While the City’s own operations contribute a small amount (1%) of community-wide emissions, it
has led by example through its corporate energy management programs and 1s recognized by BC
Hydro as a Power Smart Leader. The City has achieved a 2% reduction (1,800,000 kWh) in
electrical use from 201 [ levels, the annual energy used by 50 BC homes. Meeting the City’s
Climate Action Charter commitments for corporate GHG emissions, Council has endorsed the
“Making Progress” option outlined in the staff report titled “Carbon Neutral Progress Update”,
dated October 15, 2012.

The purpose of this report is to introduce a new municipal effort to encourage energy retrofits for
low-income households.

Analysis

The City’s commitment to building 2 more compact and energy efficient community is leading to
more efficient buildings and greater transportation options. Richmond’s per capita energy use and
GHG emissions are decreasing. However, to meet the community-wide targets, improverments to
the existing building stock are necessary. The City’s continuous energy reduction efforts for its own
facilities inform these programs, but different tools that encourage energy efficient behaviour are
required to address emissions over which the City does not have direct control.

Richmond has identified partners to maximize the effectiveness of community epergy efficiency
efforts for existing buildings and has prioritized opportunities that concurrently support additional
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Council objectives. As a result, the City is partnering with BC Hydro and FortisBC to offer Energy
Saving Kits (ESK) specifically designed to assist low-income households'.

Council has adopted term goals and OCP objectives related to affordable housing. Energy
efficiency programs targeting low-income households support these goals and objectives by
decreasing utility costs and insulating residents from rising energy prices. BC Hydro and
FortisBC deliver programs that support low-income households as part of their conservation efforts.
These programs are important not only due to the number of households affected, but also since
these households are understood to face barriers to participation in other incentive programs.

Richmond is one of three Lower Mainland municipalities, along with the City of New
Westminster and Township of Langley, involved in direct engagement of residents through this
program. Staff are currently distributing 4,000 ESK vouchers and plan to distribute another 2,000
once received. Vouchers direct residents to sign up online or via phone to have a kit delivered to
their homes. Each ESK is valued at §75, although there is no cost to the City or participating
residents since the program cost is borne by the sponsoring utilities.

The ESK is a package of basic, low-cost energy savings measures easily installed by both renters
and owners. Each kit contains a fridge thermometer, compact fluorescent lightbulbs, night light,
weatherstrip, window insulation, outlet sealer, hot water gauge, tap acrators, low-flow
showerhead, and foam pipe wrap. BC Hydro has surveyed high levels of satisfaction among
program participants.’

It is estimated that approximately one in five Richmond households will qualify for the program
by having a total household income less than the Low Income Cut-Off (LICO) as developed by
Statistics Canada.? The measure determines income thresholds beneath which households may be
unable to meet basic needs. Richmond currently utilizes LICO for a range of programs including
the Recreation Fee Subsidy Program. The 2011 LICO thresholds range from $20,373 fora 1-
person household to $53,916 for a household of 7 or more.

BC Hydro and FortisBC estimate that the average household can save $100 per year through the
use of these items. They regularly evaluate the success of this program and have not imposed an
expiry date for the ESK offer at this point in time. Although participation rates are not yet
known, staff believe that the City and its partners can meaningfully increase participation in
Richmond above what the utilities have realized independently. Since the ESK is a voluntary
program, it cannot be assumed that every household receiving a voucher will follow through
with the redemption and installation of the kit. At full participation (all 6,000 vouchers are
redeemed and installed), the program represents $450,000 of direct investment in energy
efficiency measures for low-income Richmond residents and a potential on-going annual
community energy savings of $600,000. Even a 25% uptake of the vouchers (1,500 participants)
would direct $112,000 of investment and on-going annual energy savings of $150,000. This level of

lAddi(ional information about the program is avaitable on the BC Hydro website:
hip://www.behvdro,com/powersmart/residential/ps low income/energy saving kiis.huml

2 89% combined top box score. BC Hydro F2011 Demand Side Management Milestone Evaluation Summary Report

3 Details about LICO thresholds in Richmond can be found on the City website:
htp//www.richmond.ca/  shared/prinipages/page8776.htm
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uptake would have the potential to lower energy use by 2,100 GJ and related GHG emissions by
over 70 tonnes CO4e per year, the same impact as removing 22 vehicles from the road.* At the
request of City staff and in order to evaluate the level of participation, BC Hydro has agreed to
report the uptake by municipality. Staff will report back on any reported benefits to Richmond
once they are determined.

To maximize community participation of the ESK program, Sustainability and Affordable Housing
staff are coordinating efforts with the Richmond Homelessness Coalition, Richmond Community
Services Advisory Committee, Richmond Sentors Advisory Committee, Richmond Poverty
Response Committee and Rental Connect initiatives in order to connect as many qualifying
families as possible with the program. In addition, vouchers will be distributed at City Hall,
Seniors Centre, community ceutres and libraries and be available at community events such as the
Richmond Earth Day Youth Summit (REaDY) in April.

The program sponsors provide an additional benefit when working with subsidized Housing
Providers through direct installation funding, which covers the labour and administration costs to
install the ESK contents. Since the ESK program is intended to increase energy-efficient
behaviours and technologies, the program can further increase the energy savings for residents in
dwellings constructed through the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy such as the Kiwanis
Towers under development.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Richmond has demonstrated leadership in increasing energy efficiency and reducing GHG
emissions. However, in order to meet the community-wide targets, new programs targeting
existing buildings are required. The ESK program provides a very cost effective means of energy
savings by packaging basic, low-cost measures that can be used by both renters and owners.
Since the program is sponsored by BC Hydro and FortisBC, there is no cost to the City or
participants.

By reducing the monthly energy bills directly of residents that are at greater risk of being unable
to fund basic needs, the program supports City objectives related to energy efficiency, GHG
reduction and affordable housing provision.

A

Cowrtney Miller Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA
Sustainability Project Manager Director, Adwinistration and Compliance
(604-276-4267) (604-276-4122)

4 Assumptions informing estimated cost savings are from the FortisBC websile and ¢slimated energy savings from the respeclive
filings listed below:

http:/www. forlisbe. com/NaturalGas/Homes/Offers/EnergySavingKitvPages/default.aspx

British Columbia Utilities Commission. FortisBC 2011 Capital Expenditure Plan [R2. October 1, 2010.

BC Hydro F201} Demand Side Management Milestone Evaluation Sumraary Report.
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To: General Purposes Committee Date: February 22, 2013
From: Phyllis L. Carlyle : File:  12-8080-12-01/Vol 01

General Manager

Re: Fee and Enforcement Options for Soil Removal and Deposit Activities
in the Agricultural Land Reserve

Staff Recommendation

1. That the proposed enhancements to the City’s permit and enforcement processes for soil
management in the Agricultural Land Reserve, as presented in the report titled Fee and
Enforcement Options for Soil Removal and Deposit Activities in the Agricultural Land
Reserve from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety dated February 22, 2013,
be approved in principle for the purpose of consultation.

2. That the report be forwarded to the City’s Agricultural Advisory Committee for
comment; and

3. That staff analyze and report back to Council on any comments received from the
Agricultural Advisory Committee.

e i (;/ / /
S / |.I ;—’

t J’( i_,/,}/_//%
Phyllis L. Carlyle
General Manager
(604-276-4104)
Att. 2
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE &WQ@E OF GEN/ERAL. MANAGER
Law o Y % P\ : / /
Policy Planning @ * L/

| Budgets “
REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS 'N'T'N-B REVIEWED 8Y CAO INJHALS:
D2 b
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Staff Report
Origin

On a January 14" 2013 Council meeting, a number of concerns were brought forward regarding
soil deposit and Jand filing activities on agricultural land and a request was made for staff to
review the City’s Soil Removal and F'ill Deposit Regulation Bylaw (“Bylaw 8094™) to identify
any deficiencies in relation to regulating soil deposit activities on lands within the Agricultural
Land Reserve (“ALR™).

This report is in response to some of the referrals made by Council at a subsequent meeting on
January 28, 2013;
o That staff be directed to report back on the options and implications for charging fees
Sor soil removal and deposit activities in the Agricultural Land Reserve;

e That an education and “Soil Watch” program, as ouflined in the staff report dated
Junuary 16, 2013 titled “Regulation of Soil Removal and Deposit Activities on
Agricultural Land” be implemented;

This report supports Council’s Term Goal #8: 1o demonstraie leadership in sustainability
through continued implementation of the City’s Sustainability Framework, wbich includes the
continued commitment to the protection of the City’s Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) for
future agricultural viability.

Analysis

At its January 28, 2013 meeting, Councii gave first, second and third reading to a bylaw to
amend the Soil Removal and Fill Deposit Regulation No. Bylaw 8094 (“Bylaw 8094"). The
amending bylaw repeals the permit exemption for soil removal or deposit associated with an
existing “farm use” under the Agricultural Land Commission Act or a “non-farm use” supported
by a notice of intent under the Agricultural Land Commission Act. In accordance with the
requirements of the Community Charter, the amendment bylaw has been forwarded to the
following provincial Ministries for review and approval:

1) Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development;
2) Ministry of Environment; and
3) Ministry of Energy, Mines and Natural Gas.

Currently one ministry has responded to the City’s submission.

Following Provincial approval and Council adoption of the amendment Bylaw 8094, the City
would regulate soil deposit and removal activities for both “farm use” and “non-farm use” on
agricultural land through the same permit system.

Soil is an important resource in Richmond. Approximately 4,993 ha (12,338 ac) of Richmond’s
land base, or 39% is within the ALR. This significant percentage of farmable land puts
Richmond in the enviable yet difficult posifion of managing municipal growth while protecting
some of the most productive agriculture land in the country (Attachment 1).
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Soil removal and deposit on lands within Richmond’s ALR is regulated by Bylaw 8094 and the
provincial “Agricultural Land Commission Act”. Provisions under the “Agricultural Land
Commission Act” allow for an application to be submitted to the local government for review for
certain soil removal and deposit activities considered to be “non-farm use” on land in the ALR.
For these types of “non-farm use” soi) temoval or deposit activities, the Council of the local
government has the authority to either refuse the application or to authorize the application to
proceed to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for review and approval.

Cuwrently the City and ALC simultaneously receive all “non-farm use” applications related to
soif fill and removal. Applications are reviewed by both agencies and appropriate approvals and
permits are supported or denied as per municipal and provincial legislation. The City’s
Agricultural Advisory Committee reviews these applications and provides recommendations to
assist the City in the decision making process.

Service Demand

The following table indicates the number of files related to the ALR that were managed by the
Community Bylaws Division in the past three years.

Year 2010 2011 2012
Investigative Files / Complaints 1] 14 12
Farm Use Application 7 2 2
Non Fann Use Application 7 1 2
Total 28 17 16

Currently the City’s Community Bylaws Division is mandated with the processing, reviewing
and administration of all “non-farm use” soil removal and deposit applications. This includes:
issuing permits, responding to complaints, and maintaining patrol services to respond pro-
actively to complaints. In addition, Community Bylaws responds to complaints about soil
removal and deposit activity associated with “farm use”, even though the City is not yet involved
in issuing permits for these activities.

The administrator of soil processing permits for soil management in the ALR is the Community
Bylaws Supervisor, with final approval by the Manager, Community Bylaws. This duty is in
addition to the other supervisory and managerial duties and responsibilities, resulting in a lengthy
application process.

At present, the absence of a dedicated staff resource for soils results jn monitoring and
enforcement being conducted only in response to calls for service. Furthermore, some soil
applications which are suspended or cancelled due to applicant delays remain active for years,
which can require additional monitoring and further hinders a proactive response.

The ALC received approximately 39 soil related calls for service in Richmond from 2008 to

2012. The ALC, which holds the responsibility to protect agricultural land throughout the
province, is minimally resourced, with two enforcement officers monitoring the entire province.
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A review of four municipalities near Richmond found that all have dedicated resources, as well
as permit and enforcement programs (Attachment 2). These programs include the ability to
charge fees for soil removal and deposit activities in the ALR.

Comparisons made with other local municipalities indicate that permits, {ees and enforcement
activities are consistent in both Metro Vancouver and the Fraser Valley.

Processes and Implications for Charging Fees

To develop and implement an effective permit system, several factors need to be considered:

L.

3790498

In order to minimize the cost to farmers, fees should be reasonable and “red tape”
reduced. Farms periodically require soil to be imported for various reasons.

Applications should be categorized by volume with a corresponding approval process for
each category. See chart below,

Council may wish to consider an exemption limit for any road or dyke maintenance or
construction.

The City should have the ability to levy fines for those projects conducting fil) activity
without a permit. Enforcement provisions and fines should be significant enough to
encourage the removal of unauthorized fill and land remediation.

Drainage remains a significant concern with all soil deposit applications. Applications
should be accompanied by detailed information regarding the impact of added soil on the

property.

Referring to standard best practices may negate the need to obtain agrologist reports in
some cases. The Ministry of Agriculture already has guidelines for standard farm
practices involving fil] and these can be made available to applicants and to staff that
review applications. Alternatively, the City can use the services of a professional
agrologist to write best practices specifically for Richmond.

Council may also wish to consider that Permit holders be required to maintain a daily
record of soil removal or deposit activity. For permits of volumes exceeding 500 cubic
metres, the permit holders would be required to maintain monthly reports. These records
and reports would allow City personnel to better frack soil removal and deposit activities
and to confirm that permit conditions are being met.

In addition posted signage at the main access point of a property could provide notice of
permitted soil removal or deposit activity. Signage in conjunction with the Soil Waich
program will assist local residents and City staff to be more aware of soil activities on a
property.

Currently the City is only able to pursue violations of Bylaw 8094 through prosecution in
the Provincial Court which is a lengthy and expensive process. [n reviewing options,
Council may wish to consider implementing a process that would permit the City to issue
violation notices for non-compliance with Bylaw 8094.
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Council may wish to consider that a permit be maintained for larger operations (over 100 cubic
metres), with some enhancements to the permit requirements. The following table delineates
proposed permit requirements for Council’s consideration:

Permit Requirements

Volume* Approval Proposcd Fee Insurance Sccurity | Advise | Council
(cubic metres) Reguired Required | AAC Resolution
Required
0-15 No permit or N/A No No No No
notification insurance security
required required required
16-100 Notification No Fee No No No No
required insurance security
required required
[01 —35,000 | Permitrequired | $500.00 application fee | $5,000,000 | $20/cubic | Yes No
plus 0.50 per cubic metre
meter
35,000+ Permit required | $500.00 application fee | $5,000,000 | $20/cubic | Yes Yes
plus 0.50 per cubic metre
meter, plus $300.00
(ALC portion of non-
farm use application)

*in any consecutive | 2-month pertod

Consultation and Ministerial Approval

Should Council decide to impose bylaw amendments, this may have an impact on farmers and
property owners in the ALR. Therefore it is recommended that this report be forwarded to the
City’s Agricultura)l Advisory Committee for comment.

As directed by Council, staff have begun reviewing the authority and process for the ALC to
delegate to the City its decision-making and enforcement powers relating to non-farm uses of
land within the ALR. Should an agreement be reached, additional resources outside of the
recommendations provided in Options 2 and 3 (outlined below) may be required. At this point
there 1s no accurate method of anticipating what those needs may be.

The Community Charter provides that certain bylaws relating to soil removal require the

approval of the Minister of Energy, Mines and Natural Gas and that certain bylaws relating to
soil deposit require the approval of the Minister of Environment. Furthermore bylaws imposing
a Tee relating to soil removal or deposit require approval by the Minister of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development. 1t is required that any bylaw amendments be forwarded to the three
Provincial ministries for review and approval before adoption. Should a decision be made to
pursue this bylaw amendment a second round of approval would need to be launched. This

process would be considered independently to the earlier submitted bylaw amendments.
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Enforcement Program Options
Option 1

Council could choose to remain with the status quo with regard 1o the service levels that are
currently in place for soil management in the ALR. This option provides modest or stafus quo
revenue levels as a result of additional permits being processed for soil deposit and fill activities.

Identified negatives would be:

1. Enforcement efforts will remain reactive.

2. The repeal of the permit exemption under section 3.2.1(a) of Bylaw 8094 (ooether with
the implementation of a soil watch program will result in the City having to process
additional applications and/or calls for service with limited staff resources.

Option | is currently funded from the Community Bylaws operational budget.

Option 2

Option 2 would require the hiring of a clerk to manage permit applications and a bylaw officer to
conduct preventative patrols and field investigations. The clerk’s position would handle permit
applications during regular work days (Monday to Friday). The bylaw officer position would
handle proactive patrols and enforcement also during regular work days. Calls for service
outside of regular hours and on the weekend would be addressed by the bylaw officer on an
overtime call-out basis.

With only one officer dedicated to soil enforcement option 2 does not provide coverage during
the officer’s periods of vacation, statutory holidays or illness. Option 2 does provide for some
increase in proactive patrols and a soil watch program which 1s an enhancement over Option 1.
Council may wish to consider a bylaw amendment that would allow for the charging of
inccemental fees for soil removal and deposit activities in the ALR. This could provide for some
revenue as a result of additional permits being processed and the issuance of fines for violations.
Estimated revenue numbers are included below. There is no current funding source in place for
option 2.

Costs {0 implement an enhanced full time program:

Capital Costs (One Time):

Initial purchase cost of vehicle $ 35,000

Two office workstations (Workstations, phones,

computers, office supplies, etc...) $ 20,000
Total: $ 55,000
Operating Costs (Net On-going):

One full time bylaw officer $ 81,245

One department associate clerk § 63,552

Operating costs for vehicle (fuel, insurance,

Maintenance and replacement) . $ 12,000
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QOvertime for callouts

Agrologist or Geo Technician
Soil Watch Educational Program
(Without materials, pamphlets, etc...) 10,000
General Operating Expenses 2,500

10,000
5,000

L )

Offsetting Pernuts and Fees (See “Permit Fees” below) 100,000

3
$
Total Expenses $ 239,297
$
$

Total Tax Base Funded Cost Option 2 139,297

All financial figures are based on projected permit and volume fees, and on the assumption that
at least one half of Richmond’s ALR land is dedicated for farm use that yields one to two crops
per year.

Option 3

Option 3 would require the hiring of 2 clerk to manage permit applications and two bylaw
officers to conduct preventative patrols and field investigations. The clerk’s position would
handle permit applications during regular work days (Monday to Friday). The bylaw officer
position would handle proactive patrols and enforcement not only during regular work days but
a)so on the weekends. Calls for service outside of regular shifts would be addressed by the
bylaw officers on an overtime call-out basis. Option 3 would permit for an aggressive level of
enforcement by identifying any soil deposit issues, with Community Bylaws staff implementing
a systematic approach to proactive patrol, investigation, and enforcement of the soil violations in
Richmond’s ALR.

Option 3 provides for increased proactive patrols and a complete soil watch program. With two
officers dedicated to soil enforcement option 3 provides coverage when one of the officers are
away during vacation, statutory holidays or illness. Option 3 provides for an enhanced level of
service over both options | and 2.

A bylaw amendment that would allow for the charging of incremental fees for soil removal and
deposit activities in the ALR could provide for some revenue as a result of additional permits
being processed and the issuance of fines for violations. Estimated revenue numbers are
included below. '

There is no current funding source in place for option 3.

Costs to implement an aggressive full time program:

Capital Costs (One Time):

Initial purchase cost of vehicle $ 35,000
2.5 office workstations (Workstations, phones,

computers, office supplies, etc...) $ 25,000
Total: ' $ 60,000

Operating Costs ( Net On-going):
Two full time bylaw officers $ 162,490
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Oue department associate clerk $ 63,552
Operating costs for vehicle (fuel, insurance,

Maintenance and replacement) § 12,000
Overtime for callouts $ 10,000
Agrologist or Geo-Technician § 5,000

Soil Watch Educational Program
(Includes materials, pamphlets, etc...) 12,000
General Operating Expenses 3,500

Offsetting Permits and Fees (See “Permit Fees” below) 100,000

$
3

Total $ 328,542
$

Total Tax Base Funded Cost Option 3 $ 228,542

All financial figures are based on projected perniit and volume fees, and on the assumption that
at least one half of Richmond’s ALR land is dedicated for farm use that yields one to two crops
pEr Yyear.

Permit Fees

Geographic, demographic, and economic variances hinder the compilation of accurate permit fee
predictions. Local municipalities such as Langley Township and Delta report permit fees for
similar programs ranging from $124,000 to $232,000 respectively. [t is difficult to estimate
these levels based on programs in other cities; however if necessary there is a high probability
that the Soil Bylaw amendments may provide for some offsetting costs near $100,000. Fees will
offset some of the costs associated with this initiative.

Financial Impact

The Enforcement Program Options (Option 1, Option 2, and Option 3; above) outline financial
impacts expected for 2013, There is no funding for options 2 or 3 in the 2013 budget.

If either option 2 or 3 are chosen, staff recommend that the rate stabilization account be utilized
to fund this as a one-lime expenditure in 2013 and the five year Financial Plan (2013-2017) be

amended accordingly.

[n 2014, the financial impact would vary depending upon the option choscn. Funding for the
program (if applicable) would be advanced by staff as part of the 2014 budget process.
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Conclusion

This report provides information on the City’s current regulations pertaining to soil deposit
activities in the ALR, as well as measures of the current resource levels dedicated to the permit
process. This report also provides information related to the monitoring of soil offences in the
City of Richmond and options for maintaining and or enhancing the delivery of education and
enforcement programs to better manage soil related issues. Furthermore the report provides to
Council the jmplications of charging fees for soil activities on ALR lands within Richmond.

(604-247-4601)
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City of

. Report to Committee
% Richmond

To: PRCS -Haudin 3w o3

To: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Committee Date: March 9, 2013
From: Jane Fernyhough File:

Director, Arts, Culture & Heritage
Re: Museum Feasibility Study Update

Staff Recommendations

That:

1. The Richmond Museum Feasibility Study October 2012 update, (included as
Attacbment 1) in the report dated March 9, 2013 from Director, Arts, Culture &
Heritage, be received for information.

2. A new destination museum be included in the priority list in the updated Corporate
Facilities Implementation Plan.

Jane Fernyhbugh
Director, Arts, Culture & Hentage

(604-276-4288) o
Att: 3
REPORT CONCURRENCE
RouTeDp TO: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL
MANAGER

Finance Division
Intergovernmental Relations & Protocol Unit
Development Applications

~ 'é/;./[.{ /;.(__/6:&_ Cé/?

p SED

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS IN

=
r{

REVIEWED BY CAO Im‘i@@:ﬁ

k&

3690866 C N C L - 39



March 9, 2013 -2-

Staff Report
Origin
At the City Council meeting of March 9, 2009 the following referral motion was passed:

That the Richmond Museum Feasibility Study be referred back to staff for further
clarification on the following points:
1. development opportunities,
2. operating costs, including comparables to similar size museums;,
3. location possibilifies, including private locations; and
4. the priority list from the PRCS Facilities Strategic Plan, and how other projects may
be affected if the destination museum is approved.

Given new information available and plans to update the Corporate Facilities Implementation
Plan priority list, the Richmond Museum Feasibility Study has been updated.

The addition of a new destination museum to the cultural attractions in the City advances
Council’s Term Goals:

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

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

Term Goal 4.1 Development and implementation of a comprehensive facility development plan
Jor current and future needs that includes provision of a waterfront museum.

Analysis

A new destination museum would play a critical role in Richmond’s evolving cultural life. It
would tel]l the “Richmond Story,” and celebrate Richmond’s unique physical location, its
remarkable melding of many cultures, its dynamic cultural life and the multitude of industries
that continue to attract people to the community.

First released in May 2009, the Richmond Museum Feasibility Study (Attachment 1) was
updated in October 2012 to provide up-to-date information. Since 2009, the significant changes
are:

e The economy is gradually recovering and stabilizing, bringing an increased interest in
development;

¢ Global tourism is rebounding, reinforcing the 2009 findings that cultural tourism is one of
the world’s fastest growing tourism segments, expanding at approximately 15% per year;

e Richmond’s population continues to grow, 1ncreasing the demand for services and this
type of cultural facility;

o With the completion of the Canada Line and the successful hosting of the 2010 Olympic
Games, Richmond has become a destination in its own right;

1690866 CNCL - 40
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e Comparable facilities such as the Museum of Anthropology and the Museum of
Vancouver have undergone significant changes and improvements;

o Capital and Operating Costs have been updated to reflect 2012 dollars; and,

e The 2012 update expands on the idea for a potential destination museum of 60,000 square
feet, considered to be a minimal size, and recommends an optimal size of 75,000 square
feet,

Referral1  Development Opportunities

The City could explore any opportunity that can provide the required amount of space,
recognizing the need for the museum to have a unique visual identity, robust and independent
mechanical systeras, and adequate perimeter security.

Specific opportunities for development of a destination museum on private property as part of a
private development have not been explored at this stage of the planning process. Potential
locations in the Feasibility Study update were identified based on their location, site
characteristics and City Centre Area Plan land use designation. As part of the next phase of
planning, during the development of the Richmond Museum Master Plan, possibilities could be
explored with private land owners and/or developers to provide space as part of a targer
residential or commercial project. This collaborative approach would be explored on an
opportunity-by-opportunity basis. Each potential opportunity would need to demonstrate a sound
business case for the proposal while also achieving the broader goals and objectives of the City
Centre Area Plan.

Partnerships: During the course of this study, several partnership opportunities were explored
that could augment the museun function. Partnerships could be with organizations that
recognize the Pacific Rim context of Richmond, are members of the multi-faith community,
agricultural legacy, and/or part of the modern industrial nature of the City. Several organizations
were reviewed as potential partners, and there are undoubtedly synergistic connections that could
be explored as the vision and concept for the new museum is further developed. A partuership
with organizations that already have their own audience could augment museurn functions in a
progressive way that connects to the community.

Co-location: Other community facilities that have potential to be attached to the museum
include Visual and Performing Arts space, and space for other dedicated activities. Any
additional functions should complement the museum function, draw their own audience and
generate additional interest and activity.

Referral2  Operating Costs, including comparables to similar size museums
In keeping with Council’s Term Goal for a destination waterfront musewn, a community
museum (Option | in the Richmond Museum Feasibility Study update) was not considered in this

report.

These costs and revenues are estimates only and will be further refined in a Richmond Museum
Master Plan, once a location has been chosen and schematic design concepts prepared. The
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estimated operating costs and revenues of a destination museum listed in the Richmond Museum
Feasibility Study update (Attachment 2) are based on a number of assumptions listed in the
attachment. The figures provided by the consultant are future oriented financial information
based on assurnptions about future economic conditions and courses of action that cannot be
verified by staff. Therefore one should be aware of these factors and actual future results or
performance may be materially different.

For the purposes of comparison, Option #2A assesses a 60,000 square foot museum at a capital
cost of $48M and #2B assesses a 75,000 square foot museum at a capital cost of $59M. Both are
presumed to be in a City Centre location, close to hotels and transit. Amortization of capital costs
and land acquisition/development costs are not included in the capital estimates.

Based on estimated expenditures, revenues and the assumptions, Option #2A in a City Centre
location has some potential of breaking even on annual operating costs by approximately Year 6.
Option #2B in a City Centre location has the potential to break even by approximately Year 5.

Comparable Facilities

Although they provide valuable services to the local population, community musewns
throughout Metro Vancouver are not major tourist destinations. Even the relatively large and
established Museum of Vancouver does not currently compete as a tourist attraction.

Despite Metro Vancouver’s growing population and the increasing importance of cultural
tourism, there is a notable lack of significant local cultural facilities and few new ones are
currently being planned; discussions are underway for new or expanded facilities for the Surrey
Museum, the Vancouver Art Gallery, the North Vancouver Museum and Archives, but no
specific plans for these facilities have been announced.

Destination attractions, such as the Royal British Columbia Museum and the Vancouver Art
Gallery, would not achieve their current attendance without their large special exhibits. These
are major shows that require up to 10,000 square feet of display space, and are important sources
of direct and indirect revenue, visibility, and prestige for museurns worldwide.

The most notable local museums of comparable size to the destination musewm being
recommended for Richmond are:
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Museum of Anthropology (MOA), Vancouver

MOA is a universjty rauseurn, a public institution, and the largest teaching musewn in Canada.
MOA has a new 5660 square foot exhibit gallery. Attendance in 2011 was 158,058. This

included 141,264 general admission and 16,794 for educational programs.

Governance Size Human Resources | Annual Operating Revenue Sources
Budget

University of British | Originally 30 full time staff £4 million $1.7 million provided by

Columbia (UBC) 79,000 sq. 1. 96 volunteers UBC for custodial and

plus an advisory Expanded 10 security staff.

Board of Directors 120,800 sq. ft.
in 2010 Remainder from grants,

donors, sponsors,

(in¢ludes admission, gift shop,
collection rentals and other revenue
storage)

Museum of Vancouver (MOV), Vancouver

Under its previous name, the Vancouver Museum, the MOV was founded in 1894 and in 1968
moved into a new landmark building. In 2009 it was updated and re-branded. MOV has a total
of 10,000 square feet of temporary exhibit space. From 2009 to the present there has been a 35%
increase in visitors, and current visitation is approximately 75,000, and membership has doubled.

Gaverpance Size Human Resources | Annual Operating Budget | Revenue Sources
Board of Directors 83,000 sq. f1. 19 full time staff $2.2 million $758,000 provided
(2/3 elected, 1/3 3 part time staff by the City of
appointed) (includes 17 auxiliary staff Vancouver,
collection
storage) Remainder from

grants, donors,
SpoNSsOrs,
admission, gift
shop, rentals and
other revenue

In the past, the Vancouver Museum was suffering from dropping attendance, lack of focus and
public disinterest. Through consultation with the community, staff and museum clients, a new
vision was created with a focus on Vancouver. The re-branding of the museum was launched
with a name change in 2009. The museun’s governance model was also revised at this time; the
museum commission and society were combined, with a new constitution and by-Jaws. Staffing
was restructured to reflect the new organization, moving away from a curator-subject based
model to working with the community and developing audience engagement.

The MOV has been very successful in improving their situation and the results of the re-branding
have been remarkable. There are continuing issues with their current location (located in the
Planetarium building in Vanier Park), which presents challenges of access and identity. Despite

CNCL -43
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their relatively large size, the MOV has not yet undertaken larger exhibits that could attract
broader public attention. Future initiatives may include pursuit of a new downtown facility.

Referral 3  Location Possibilities including Private Locations

Six sites were identified as potential locations for a new museum by City of Richmond staff and
stakeholders, and evaluated for their potential suitability (Map - Attachment 3).

City Centre
1. River Road at Cambie Road (Middle Arm)
2. Lansdowne Village (northwest corner)
3. Minoru Park
4. Bridgeport Village
Steveston
5. Bayview Road at No. | Road

6. Phoenix Net Loft

A constraints and opportunities matrix was developed to evaluate each site for its overall “fit”
with the agreed-upon Vision. The criteria included: public accessibility; travel and traffic
patterns; parking requirements; physical limitations/constraints; and adjacencies and
opportunities provided by surrounding developments.

Each site displayed a mix of advantages and disadvantages. For further detailed information on
site selection criteria, please refer to the Richmond Museum Feasibility Study Appendix E:
Location.

The recommended location for a destination museum is in the City Centre, Middle Arm area, as
close to a Canada Line station as possible. A City-owned site would be coordinated with
existing strategic and development plans for the area such as City Centre Area Plan and the
Middle Arm Waterfront Park Plan.

Referral 4  The priority list from the PRCS Facilities Strategic Plan and how other
projects may be affected if the destination museum is approved

Council will be considering facility priorities for the next five to ten years in the spring of 2013.
Feasibility Study Recommendation

Throughout the course of the Feasibility Study, there has been consensus among the many
participants and stakeholders that this is the time to build an exciting new destination museum.
The City could take a leading position as a tourism destination within a regional context, while
still providing a significant museum that tells the story of the cormmunity.

Richmond is ideally positioned to take advantage of Metro Vancouver’s need for cultural

attractions. With the right visitor experience, a new destination museum, telling the full
Richmond story, would compliment existing and planned cultural attractions Jike the Richmond
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Olympic Experience, Britannia Shipyards and the Gulf of Georgia Cannery. An additional
attraction would encourage visitors and residents to enjoy more of what Richmond has to offer.

The Feasibility Study has shown the concept of a destination museum to be financially and
operationally feasible. This concept was strongly supported during the public consultation, with
80% support expressed during the Public Open House. The development of this facility could
now proceed to the next stages of implementation that will guide it to reality.

It is recommended to continue the process to initiate a substantive new Richmond Museum to be
located in the City Centre or Middle Arm area, as close to a Canada Line station as possible.

Implementation

A detailed implementation strategy will need to be developed outlining critical decisions and
milestones. Staff will prepare this and bring it back at a future meeting. At every stage in the
implementation process, the community should continue to be engaged in the planning and
development of the facility. Funds for planning and development will be requested through the
Capital Budget program as required to move the project forward. Staff will develop an
intergovernmental funding strategy and provide support to the Richmond Museum Society in
their fundraising campaign.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Throughout the Feasibility Study, the consultants returned to Richmond’s vision to be the most
liveable, appealing and well-managed community in Canada, and were inspired by its emergence
onto the world stage as a Venue City for the 2010 Olympic Winter Games.

The City of Richmond is growing rapidly, and the increased — and increasingly diverse —
population has created a tremendous demand for new services. This is particularly notable in the
cultural sector, where there is a need to provide improved facilities and programs for the local
population, as well as for visitors. A new museum is a necessary component of a balanced and
healthy community that requires significant cultural as well as athletic facilities. It will be a
major civic asset, an economic generator and a source of community pride.

Richmond, being centrally located in Metro Vancouver, is also a very accessible location for a
major cultural attraction. There is a sense of maturity and optimism brought on by the 2010
Olympics, the construction of the Canada Line, and an expanding urban population.

Connie Batter
Supervisor, Richmond Museum & Heritage Services
(604-247-8330)
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Executive
n June 2007, City Council endorsed the
SU mmar y Richmond Museum & Heritage Stratagy. A

central feature of the Strategy was the Idea of a new

A NEW MUSEUM museum for the City of Richmond. A new museum
FOR THE CITY OF facllity is considered to be long overdue, as the exlsting
RICHMOND Richmond Museum in the Cultural Centre has outgrown

its existing space. The current mussum is approximately
2,000 square feet In slze, and has 4,000 square feet of
& oft-site storage.

A new museum could play a critical role in Richmond’s
evolving cultural life. It could tefl the “Richmond Story,”
and celebrate Richmond’s unique physical location,
its remarkable melding of many cultures, its dynamic
cultural life and the multitude of Industries that continue
to attract people to the community.

If the decision is made to move ahead with a new
museum, then the speclflc funding, planning and timing
for construction will be determined as part of a separate
process. This could begln in the next few years.

@.0: ® & © © ¢ ¢



THE FEASIBILITY
STUDY

This Feasibility Study
is the next step toward
the realization of a
new City of Richmond
Museum, where the

story of Richmond, past
and present, can be told
and celebrated into the
future. First prepared in
May 2009, the Study was
updated in October 2012
to ensure the accuracy to
reflect current conditions,
including potential capital
and operating costs. The
following factors were
considered to determine
the feasibility of a new
museum and its optimum

form and size:

Market research
Review of comparable

facilities

Emerging frends in

new museums

= (Governance

and operational
requirements
Programming
Location

Capital construction

costs
Operating costs

Potential funding

sources
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CURRENT CULTURAL TRENDS

It is recognized globally that cultural facilities have become important economic
generators that can provide significant new tourism, business and employment
opportunities.

s Cultural tourism Is the world's fastest growing tourlsm segment,
expanding at about 15% a year

s Currently, Metro Vancouver has about 8.5 million visitors annually, a
number projected to double over the next decade

s Destination cultural tourism sites are aftracting growing numbers of
visitors. Visitor attendance at the following facilities in 2011 was:

Vfancouver Aguarium: Just under 1 million

Caplilano Suspension Bridge Park: over 800,000

Science World, Vancouver: 517,260

Royal BC Museum, Victoria: 460,000

Vancouver Art Gallery: 275,000-300,000

Museum of Anthropology, UBC: 158,058

+ 4+ + + + +

Despite Metro Vancouvers growing population and the increasing importance of
cultural tourism, there is a notable lack of significant local cultural faclities and
few new ones are currently being planned; discussions are underway for new or
expanded facllities for the Surrey Museum, the Vancouver Art Gallery, Presentation
House and the North Vancouver Museum, but no specific plans for these facilities
have yet been announced.



THE CITY OF RICHMOND TODAY

Richmond is centrally located in Metro Vancouver, and is
a very accesslble location for a major cultural attraction.
The completion of the Canada Line and the successful
hosting of the 2010 Olymplc and Paralymplc Winter
Games brought Richmond and its expanding urban
population onto the worid stage. Richmond is now a
“Destination” for visitors In its own right, rather than just
a “Gateway” for those fravelling to or from Vancouver.

The City of Richmond has enjoyed sustained economic
andpopulation growth for many years and the increasingly
diverse population has created a tremendous demand
for new services. The 2011 population of 197,631
reflected an Increase of nearly 15,000 aver the previous
five years. Major expanslon of commercial facllities is
currently underway ar proposed. In a world with great
aconomic turmoil and uncertainty, Richmond has proven
to be an island of stability.

In the cuiltural sector, there is a strong need to provide
improved facilities and programs for the local poputation,
aswell asforvisitors. In the pasttwo decades, immigration
has redefined Richmond as an ethnlcally diverse urban
centra:
- 65% of Richmond residents indicated they were a
visible minority.
- 58% of Richmond residents Indicated they were
not born in Canada, the largest percentage of any
Canadian city'. '
+ Ofthe languages spoken in Richmond, Chinese?
(41.1%) surpassed English (37.8%) as the most
common mother tongue.

2006 Census (last data avallable).
2 2011 Census; Chinese includes Canlonese, Mandann Talwanese
and Chinese not otherwlse specified,

.a.o......
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This growing diversity has created the need to tell new citizens the “Richmond Story.” A
new museum fits well with Richmond's growth, ambitions and vision for the future.

THE RICHMOND STORY

Richmond has a unique and significant history, and is in the process of developing a
cosmopolitan, richly textured urban identity with a global focus. The “Richmond Stary”
—including the past, present and future - can be interpreted through a layering of local,
regional, provincial, national and international stories and connections. It can have a
global focus grounded In community traditions and values.

The vision for an expanded museum is that the people of Richmond will be actively
involved in telling their stories, creating exhibits, making presentations and contributing
to the programs and activities. This is already the focus of the Richmond Museum’s
current operations, which will continue and sevolve:

The "Richmond Story” is the story of the geography that has shaped this
community, the land, the Fraser Rliver, and the place where the Fraser
meets the ocean

it Is the story of the First Natlons and the subsequent waves of settlement
that continue to populate and build this forward-looking community

- ltIs the story of the successiul Industries psople continue 1o create,
including farming, fishing, shipbuilding, fish canning, transpostation,
aviation, high-tech and new aerospace technology

It Is the story of heroes and ordinary people who built the community and
whosae unique contributions and innovations, like the “Canada Arm,” have
put Richmond on the global map

« ltis the story of Immigration and diverse cultures, thelr cultural
contributions to Richmond and their continuing {inks to their communities
of origin

« ltls the story of diverse cultures coming together to create a cohesive
community, the hopaes and dreams of this community and the future they
envision for themselvas

@®©c©2®1® Richmonduseum Feasibil



A NEW MUSEUM: THE HUB OF RICHMOND’S
NETWORK OF MUSEUMS AND HISTORIC SITES

The Richmond Museum can be the hub of a network of
existing museums, historic sites, and heritage areas. This
network, connected to Richmond’s outdoor environment
through a systemn of parks and fralls, will tell the whole
“Richmong Story.” The Richmond Museum can provide
the overview of the “Richmond Story,” and create interest @5
in vistting the other sltes for a first hand appreciation of
specific aspecis of the “Richmond Story.”

As the hub of this netwark, a museum, orientation gailery
and kiosk can direct visitors to Richmond’s many historic
sites and experiences. A variety of exciting forms of
transportation such as community buses, water vehicles
and rental bikes can take visitors o the many sites and
experiences that await them in all areas of Richmond.
A mufti-media web presentation can recreate tha
“Richmond Story”" for those unable to visit the museum
and other sites In parson.

. 0: ® ®© © & 0 ©
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OPTIONS FOR A NEW MUSEUM

In order tc determine the feasibility of a new museum, a broad variety of factors were considered that helped
determine what the new faclility should look like. As part of the visioning exerclse, in March 2008 the Parks, Recreation
& Cultural Services Committee requested that two options far the new facllity be comprehensively developed to
allow a comparative assessment. One option is for a modest community-based facility, while the other option is
a facility large enough to serve a regional market; these two options are divergent enough to allow meaningful
comparisons of size, programming and staffing requirements, and capital and operating cost implicatlons; this
option was developed at a minimal size to fuffill its function. The option for a Destination Museum was further
explored, and a larger facility was also programmed and costed that was considered to be an optimal size for this

type of facllity.

OPTION #1:
‘A COMMUNITY
MUSEUM

8 OPTION #2:
S A DESTINATION MUSEUM
' ROOTED IN THE COMMUNITY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The final decision about where a new museum will be located and its appropriate size will
ultimately be dependent on public support, available budget, and potential parinerships.

©c 0201 RichmondMuseum Feasibil



PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE

A Public Open House was held on October 1, 2008 to
present the findings of the Feasibllity Study and to gauge
the public reaction to the options for a neaw museum.
The Open House was attended by over 200 people
representing a broad cross-section of the population; 178
people filled in a detalled questionnaire. 100% of those
who responded supported the vision for a new museum.
80% of the responses supported the Idea of 2 Destination
Museum and its potential location in the City Centre or
Middle Arm area. The comments also indicated caution
about potential costs and tax increases, but overali there
was very strong support expressed for the concept of a
new “Destination Museum rooted in the Community” that
told the “Richmond Story.”

RECOMMENDATIONS

Throughout the course of this Feasibllity Study, there
has been consensus among the many participants and
stakeholders that this is the time, and Richmond Is the
place, to bulld an exciting new destination museum. The
City could take a leading position as a tourism destination
within a regional context, while still providing a significant
museum that tells the story of the community.

Currently, no museum In Metro Vancouver has the
capacity to host major exhibitions. Richmond is ideally
positioned to take advantage of Metro Vancouver's
need for a destination museum. With the right visitor
experiences, a new destination museum in Richmond
would appeal widely to both residents and tourists.

The concept of a destination museum has proven
to be financially and operationally feasible. This
concept was strongly supported during the public
consultation, with 80% support expressed during
the Public Open House. The development of this
facility should now proceed to the next stages of
implementation that will guide it to reality.

It is therefore recommended that the City should
commence a process to initiate a new Richmongd
Museum of 75,000 square feet, to be located in the
Clty Centre or Middle Arm area, as close to a Canada
Line station as possible.

The implementation strategy outlines the stages
and priorities to achieve the new museum. At every
stage in the implementation process, the community
should continue to be engaged in the planning and
development of the facility. '
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s Undertake
—dedicated Task a Richmond
Force, comprising a Museum Master
biue-ribbon group of Pilan that would
business and community include the following
Begin the major leaders focused on the | components:
capital fundraising establishment 6f the.
campaign cutlined by museum.
the Richmond Museum ;
Society.

Governance and
administrative structure
Vision, Mission Statement
and Mandate
Programming,
interpretation and storyline
Detailed programming
Design requirements
Funding Strategy

W Implementation
construction

once finaneing Continue
is secured, to explore

further partnership
and co-location

_ opportunities.

Commerce STAGE TEN
final design ]

and planning - -
as fundraising Complete ' W
~ continues through and open the '
.| lotarget. ; new Richmond Secure a.

Museum. site for museum | ¢
N\ / use that meets the
AN : ~ minimum requirements
\\_’_, for a 75,000 sguare foot

STAGE THREE

STAGE EIGHT

facility, including additional
parking and cutdoor space
W if feasible, Consider the
Proceed potential for future
with preliminary expansion.
design, including Hire a
the selection of CEQ as the
a design team Key visionary to
through an open lead the project
competition. through te
implementation.

EECEER

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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“Brand
Richmond as the
city that embraces
diversity.”

- Open House
comment

*Richmond is
a part of Canada,
we can not separate
Richmond from Canada, so
when people go to Richmond
Museum they also should
get the information about BC
and even Canada not only
Richmond.”

- Open House
comment

@G ® ©® © ©® © ©



BACKGROUND

1.1 INTRODUCTION

he Richmond Museum cannot be expanded at
its current location, and is inadeguate to fully
serve a growing city the size of Richmond. The current
museum, consisting of a temporary exhibit gallery and
office space, Is approximately 2,000 square feet in size,
and has 4,000 square feet of off-site storage, This space
Is not large enough to {unction as a fully-opsrational
museum. This Feasibility Study has been the next step
towards examining the potential for a dynamic new
museum facllity in the City of Richmond, where cultural,
museum, and heritage activities of the past and present
can be supported and celebrated into the future. It has
been guided by staft and stakeholder consultations, and
informed by other, previous studies.

The Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services
(PRCS) Facllities Strategic Plan identified
the need for a new museum facility,
eslimated as a stand-atone facility of
approximately 25,000 square feet (based
on the recently built Surrey Musaum).

« The evolving City Cenlre Area Plan has
defined an area considered approprlate for
arts and cultural facllities and activities that
would be compatible with 2 museum use.
In June 2007, City Councll endorsed the
vision and abjectives developed for the
Richmond Museum & Heritage Strategy;
included in lhe Sirategy was the idea of a
new museum for tha City of Richmang.
The inltial Feasibility Study was released
in May 2009, and was updated in October
2012 to ensure the accuracy of the
tnformation, Including potsntial capital and
operating costs.

@©c®2®1 @ Richmondiuseum Feasibil

Throughout the consultation process, the public has
expressed a strong desire for the developmant of a new
museurn facllity, that would act as a cultural anchor for
the community.

Substantial background work for this project was
undertaken as part of the Rlchmond Museum &
Herltage Sirategy. The concept of a dynamic new
museum was the centreplece of the Strategy, which was
endorsed by City Council In June 2007. Of the Strategy's
six goals, four outlined the Clty’s provision of museum
related services and ars relevant to the teasibility study
for the new museum:

BACKGROUND



1.2 METHODOLOGY

Atthe start of this Feasibility Study, a Steering Committee
was formed to work clossly with the consultant team.
The consuitation process was designed to ensure
that a wide cross-section of the community had the
opportunity to participate In the visioning process, and
to identify the needs of the community and the stories
that are important to the community. This Involved public
consultation, stakeholder focus groups and interviews
to determine the needs within the community, and the
devslopment of stratsgies and priorities to meet these
needs. Richmond's many diverse communities, including
business, tourisn and economic development, were
consulted. Vision-based guidelines were crafted to inform
the study process and to achieve desired outcomes,
resulting in recommendations for an appropriate scale of
development ang a preferred location.

Public Consultation Goals

> Generate community interest in the new
museum.

+  Develop a Vislon for the museum and identify
community needs and community stories.

»  Determine themes, messages and public
programs (“story telling™) and community needs
for public and anclllary spaces.

« Achieve consensus for the form, substance and
size of a new facllity.

«  Assess an appropriate potential location.

“I would be
very proud to
promote a first class
destination museum in
my travels across Canada
and elsewhere in the
world.” '
“The
focus.is
to ignite seif-
awareness through
self-evaluation.”

- Open House
comment

- stakeholder
comment

Public Consultation Structure

A. Steering Committee

A steering committee, comprised of City of Richmond
staff, mambers of the Richmond Museum Scociety and
the Richmond Rerltage Commission, has been the point
of contact for the consultants to obtaln direction and
approval for all aspects of the consultation process.

B. Stakeholder Consultation

Other community stakeholders have been consulted
through workshops and direct interviews. This has
included representatives of the Richmond Chamber
of Commerce, Tourism Richmond, the Vancouver
International Airport, the City of Richmond's Diversity
Committes, the City of Richmond’s Museum Society and
the City of Richmond Heritage Commission. In addition,
meetings were held with the thres Richmond MLAs and
the Federal Minister's Reglonal Office. There have been
two main goals to the stakeholder consultation:

1. Provide advice to the consultants and Steering
Committee on all aspects of the feasibility study
with particular emphasis on community needs.

2. Be & conduit to the diverse communities they
represent and obtain input from their respective
communities,

In 2012, additional interviews were conducted, and the
research information, including statistics and potential
costs, was re-confirmed.

C. Publlc Open House

As aresult of the visioning work of the Steering Committee
and stakeholders, a presentation was made to the PRCS
Committee in March 2008, which provided direction that
two comprehensive options for a new museum facllity
should be presented to the public. This Open House was
held on October 1, 2008, and was very well attended
by a broad cross-section of Richmond citizens. Many
people responded to a detalled guestionnaire; 100%
of the submitted questionnalres supported the concept
of a new museum, and 80% supported the idea of a
Destination Museum Rooted in the Gommunity.
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“Richmond is
so diverse and
beautiful that we
need to introduce it to
the world.”

- Open House

comment

“The
jewel on the
water...”

- stakeholder

comment

“We are the
immigrants, we
really care about our

own community life.”

- Open House
comment

sSource: BC Stats, comparable census figures of 174,481 (2006) and 180,473 (2011) are lower due to an undercount
“ Source: BC Siats; the medlan age in B.C. Is prajected to increase from 41.1 in 2011 to 45.4 in 2036
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1.3 MARKET RESEARCH

The research process has laid the groundwork for the feasibility assessment
parameters, and provided background materiai for the visioning and public consultation
process. The review of market research has been varled and muiti-faceted to ensure
that the most up-to-date and wide-ranging information has informed this feasibility
study, including:

Community Demographics
Cuitural Tourism
Business Recruitment and Retention
Comparable Facllities

«  Emerging Museum Trends

1.3.1 COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS

The Musqueam Band of the Coast Salish First Nation has lived in and around
Richmond for thousands of years, from the time when the delta lands at the mouth
of the Fraser River consisted of many low-lying islands separated at high tide.
Richmond's role In the Paclfic Rim has been evident since lts earliest days. One of
the city's original families came from Australia. There were also successive waves of
Aslan immigrants, who were involved in many industrial operations and also settled
here; Japanese and Chinese famllies arrived starting in the late 1800s. The Richmond
of today Is a mix of the descendants of original families and new immigrants, farmers
and high-tech workers; it is multi-ethnic and multi-lingual; well-educated and well-
travelled.

The evolving demographlics of Richmond continue reflect its Pacific Rim context.
Richmond's explosive growth in the postwar era has attracted a great number of
immigrants from the Paclfic Rim reglon — those nations with shores on the Paclfic
Ocean, such as the Asian and Asla-Paclfic countries, New Zealand and ‘Australia,
North America, Gentral America and South America. According 1o the 2006 census
(latest data available), the total number of people living in Richmond born in a Pacific
Rim country was approximately 76,000.

The Gity's significant and sustained population growth from 182,652 in 2006 to
197,631 in 20113 has resulted in an increasing multicultural diversity and rapidly
Increasing denslty in the Gity Centre. Long-term population growth is anticipated
to reach 280,000 people by 2041. It is also anticipated that the median age will
continue to rise over time* reflecting the demographic trends occurring throughout
North America.

BACKGROUND
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Richmond ts the 4th largest clty in B.C. with a 2011 population of 197,6315.
Immigration has redefined Richmond as an ethnically diverse urban centre In the past two decades, with
Asian shopping centres, businesses and restaurants cropping up in neighbourhoods that were once primarily
rural. The City Centre is the fastest growing neighbourhood.

+  There are 135,000 Jobs in the city.

+  Chinese New Year, Diwali and the Mustim testival Etd are given officlal recognition within the municipality In
addition to Christmas and New Year's celebrations.
Perhaps nowhere is the city's diverse language and cultural make-up more evident than in the book and
magazine collection of the Richmond Public Library. The library has a collection of 80,000 Chinese-language
books, magazines, newspapers, DVDs and videos. Chinese-language speakers are as likely to check out
materials from the library in their own language as they are to select material in English.
Of Richmond's total population, 43% are Chinese, 8% are South Asian, 5% are Fillpino and 2% Japanese®.

<  Of the languages spaken In Richmond in the 2011 caensus, Chinese’ (41.1%) surpassed English (37.9%) as
the most common mother tongue.

< In the 2011 census, the most common languages spoken at home in order were English (53.7%), Chinese’
(35.9%), Punjabi (2.1%) and Tagalog (Filipino 1.9%).

Population in 2011 (4th largestin 197,631

B.C.)

Population Growth (over
previous § years)

Fastest growing neighbourhood
Projected population 2041

Recent immigrants (last 10
years) as percentage of City
population

City population as percentage of
Province (2011 Census)

City jobs as percentage ot
Province :

Number of jobs in City

1.3.2 CULTURAL TOURISM

Cultural tourism is one of the world’s fastest growing
tourism segments, and is increasingly noted in statistical
modelling as its importance to the tourism economic
sector becomes more evident. Over the last 20 years
international tourism arrivals In Canada have been
growing consistently at an average of 4% per year. The
United Nations World Tourism Organization forecasts
the number of international tourists globally will nearly
double from 880 million in 2009 to 1.6 billion by 20208
Tourism Is an important sector in B.C. generating nearly
$6.5 blllton dollars or over 4% of the Provinclal real GDP.
In addition employment in the tourism sector in 2010
totelled 127,000, accounting for approximately 1 in every
15 jobs In the Province®. A new museum in RHichmond
would be in an excellent position to take advantage of
this trend.

14,979

City Cenire
280,000
29.8%

4.2%

7.4%

135,000

For further detailed information, please refer to
Appendix A: Community Demographics.

In addition, Richmond is ideally located In relation
to the Canada Line’s direct connection to downtown
Vancouver, the cruise lines at Canada Place and the

“I think it
is essential to
have a well organized
interactive museum
to attract tourists to the
city for the economic and
environmental development
of Richmond.”

Vancouver International Alrport. Highway 99 connects
Richmond to the American border and the 1-5 Interstate
freeway. Centrally located in the Metro Vancouver region,
Richmond is ideally accessible as the potential location
for a major attraction.

8 Source: BC Stats, estimate incudes the Cansus undercount

& Source: 2006 Census (last data avallable)

7 Source: 2011 Census; Chinsse Incfudes Cantonese (15.20%), Mandarin (10.26%),
Talwanese (0.33%) and Chinese not otherwise speclfied

%Saurce: Canada's Federal Tourlsm Strategy: Welcorming the World

tSource: BC Stals

- Open House
comment
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What Is Cultural Tourism? A Unique Niche Market
Travel research organizations have tracked cultural tourism data in recent years,

Cullural tourism describes identifying the frends and characteristics of an attractive, accessible and large
travellers engaging in market.

cultural events and activities

while away from their The cultural tourism market:

home communities. This - s leisure-travel based

umbrella term Includes, * is specialized and requires a targeted approach

but Is not limited to: visits = grows globally by 15% every year.

to museums and historic

sites; performing arts; Cultural tourists tend to:

visual arts; heritage events; - combine cultural with non-cultural experiences while travelling
genealogical research; + search oul learning/educational experiences

multicultural/ethnic events; » seek an authentic sense of people and place.

and some attractions.

Education is also a Cultural tourists have distinct profiles that set them apart from other leisure
slgnificant part of cultural travellers and make them an appealing market for the tourism industry. Multiple
tourism, as these elements research sources note that compared to the average leisure traveller, the cultural
may Involve a high degree tourist tends to:

of Interactivity.
be represented by the baby boomers (those over 45 years old)

Cultural tourists do not although there is also an emerging trend of cultural tourists in the 20-
necessaslly define thelr 34 'young professionals’ age group

primary motivation for be predominately female

travel as cultural activity. have a higher level of education attainment than other tourists, and
For Instance, a business tend to have university or college degrees or higher degrees
traveller who attends a have a higher level of income

play Is as much a cultural spend between 8 to 10% more per day when travelling

tourist as someone who be an overnight lourist who will likely seek a range of experiences at
travels to a museum to his/her destination of choice

see6 a blockbuster exhibit. be motivated by high impact time-specific’ cultural events, such as
Museums are often an initial blockbusters and festivals

stopping and orientation use more commercial accommaodation

destination, and a significant take frequent short trips (get-away holidays) and tend to spend more
source of local information money on these trips for accommodation, meals and shopping,

for visitors. especially for extras and luxuries.

use the internet to identify where and how to travel

(Source: Ontario Cultural & Heritage Tourism Product Research
Paper, February, 2009)

There have been challenges (n global tourism since 2008, based on economic
downturns and uncertainties; curren! projections Indicate improved tourism
statistics can be expected by 201S.

For further detailed information, please refer to Appendix B: Cuitural Tourism.
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1.3.3 TOURISM RICHMOND

Tourism Richmond Is a non-profit, membership-driven
destination marketing organization that promotes
Richmond as a destination to leisure travelers, meeting
planners, travel media and organizations that Influence
travel. Richmond, with over 17 million alrport passengers
in 2011*° and 4,958 hotel rooms, Is ideally situated to
take advantage of the cultural tourism market. Tourism
Richmond focuses marketing initiatives in three areas

1. Affordabllity: in general it costs 30% less to stay
in Richmond than in Vancouver and there are free
shuttles from the airport to the hotel.

2. Accessiblility: it s close to the airport and to
downtown Vancouver, there is shopping and dining
close by.

3. Asian Culture: especially cuisine.

Tourism Richmond's current marketing campaigns:
Motto: “Come and explore Canada, feel at home In
Richmond”

Golden Village {(Asian Restaurant District):
Tourism Richmond has hired someone to eat at a
different restaurant for 365 days and blog about tha
experience on a daily basis. This initiative has been
very successful. Tourism Richmond promotes the
fact that Richmond has the best Asian restaurants
outside of China, and that it is one of the best
places to ring In the Chinese New Year.

« Aftraction Pass: This pass is to encourage a
visitor to stay two nights rather than one, or a
convention attendee to stay an extra night. If
people stay the extra right they get an attraction
pass, a $200 value that includes several attractions
in the lower mainland.

Tourism Richmond provided comments about the
museum concept, and what would make it mors
markeétable from a tourism perspective:

It should be fun and exciting, like Sclence World.

- It should have timely, interactive content; e.g.,
Capilano Suspension Bridge has a successful First
Nations Exhibit.

It should be entrepreneurial, with new and
innovative products to sell.
It should be a multi-faceted facility.

The foliowing comments were also provided for the
marketing of the new Richmond Museum:

+  Tourism Richmond has a mandate to market all of
Richmond; it would market a new museum.

+  The museum would lead the marketing package If
it met the above criteria.

« The media Is Interested in what is new and what Is
interesting.
Promote how the enlire community benefits If more
visitors come to Richmond.

1.3.4 BUSINESS RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION

The new world is a truly global economy, driven by
information, ideas and discoveries. It is a creative
economy, where art and culture are the building
blocks of innovation, invention and understanding.

Speech from the Throne, Province of British Columbia,
February 2006

With many existing high-tech corporate head offices,
Richmond has aiready begun the development of a
“creative economy.” It will be critical for Richmond to
develop its arts and cultural sector to support its quickly-
growing creative economy, in order to attract and retaln
the type of workers required for this new economic
focus.

Cralg dJdones, (Executive Director of the Richmond
GChamber of Gommerce) has stated “Richmond needs
facilities such as the proposed Richmond Museum to
attract and retain the knowledge workers that are so
important in Richmond's economic sector.”

1 Tota) enplaned and deplaned passengers at YVR in 2011 were 17,032, 780, an Increase of 71.4% since 1882
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There is much evidence to iliustrate that a vibrant arts
and cultural sector play a significant role In attracting
and retaining “creative employees." In From Bronze
to Gold: A Blusprint for Canadian Leadership in a
Transforming World, the Canadian Council of Chief
Executlves concluded that antistic and cultural creativity
. plays an important rofe In transforming communities
into destinations of choice for skilled people in any
occupation. A community’s cultural infrastructure
has a direct impact on quality of life and on the
competitiveness of communities in attracting people and
investment.” From Restless Communities to Resilient
Places: Building a Stronger Future For All Canadians,
the June 2006 Final Report of the External Advisory
Committee on Cities and Communities concluded
that those Canadian cities and communities that
have recognized the importance of culture are better
prepared to meet future challenges and opportunities.
“Strong cultural engagement can substantially improve
the cohesivenass, confidence and International Image
and attractiveness of places. The economic impact of
the arts angd our creative resources is far greater than
the employment or economic multipliers our creative
industries generate. The ants attract peopls to live and
work in our Province, reduce turnover for employers,
and contribute to the stability of our workforce. The arts
also, he!p create cross-cultural understanding, improve
workplace and. customer relationships and contribute to
more successful enterprise. increased arts and cuftural
activity Is key to attracting glited professionals. Alcan
says that cuitural life and amenities In towns like Kitimat,
where the company Is planning a $1.8 blllion upgrade of
Its smelting operations, are crucial factors in aftracting
talented people, jobs and investments.” (“Ants Future
BC, Contributing to our Future”, A Presentation to the
Select Standing Committee on Finance and Government
Services, September 2007.)

Michael Audain, the chalr of Polygon Homes Ltd., puls
it plainly: “We're going to be looking for the best — the
young people with the best brains — and many of them
are interested In the creative life and a culture that
complements them.” According to Vancouver architect,
Bing Thom, culture and what is happening with the
knowledge economy are understood to be underpinning
the whole future of where we are going to go. With the
global labour shortage, Vancouver is at serious risk of

@c020
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losing out in the talent wars. There is a massive push
to put Vancouver on the global stage, and the state of
Vancouver’s cultural infrastructure has never been more
critical. Bernie Magnan, former chief economist for the
Vancouver Board of Trade, observed that, In addition to
helping draw tourists and employees, arts and culture
are anchors for a city’s identity. ‘Any community or any
city around the world that has made a name for itself has
a thriving arts community as part of it,” he said. Examples
include: Sydney, Australia, with Its world-renowned
Opsra House; Seattle, with its multitude of visual-art
museums and performance spaces; and Winnipeg,
with its Internationally recognized ballet troupe and New
Music Festival. That’s exactly the kind of cultural focus
that Vancouver lacks, according to a January 2007
VanCity report, The Power of the Arts in Vancouver:
Crealing a Great Clty, which states, “Vancouver seems
to lack a consistent cultural identity, and conseguently,
despite their relevance for the local economy, most
knowledge-related aclivitles remaln an exotic field for a
large part of the population.

Please refer to Appendix C for further information.

There is a growing concern
that Richmond is falling behind
in providing the type of vital
arts and culture sector that is
so important to the creative
economy. A hew Richmond
Museum could contribute
significantly to the cultural
identify of Richmond, as well
as the larger context of Metro
Vancouver.

| BACKGROUND



' 1.3.5 COMPARABLE FACILITIES

Afundamental question with a new museum Is a definition
of the target audience. Many local museums and
aftractions are targeted strictly towards the community
they serve, with only minimal outside visitorship. Although
they provide valuable services to the local population,
community museums throughout Metro Vancouver are
not major tourist destinations. For example, attendance at
the Surrey Museum In 2012 (size: 24,000 square feet) Is
projected at approximately 25,000. Typically, community
museums do not achieve destination status. Even the
relatively large and established Museum of Vancouver
does not currently compete as a tourist atiraction.

Despite Metro Vancouver's growing population and the
increasing importance of cuitural tourism, there Is a
notable lack of significant local cultural facilittes and few
new ones are currently being planned; discussions are
underway for new or expanded facilities for the Surrey
Museum, the Vancouver Art Gallery, Presentation House
and the North Vancouver Museum, but no specific plans

for these facilities have been announced. On a regional

basis, some atiractions achieve higher attendance
figures, based on the slze and scale of their facllities,
aftractions and/or collections.

Destination atiractions, such as the Royal British
Columbia Museumn and the Vancouver Art Gallery, would
not achieve their current attendance without their large
speclal exhiblits. No local facilities, however, are cutrently
attempting “blockbuster” shows. These are major shows
that require up to 10,000 square feet of display space,
and are important sources of direct and indirect revenue,
visibility, and prestige for museums worldwide. (For
further detalled information, please refer to Appendix
D: “Blockbusters.”). Some local facliities do have the
exhibition space that Is required, but are not currently
showing or producing these major exhibits.

Vancouver Aquarium
The Aquarium {s a self-supporing, non-profit
organization, and does not receive government funding
for its operations.
- The facllity comprises 116,000 square feet, with
154 aguatic displays.
1t employs 350 full and part-time employees
and in 2011 had 1,200 active volunteers,
= The annual operaling budget for 2011 was
$28 mitlion; admissions, programs, groups,
mambership dues, retall gross sales account
for 84% of the Aquarium's operating budget
while charitable contributions, donations and
restricted grants comprise the remainder.
Attendance in 2011; just under 1 million.

Capilano Suspension Bridge

This privately-owned and operated site is one of the
most popular tourist atiractions In Vancouver. The
site employs over two hundred people seasonally in
addition to the over two hundred year-round positions.
The park was sold to the current owner, in 1983. Annual
attendance has since increased, and in May 2004,
Treetops Adventures was opened. As well as the bridge
itself and Treetops Adventurs, the park also features rain
forest ecotours, award-winning gardens, nature tralls,
North America's largest private collection of First Nations
totem poles, period decor and costumes, and exhibits
highlighting the park’s history and the surrounding
temperate rain forest. Guests can also witness First
Nations performance, teaturing their traditional Regalia
(ceremonial dress), masks, dancing and storytelling. In
2012, a new attraction called Cliff Walk was added to the
park. This is a major attraction that is marketed globally,
and aftracts over 800,000 visitors a year.

Science World, Vancouver

Science World is a self-supporting, non-profitorganization
with a Board of Directors and an Executive Director.
The original board made the decislon that they wanted
to be self-sufficient. The Board did not want to create
a dependency an government funding, did not want to
be beholden to government or have strings attached to
what they could do. They wanted their clients to be the
maln providers of revenue to ensure that what they were
offering had a high leve! of appeal. Over time, the facility
has received money for capital projects and grants for
specific programs that complimant but are not core to
thelr aperation. They recelve an annual grant of $80,000
from the City of Vancouver, which is less than 1% of thelr
annual operating budget.

Untll 10 years ago, 86% of revenuses came from entrance
fees, program fees, the theatre, and room rentals, and
14% came from grants, sponsorships, and donors. At
that, a financial assessment determined that if revenues
were going to increase, the proportions would need
to change. Currently the proportion Is 75% (5% from
room rentals) eamed and 25% contributed. The goal
Is 70% earned and 30% contributed. Because of the
diversification of revenues, even though sponsorships
and grants are down because of the sconomic downturn,
revenue has steadily increased from $8 million to $11
million over the last 10 years.

The Board of Directors is largely from the business
community, and they can be fiexible and entrepreneurial in
developing partnerships. Science World takes donations
from most people and sponsorships are consistent
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with their mandate (broadly in the area of science and
technology). Over the past two years, Sclence World has
held a capital expansion campalgn with a target of $37
million and has raised all but the last $2 million. Science
World remains In very sound financlal condition; many
similar organizations in the United States that depend
much more heavily on endowments and government
grants have not proven to be as financially stable.

Sclence Warld has a total building area of 110,000 square
feet, has a total exhibit area of 46,000 square feet, and
includes an Omnimax Theatre. Attendance in 2011 was
517,260 (including 137,861 Community Engagement
participants).

Royal British Columbia Museum, Victoria
The RBCM is currently undergoing a facilities and
programming review, and re-assessing its mandate and
its connections to the Citizens of British Columbia. It is
Tun as a museum corporation with a board of Directors
and a Chief Executive Officer.
The RBCM property sncompasses appraximately
2 hectarss in downtown Victoria, with bulldings that
total approximately 250,000 square feet (and offsite
storagsa).
20% of the building spacs Is exhibit space, 70%
is archival/curatorial/conservation ang collections
storage, and 10% administration/ gifi shop/ lobby/
circulation etc.
¢« There are permanent gallerles (First Peoples,
Modern History and Natural History) as well as
temporary exhiblt space and an Omnimax Theatre.
Attendance in 2011: 460,000.

Vancouver Art Gallery, Vancouver

« The VAG has a Board of Directors and an
Executive Director.

« The current VAG building Includes a total of
165,000 square feet with 41,400 square fest of
exhibition space.

+  Attendance in 2011: 275,000-300,000.

Museum of Anthropology, Vancouver

MOA is a university museum, a public institution, and the
largest teaching museum in Canada. it is a part of the
University of British Columbia, under the faculty of Arts,
and also has an advisory board. UBC pays for the cost of
custadial and security staff, and there are approximately
30 FTE staff. Up to 98 volunteers are involved in the
school program and tours. The museumn has a $4 million
dollar aperational budget; $1.7 million of which is provided
by UBC, and the rest comes from donors, sponsors,
admission, gift shop and other revenues. MOA has a
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satellite gallery that it shares with other organizations,
located at 560 Seymour Street.

MOA has recently completad a major expansion resulting
in an increased In size from 79,000 to 120,800 square
feet inclusive of a new 5,660 square foat exhibition
gallery. This accommaodated the entire collection rather
than just one subject area. The next stage of expansion
is an addition for the Aslan collection, organized by
subject matter rather than by country, e.g., calligraphy
from a variety of Asian countries. The proposed exhipits
would be artifact-based rather than history-based.

Attendance In 2011 was 158,058. This included
141,284 general admission and 16,794 for educational
programs.

Museum of Vancouver

The Museum of Vancouver was founded In 1894 as the
Art, Historical and Sclentitic Assoclation, and In 1968
moved into a new landmark building. The current facility
Is 83,000 square feet, with a total of 10,000 square feet
of temporary exhibit space. By 2007, it was recognized
that the Vancouver Mussum was suffering from dropping
aftendance, lack of focus and public disinterest. Through
consultation with community, staff and museum clients,
a new vision was created with a focus on Vancouver,
both as a physical reality and as an idea, using ¢cross-
disciplinary approaches that engage the community in
dialogue about contemporaryissues. This comprehensive
re-branding of the museum was launched with a name
change in 2009. The museum’s governance model was
also revised at this time; the museum commission and
society were combined, with a new constitution and by-
Jaws. The museum btoard now consists of 2/3 elected
and 1/3 appolnted by the board, with a limit of 16 board
members.

Staffing was restructured o reflect the new organization,
and new people with different skills were hired, moving
away from a curator-subject based model to working with
the community and developing audience engagement.
Guest curators are now brought in from many different
areas of society. There Is also a commitment to work with
the Asian community as an important pan of Vancouver's
diverse population.

The results of the re-branding have been remarkable.
From 2008 to the present there has been 2 35% Increase
in visitars, and current visitation Is approximately 75,000,
and membership has doubled. The marketing budget
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has not been increased but the museum’s presence
has been enhanced considerably through social media.
Both visitors and locals are targeted; in summer, 75% of
attendance consists of tourists, while in winter it is the
reverse with 25% tourists. Sponsorship has Increased
every year. The overall budget has also changed
significantly: public sector funding has dropped from
67% 1o 55%; 34% s from earnings; and 11% from private
funding. Of the eamings, approximately $110,000 Is from
rentals and $300,000 from other sources.

The MOV has been very successful in improving their
sltuation. There are continuing issues with their currant
location, which presents challenges of access and
identity. Despite their relatively large size, the MOV
does not yet undertake larger exhibits that could attract
broader public attention. Future initiatives may include
pursuit of a new downtown tacility.

Surrey Museum

Anew Surrey Museum was opened in Cloverdale in 2007.
The collection is community based, and the interpretive
themes and programs are based on community Interests.
The new museum attracted 14,217 visitors In 2007,
21,646 in 2008, and 19,402 visitors in 2011. Attendance
for 2012 is projected at approximately 25,000.

Tha current facllity consists of 24,000 square feet, with
temporary exhibit space of 900 square feet, a lobby with
two adjacent program rooms and a textile studio. Exhibils
are changed several times each year, and Include
travelling exhibits. The majority of costs (up to 98%) are
covered by the City of Surrey and by grants from the
federal and provincial governments. The Friends Society
has an endowment fund, which enables free admission.
The museum has three off-site exhibit areas, one in the
new Surrey Centre Library, and two in local recreation
centres.

A number of drawbacks have been identified with the
current situation. The building is relatively inaccessible
by transit, and suffers from a poor identity. A proposed
10,000 square foot addition is being planned that will
address a number of physical issues, Including an
improved lobby and circulation, enhanced exhibit space,
ang additional collectlon storage and exhibit preparation
areas.

The Reach Gallery Museum, Abbotsford
The Reach is the centre of cultural and creative innovation
in the Fraser Valley, committed to quality programming
and exposing the pubfic to the multidisciplinary, inspiring,
and provocative world of arts and culture. The Reach
consists of a 20,000 square foct Class “A” facllity that
contains:
< B,100 square foot open plan exhibition hall

large reception area, suitable for enteriaining
+  community archives

mufti-purpose studio

two communlty axhlbltion spaces

art collection storage and museurn artifact

collection storage
The facility can accommodate event rentals of various
sizes, up to 250 people In the combined Lobby, Studio
and Great Hall. Total attendance In 2011 was 20,961.

*Richmond
should have a
museum that befits
an emerging world class
city which matches our
efforts in sports areas.”

- Open House
comment
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1.3.6 RICHMOND OLYMPIC OVAL

The Richmond Olympic Oval was buiit as the home to
long track speed skating during the 2010 Olympic and
Paralympic Winter Games, and now offers an Inspiring
sports and recreational environment for all ages and skill
levels. This massive facllity includes:
«  two Olympic sized ice rinks

18 badminton courts
+ 23,000 sq. fi. Fitness Centre
< 13 FIVB regulation volleyball courts
- 10 FIBA regulation basketball cousts

3 FIFA regulation indoor soccer fialds

6 International sized table tennis tables

200 mefre 5-Lane training track
* 110 metre 5-Lane sprint track

Indoor rowing & paddling centre

Other supporting facllities

In an effort to maximize entrepreneurial benefit and
financial viabllity, a corporation was created to manage
the Oval project, with the City as sole shareholder.
Operations of the Richmond Oval are overseen by
a city-appointed board of directors consisting of a
selection of community leaders representing a broad
range of professional backgrounds. The Corporation is
fully accountable to the citizens of Richmond, with the
City reserving the ability to make decisions on Issues of
finance and governance as necessary.

The facilittes are available to rent for corporate team
building, meetings, and sporting events, with a varisty
of mesting rooms, sport courts, reception arsas and
outdoor spaces. From small intimate meetings to larger
training groups, the Oval can accommodate a variety
of setups. The Oval's hosting suite, the Legacy Room,
is a 5,000 square foot space that Includes a bullt-in
bar and audiovisual capabilittes. Other meeting rooms
are designed for smaller, more intimate meating and
workshops.

With the recent approvals to develop the Richmond
Olympic Experience: a combination of static displays
with artifacts and Imagery; video, film and sound clips;
and interactive components, another facet will be added
to the Richmond Olymple Oval in 2013/2014.

@©c @21 @ Richmondduseum Feasibil
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1.3.7 EMERGING MUSEUM TRENDS

Contemporary trends in museums and interpretation
can help determine the most effective way to convey
the Richmond Story and experience. Museums are
tending towards values-based interpretation, based on
storytelling, human experience, and ethnic diversity. Key
concepts of this Interpretative approach include:

*  Flexibility — as stories change, there must be
capacity to tell new stories

< Participation — interaction with the audience

«  People-based themes — experiences related to the
local and global communities

Traditional lines between disciplines are dissolving,
allowing storles to be interpreted and expressed In
fresh contexts and diverse voices, using technologies
appropriaterto the storytelling. The rate of cultural change
and the high cost of construction indicate that a museum
must be multi-purpose, reflective, and responsive to
changing conditions. These emerging trends help us
understand both the programming and the built aspects
of the new Richmond Mussum.

In order to understand emerging museum trends, we
need to first step back in time to appreciate what has
led to the situation museums are in today. Thirty to forty
years ago there was a boom in museum construction
across Canada. The political and financlal climates
were conducive to developing new museums, as well
as expanding existing facilittes. Pant of the thrust for
this activity was the development of many popular
centennial projects, alongside a new Federal policy
of the early 1970s called D&D (decentralization and
democratization). As a result, many new institutions were
created, most of which relied heavily on government
grants and subsidies to meet their expenses. Over tims,
with national increases

“Whatever
we do, let’s do
it well.”

What’s the Point?
- stakeholder
comment

in cuftural costs, several downturns in the economy and
a shift in Federal emphasis from Canada-wide cultural
needs to Ottawa/Hull based National Museums, the
general funding for Canadian museums significantly
decreased. This trend has prevailed over the last 20
years, with the cultural sector constantly expressing
frustration and concern over the declining health of
‘culture’ in Canada.

About ten years ago, it became clear that if the cultural
sector was to recover from this malaise, cultural museum
communities would need to find thelr own answers
and would need to find significant alternatlve sources
of funding. At the same time, words like ‘relevance’,
‘participation’ and ‘interactive’ began to become
more a part of museum workshops and conference
discussions.

Whereas artifact collections and archives still remain an
important componentofa museum’soperattons, there are
now many more oppartunitias for museums to become
a larger community resource. By playing a central role
in the health and well-being of a community’s cultural
history, current and future cultural development will be
supported by the community regardless of government
subsidies. in other words, the trend now Is to make
museums so relevant to the needs of the community
they serve that, in time, they become an essential service
and receive all necessary forms of support.

Emerging museum trends respond to the need to. make
Canadian museums more relevant to all Canadians
and more financlally self-sustaining. The review of
these trends constitutes a snapshot of “best practices”
and provides a solid basls on which to commence
the thinking for the development of a successful new
Richmond Museum.

Museum management today is more aware of establishing a clear vision

and well-defined objectives for their institutions. Presenting a collection of
artifacts is nolonger adequate in terms of facility use or visitor expectations.
The late Mr. Steven Weil, of the Smithsonian Institute, once said, “the only
way to evaluate the success of a cultural institution'is if it ‘touches’ visitors
and, as a result, in some small way, changes them forever.”
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Making Connections

For many years the f{rend for museum
presentations was to present material in
independently defined scientific disciplines,
e.g. natural history, human history, First
Nations history, individual ethnic groups etc.
Consequently, connections between disciplines
were seldom explored. Recently, scientists
have been exploring connections between
disciplines and their interdependencies and
relationships. For example, medicine has
been examining how paris of the body relate
to one another and biologists are studying the
interdependencies of natural world systems.
Likewise, when presenting stories, some of the
most interesting material is in the relationships
between disciplines, e.qg. people and nature,
First Nations and European history, science
and art. This softening of academic borders to
enable the exploration of new connections and
relationships helps people gain insights into
the interconnectedness of the natural and built
worlds, and the relevance of local and global
issues.

Museums as a Reflection
of the Community

Museums today are beginning to engage the
community like never before. In the past, some
museum curators thought it was their duty
and right to tell the stories discovered through
research and exploration, even when there was
minimal consultation with the people who
experienced the stories firsthand, or whose
ancestors were the subject of the stories.
Progressively, more museums today
are facilitating people in the telling of
their own stories, in their own words.
This approach encourages a broader
audience to become engaged in the
activities and programming of the
museum. The directness and personal
insight of this approach to storytelling
builds bridges from the museum
into the community as it connects
storytellers to a receptive public. The
museum becomes a meeting place for
people to exchange ideas, share views
and learn from one another. Engaging
the public is the most effective way to
build' a dedicated museum audience;
the Vancouver Art Gallery now has
40,000 members, which contributes
greatly to increased attendance at

this institution.

To Be Relevent, Change
is Necessary

For many years museums developed primarily
permanent exhibits at considerable expense.
These exhibits were designed to impress but
not to change. As a result, the first visit was
impressive, but visitors did not return because
the exhibits were not renewed. The trend today
is to enhance the relevance and experience of
museums by providing exhibits that can facilitate
chanding content on a regular basis, as well as
act as a backdrop for interpretive and interactive
programming. In this way a museum can have an
exciting, dramatic and memorable environment
in which to exhibit many intriguing and evolving
exhibits, which are then brought alive for visitors.
In ordertofacilitate this change, flexible, reusable
exhibit structures are necessary to adapt to the
changing content of this exhibit format. Reusable
structures make significant short and long-term
contributions to the museum’s sustainability.

Museums that
Develop Participants
Rather than Observers

If a museum is going to be a vibrant and active
hub within the community worthy.of broad-based
support, it should provide programs that engage
people in meaningful activities and diseussions. In order
to attract participants, it is important to broaden the focus
of museums from “the historic past”, to include present
and future issues. History helps us to appreciate the present,
and if museums stop short of connecting the past with the
present, it is sometimes hard for people to relate these stories
to their own lite experiences. Some ethnological museums
today have regular workshops with community members.
The spin-off benefits of these meetings include exhibits,
while the emphasis is on both the dialogle that develops
the audience, as well as the exhibit — one fuelling the
other. Other results are interpretive and interactive
programs, with the exhibit acting as a backdrop

for celebrations, storytelling, theatrical
perormances, school programs,
demonstrations and musical
performances.

(
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Museums as Icons

Some museums and art galleries have embraced
the “starchitecture” premise that a unique iconic
building is the answer to creating a successful
institution. There have been several unusual
building types that have drawn significant
public attention and contributed to success by
providing a unique identity; the most famous
example is the Guggenheim Museum in Bilbao,
Spain. An example closerto homeis the Museum
of Glass in Tacoma, Washington. There are also
unique — and extremely expensive — buildings
that have not had these desired results, most
notably the Michael Lee-Chin Crystal at the Royal
Ontario Museum, which has been criticized as
inappropriate and dysfunctional. This does not
mean that exciting contempotrary architecture is
not an important part of museum design, but a

Emerging Exhibit Techniques

Museums have noted the popularity of science
centres that put emphasis on interactive exhibits
and changing presentations and programiming
(demonstrations and activities) both high-tech
and low-tech. Science centres also function
without the expense of maintaining large artifact
collections. Interactive exhibits and audiovisual
presentations ptovide layered information and
can add a great deal to a visitors’ appreciation of
agiven theme or story. However, these interactive
elements must complement and provide insight
and not allow the exhibit techniques to dominate
and compete with the story being told. Overly
complicated technology can also date quickly
and be expensive to maintain. Technology
works best when it is appropriate to the subject
material, and should not be used just to impress

unique building form does not in itself guarantee the audience.
success. It is also true that today's trendy
design can date very quickly; the architectural
hit of the moment can become passé when the
next new one is built. As the building itself is the
major capital expense for a museum, it is wise
to ensure functionality and fiexibility over flash.
Iconic architecture is possible, even desirable
and achievable, butit should nottake precedence
over other important considerations. As always,
architecture should be appropriate to its location
and its function.

Interaction between Staff and the Visitor’

Nothing communicates better than people to people. Historically, there has been a gulf between museum
staff and museum visitors, and it was not uncommeon for staff to be unaware and uninquisitive of
visitors’ experiences as they view the exhibits and walk through the public galleries. As more of these
traditional barriers drop, museums are showing visitors behind the scenes, whereby they can gain an
appreciation of the scope of work involved in presenting exhibits and properly maintaining a museum’s
permanent content and travelling exhibits. This also facilitates museum staff learning about the needs
and expectations of visitors. In fact, the more the general public can participate in museum-related
activities and programs, the more the museum will reflect the community and'the more the community.
will support the museum. Knowledgeable facilitators and presenters interacting with the general public
generate tangible and intangible benefits for visitors, staff, the museum and its cemmunity context.
Since the development of the Internet, the potential for sharing information and materials has

Institutional Sharing:

revolutionized the world and the museum community. Although collaboration has not often worked well
in the past due to poorly-conceived agreements and competitive funding structures, the Internet has
introduced tremendous potential for effective collaboration between nations and institutions at local,
national and international levels. There is a growing realization of the many benefits that can be realized
through collaborations for museums that take advantage of this incredible opportunity.
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Virtual Museums

The Internet has had another significant impact
on museums, by enabling cultural materials and
interpretive programming to be reached by new
audiences physically far away from their location.
A virtual museum takes advantage of new digital
media to enable instantaneous communication,
and engage viewers in interactive programming,
forums and community debates. In addition,
sophisticated animation techniques allow for
the re-creation of historical events and can
interpret objects and exhibits. Other advanced
communicationtechniques allow avirtualaudience
to interact with each other and directly with the
museum (for example, animated technology being
developed by the Learning and Instructional
Development Centre at SFU).

Improving the Design
Proceass for Museums

The design process for museums traditionally
involves hiring an architect to design a building,
and then hiring content and exhibit consultants
to develop story lines and exhibits. This is a
hierarchical model, with the architect as leader
in the decision making process and all the
consultants in supporting roles. As the epitome
of this model the “starchitecture” phenomenon
of recent years serves to perpetuate this
hierarchical approach.

A more dynamic and, in our experience, a
more successful approach is to hire a team

of compatible consultants representing all

the skills required to address architecture,
content development, and exhibit design,
marketing, and interpretive and interactive
programming. This team works together
from the beginning of a project, sharing
expertise and ideas. In this way, all disciplines
work together and on the same schedule. This
approach engenders productive and creative
synergies between the disciplines and the team
members, leading to the best possible outcomes,
with the end result being greater than the sum of
its parts.

DJENSEN
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This allows many people who might never
physically visit distant museums to view and
understand what those museums offer through
making an “electronic visit.” Some studies have
found that the virtualization of museums can
increase public interest, and indicate that virtual
visitors to museum websites already out-number
physical (on-site) visitors. The technology of a
virtual museum builds on the concept of interactive
environments, and can support interactive
exhibitions that display visual representations of
exhibits. Many museums now routinely include a
variety of educational material on their websites.
There are many programs that support digital
access, and the websites of most museums have
become a critical component in their outreach,
marketing and fundraising strategies.

What are the
Key Conclusions?

Based on these current trends, a
successful museum should:

Open its doors as a hub of community
cultural activity.
Engage and motivate the broadest possible
cross-section of the public to participate in a
variety of exhibits, activities and events.

Enhance its relevance and visitor experience
by providing flexible exhibits that can facilitate
changing content on a regular basis, as well as

act as a backdrop for interpretive and interactive

programming.
Work towards financial self-sufficiency by
engaging a wide audience of participants and
SpoNsors.

The review of these trends constitutes a
snapshot of eurrent “best practices”
and provides a solid basis on which

to commence the thinking for the
development of a successful
new Richmond Museum.
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To creale a new, dynamic museum that
will tell the story of Richmond's past,
present and future and reflect the City's, the
N @ R AT sT ST s E N [ T le= 1 WAL L Bl province s and the colintry's position within the
LGEI T CEET - Ul I O CE DB YRAYETSTE W - Pacific Rim continuum — physically, temporally
— population has created a tremendous demand for and spiritually.
new services. This Is panicularly notable in the cultural
sector, where there is a need to provide improved Richmond  has a unigue and significant
servicas and programs for the local population. There is history and is in the process of developing a
also a recognition that cultural services are an important cosmopolitan, richly-textured urban identity.
economic generator through the provision of new NIl illelele KA/ aloF) BN (o1 AN 11 I TN f ¢ =1 s T = (- |
employment and tourism oppontunities. through a layering of local, regional, provincial,
' ) national and international stories and
Richmond is maturing — with 2 new sense of optimism connections. The museum will be a community
brought on by the 2010 Winter Olympics, the success [E1alelileld TR R ple =T (= (e =0 o1 H [ o] [TeM s VA =31 (=T e (g e
of the Canada Line, and an expanding urban population cultural diversity and by interpreting Richmond
base — and the cily Is ready for a facilily that will fo the world and interpreting the world to
celebrate its past, mark its place in the present and Richmond.
Inform its future. Richmond is now a destination rather
than just a gateway. Ths City has developsd to the point
where It can support ambitious large-scale activities
and Institutions, and Is planning for future growth and
prosperity. The Clty's stated goal is that Richmond
will be the most appealing, livable, and well-managed
community in Canada. A dynamic new museum facility
fits wall with that goal. .

The museum will be located in the heartofthe Cily
Throughout the consultation process, strong support LRI I8 oTor ) ({e]a iz 1o le hip] el dfs [ N0 (10| =) g o=
was expressed by all stakeholders. At the Public Open [l i ST [ BNE [rle B oIl [z 1Tl 1 fs B TS el [l er-E =)
House, 100% of the submitted questionnaires supported Richmond as a portal into Canada and interpret
the concept of a new museum. There is clearly the [Elle Na=ll-1el ) =N T=0 eI & 15 To el Tl 151 a0 Oz F=Le [ g
need, and the desire, for a new Richmond Museum. experience of immigration and settlement.
The following Vision was developed to summarize the
comments heard during the consultation process.
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2.1 GUIDING PRINCIPLES A VISION FOR THE MUSEUM
& HERITAGE STRATEGY
Ideas and concepts generaled during the background
research and consultation process were developed as
a guiding framework for the development of the new [EEM:F=NoT il Ao} a8 24 (o 1)/ o) Fo Moy =/ B =y =3 2 9. jf 2

museumn. Consensus was reached on key concepts, ITS PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE."”
based on best practices In the museum field and

stated community needs. The vision that has been “RICHMOND IS A CITY THAT PROUDLY
developed for a new museum will help inform and direct CELEBRATES ITS PAST, PRESENT,
the ongoing development of its physical expression, AND FUTURE. THE CITY'S MUSEUM &
including programming, interpretation and operational HERITAGE SERVICES POLICIES WILL
requirements. INTERPRET THE UNIQUE AND DYNAMIC

STORY OF WHERE RICHMOND CAME
Much of the relevant background work for this project FROM, WHERE IT IS NOW, AND HOW IT
was undertaken during the preparation of the Rlchmond WILL DEVELOP INTO THE FUTURE.”
Museum & Heritage Strategy, 2006-2007. A dynamic
new museum for Richmond was the centrepiece of the

Strategy. A key concept was the development of the new Involve and engage the entire

museum as the hub of museum and heritage services community.

in Richmond, and its pivotal role in the development of

an Integrated network of local community museums and : Position Richmond as the leading

historic sites. Community-based programming Is already integrated museum & heritage

the focus of the Richmond Museum's current operations, destination in Metro Vancouver.

and will continue as the core function of the new facility.

A Vislon and six goals, four of which are key for the City’s : Build a new dynamic Destination

provision of museum related services, were included In Museum.

the Museum & Heritage Strategy that are relavant to this

Feasibility Study for the new museum: : Create and promote a network of
satellite museums, historic sites and

As endorsed by City Council in June 2007, the following heritage areas radiating out from the

objectives were outlined for the new museum, and have hub of the new Richmond Museum.
formed the guiding framework for the Feasibility Study:

+  Have a high public profile In a prominent, easily accessible location.

+ Be a prime destination In itself and provide visitors with a dynamic overview of the Richmond Story; direct
visitors to other sites for a more in-depth experience of the Richmond Story.

« Be financially viable through ongolng community support.

« Be a gathering place for the local population and provide an opportunity for Richmond's diverse
communities to meet, interact, tell their stortes and share their cultural traditions.

= Provide a multi-dimensional reflection of Richmond’s diverse community, Including physical elements such
as museum displays and interpretation, and program and service elements.
Develop museum content based on the authentic history of Richmond, employing artifacts and historical
research to stimulate the audience and enrich the museum experience.
Use technology In a multi-functional and dynamic way as oppased to statlc displays.

+  Use non-traditional stralegles to engage visitors Including ail the senses - sights, sounds, tastas and smells
(e-9. ethnic foods, agricutturat products, demonstrations of crafts and dance etc.).
Use connections to sister clties (e.g. Wakayama, Japan).
Engage citizens in discussing Richmond's future by hosting urban forums on timely Issues and displaying
urban design modets.
Provide a richly detailed snapshot of Richmond taday, and create an overview of what Richmond was, Is
and could be.

@c®2®1 @ RichmondWuseum Feasibil



Throughout the stakeholder consultation, a number of other key issues emerged:

Asia-Pacific Gateway and Global Destination: Geography defines
Canada as a Paclfic Rim country, but it was the complation of the trans-
Canada railway in the 1880s that transformed British Columbia Into the
commercial gateway between Asla and North America. Today, the idea of
an Asla-Paclfic Gateway on Canada’s west coast Is more powerful than
ever. The combination of physical proximity to Asia, demcgraphic change,
business awareness, and cultural openness positions British Columbia,
and Metro Vancouver In particular, as the premier location In North
America for connections with Asia. Support from the federal and provincial
governmenrts — through infrastructure and program spending — has
added impstus to what Is now widely known as the Asia-Pacific Gateway
Strategy. Metro Vancouver, in its evolving role as a major transportation
hub, has becoms a global destination. A strong cultural focus would
parallef these economic Initiatives, connecting the province to the Pacific
Region culturally, thereby re-asserting our Asia-Pacific and Pacific Rim
“We need a credentidls.

well established

museum as one Cultural Niche: Tourism from Mainland China has increased, due to
of the landmarks of Canada’s favoured status. There Is currentty no significant Canadian

Richmond.” facllity or institution Interpreting the broad context of Paclfic Rim culture.

Given the diverse population of the province, and the many current
- Open House and historical connections 10 the Paclific Rim reglon through trade and
comment immigration, this is an obvious gap in local cultural and community life.

The province has also expressed an interest in the development of an
Asla-Paclfic museum.

Buslness Links: Vancouver is a hub for international companies with
links Yo media, finance and rade. There is enormous potential to connect
with existing bilateral business organizations (such as the China Council
for the Promotion of International Trade). The countries of Asia and
the Pacific Rim have a robust trade show industry presenting many
opportunities for cultural exchanges, conferences and media events (such
as the Bollywood Awards). '
“It can attract

more visitors from Ambassadorship: Despite the Importance of YVR, there Is currently no
around the world to single location that acts as a focus for greeting or entertaining pan-Pacliic
promote Richmond.” delegations and visitors. Part of the new museum’s role could be to act as
the formal reception point for hosted events.
- Open House

comment
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2.2 INTERPRETIVE THEMES

Richmond has a unique and significant history and is In
the process of developing a cosmopolitan, richly-textured
urban identity with a global focus. The entire ‘Richmond

Story' — past, present and future — can be interpreted

through a layering of local, regjonal, provincial, national
and international stories and connections that present a
more global focus.

Astandard museum approach emphasizes the collection,
preservation ang display of artifacts. The exhibits are
usually permanent and the stories told in the third person
by curators. Based on current trends in museum thinking
and the comments of the stakeholders and the public, the
Richmond Museum will need to put more of an emphasis
on people tslling relevant stories about real peaople, past
and present.

The new museum needs to provide a dynamic space,
with changing exhibits and lots of activities and
demonstrations that feature the talents and creativity
of the community. Community members need to play
a significant role in deciding how the communities of
Richmond should be presented. This new museum
needs to turn observers into participants. lt should be
aplace for people to come together; a gathering place
to share experiences, and develop ideas together.
This is not to say that artifacts are not important to
museums, but the public today expects much more
relevant information and activities from museums
than they did in the past. For a museum to be relevant
it needs to reflect directly the community's energy,
interests and concerns, plus adapt to changes as
the community evolves over time.

During the course of this study, a number of potential
adjunct themes for the new museum were explored. One
was a focus on the Pacific Rim context of Richmond, and
another was a focus on the history of sports and athletics,
Other organizations were reviewed as potential partners,
and there are undoubtedly synergistic connections that
could be exptored as the vision and concept for the
new museum Is further developed. A parinership with
organizations that already have their own audience
could augment museum functions in a progressive way
that connects to the community.

@cP201 @ Richmond¥useum Feasibil

Predominant among these themes is the potential for
the new museum to Include a focus on the Pacific Rim.
Richmond, as a vibrant clty with lts fest in the Pacific
Ocean, shares much In common with other Pacific Rim
cittes and culiures. It has been Indicated throughout
the consultation process that the broader context of the
Richmond Story Is also part of tha Paclfic Rim Story,
which encompasses shared geography, immigration and
emlgration, culturat finks, trade ties, historical and family
links and many other varied and exciting themes that
could also be explored. This is an exciting possibility for
further exptoration.

A Pacific Rim focus also provides another point of
contact with First Nations culture. The Musqueam
Band of the Coast Salish First Nation has lived in
and around Richmond for thousands of years.
Today, indigenous people of the Pacific Rim are
brought together by common purposes, Including
cultural preservation, education and presentation.
Throughout the year, gatherings bring maritime
indigenous nations of the Pacific Rim together-such
as the Qatuwas Festival held in 2006 by the Heiltsuk -
Nation in Bella Bella. An expanded Richmond
Museum could host such gatherings and could
also facilitate Interaction through exhibits covering
a range of historical or contemporary artifacts and
cultural initiatives.

In order ta achieve these lofty goals It is suggested that
much of the Richmond story be developed and presented
by groups with speclfic Interests or experiences. For
example, the high-tech Industry could be asked what
they want to say about themselves and their rich history
within Richmond. Ukewlise, the diverse ethnic groups
within Richmond could be asked to develop exhibits
and programming around information they might want to
share with others. In this manner, this museum becomes
directly connected with, and an advocate for, the artists,
storytellers and keepers of knowledge within all segments
of the Richmond community.

The Interpretation themes should be based on the
messages, programs, phifosophles and approaches
developed during the Museum & Haeritage Strategy
process. The market research and public consultation
have informed how the themes, messages and programs
could be realized In the physical space of the new
museum.




+  Expand on the themes, messages and programs to the Richmond stories
identified in the Museum & Heritage Strategy.

= Ildentify Richmand stories that can be put into a provincial, national and intsrmational
context to create appeal for a much broader audience; achieved through “layering” and
awareness of the global context.

«  |dentify appropriate, interactive technolagy (interactive exhibits, storytelling, theatre,
public forums, films, demonstrations, etc.) that will effactively generate curlosity and tell
Richmond stories. :

- Identily seasonal uses of the museum, more geared to tourism in the summer season
and community usé in the winter season. ]

- ldentity space requirements that will provide flexibility, accommodate a variety of
community needs and facilitate changing and seasonal interpretive programs.

- Identify and link public amenhies with the Interpratation program, such as a themed
restaurant that showcases Richmond's diverse community.

- Inspire different levels of thought and unique conversations for different age groups
including young aduits, youth and children.

INTERPRETIVE
THEME GOALS

Interpret and celsbrata - Use bold marketing approaches, unabashed story telling, pride in our heritage and

the countries of origin cultural diversity. ;

of all Richmond settlers, +  Allow the community to define itself, its diversity, its “past, present and future™ through a
including Europe and the sense of ownership with the museum.

mewareomenss  |INTERNATIONAL
maracicnmenon- 1 HEMES NATIONAL

physically, temporally and TH E M ES
spiritually. - Develop themes of diversity, setllement, transportation, etc.

Interpret Richmond as the Pacific Gateway into Canada.
+  Interpret and celebrate the past and current Canadian expsarience of immigration and
settlement.

LO CAL AN D - Highlight national technolagy and industry, including those unique to Richmond.
REG I 0 NAL 'I'H E M ES »  Interpret Richmand as the Pacific Gateway into British
| Columbia.

= Tell the stories of major industries and development.

Tell the ‘Richmond Story’ - Past, Present and Future. +  Explore the Fraser River as the province’s major

Act as a “connecting hub” that guides visitors to go out ta watercourse.

the other community museums, heritage sites, heritage *  Interpret the historic development of aviation and YVA as
areas and historic attractions in Richmond as weljl as the province's most important airport.

Metro Vancouver.

Interpret Richmond In this period of transition and the PROVI Nc IA L
changing perspectives of our history that are a part of it.

Engags the public by reflecting the cultural diversity of 'I' H E M E S
Richmond and Metro Vancouver.
People Industry Transportation
« Immigration and settloement <« Agriculture <  Alrport/aviation (early development,
(immigrant experience) - Fishing and fish processing WWII expansion and later
= Other countries, other cultures <« Shipbuiiding advances)
(diversity and multiculturalism) «  Technology +  Interurban tram
» Farming familles and lifestylas »  Supportindustries and commercial +  Waler-beme and land-bome
»  Fishing/cannery families and ventures transportation
lifestyles
+  Spiritual practice

Recreation
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“The museum
could become an

icon much like Canada
Place resuiting in almost
automatic recognition.”

- Open House
comment

2.3 PROGRAMMING

The way in which the facility runs its public and
educational programs on a day-to-day basis Is the
heart of the museum function. Programming uses the
interpretive themes to tell stories, to Interpret history,
to curate cultural materials, to determine items for sale
and can inform food service menus. A museum requires
adequate and appropriate programmable space to
y effectively interpret its major themes. in a well-integrated
A Destination museum all of the programmable space, including food
Museum is betier service and gift shops, contribute to the interpretation of
because there willbe these themes.
more things to learn.
Go for ! Don't settle for The programming requirements of the proposed new
‘Second Best!” ' facility have been assessed, based on a review of

_ ; optimal performance. These requirements have then
- Open House ; been allocated space within the new facility to determine
comment 4 how the physical limitations of space will ultimately affect

program delivery. In order to understand how programs
will function, the following objectives and outcomes have
been determined:

PROGRAMMING OBJECTIVES

1. Front of House spaces: orientation and ancillary
exhibit spaces; community meeting spaces; mulli-
functional spaces including revenue-genarating
options such as food service and gift shop to yleld
revenue and to enhance the interpretive themes.
Back-of-house spaces: curatorial space; exhibit
preparation; storage; and offlces. Multi-purpose
spaces that can be used for: travelling exhibits;
festivals; performances; and school programs.

2. Sufiiclent programmabile, flexible exhibit space to
“People from hold large or “blockbuster” shows, when they are

all places will come considered relevant to the community (optimal

and see our multi- 10,000 square feet).

cultural exhibits.” 3. Integrated, programmable outdoor space that

could act as space for festivals, historical theatre,
- Open House community and museum events and any other g
comment programs that support the museum’s mandate. This 7]
may require some covered areas. =
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DESIRABLE OUTCOMES

+  The Richmond Musaum should act as the hub
of a network of existing museums, historic sltes,
and heritage areas. This network, connected to
Richmond'’s outdoor environment through a system
of parks and tralls, will tall the whole “Richmond
Story.” it should create interest in visiting the
other sites for a first hand appreciation of specific
aspects of the “Richmond Story.” ‘

+  The museum should have the “Wowl” Factor —
programming that is sensual, alive and magical.

+  There should be oppartunities for the new museum
to hold travelling or self-generated “blockbuster”
or large-scale exhibits, when they are considered
relevant to the community.

There Is a need to connect to offsits facilities
(airport boutique/kiosk; Cruise Ship Information:
“Waterfrant Station to Museum Station” display
in Canada LIne stations) to promote Richmond
museums ang historic sites.

»  Along-term abllity for the museum to be a major
tourist draw ang at the same tima provide a range
of programs that will attract ocals to return.

« Collabaration with othsr Richmond sites on joint
programs, mixed media events, cultural events,
marketing and promotions
Planning for future expansion to ensure longevity.

Several differant types of exhibits were explored, as
outlined below, and found feasible. In each case,
adequate recelving and preparation areas are needed,
but the proposed concept does not require establishing
a large permanent collection. The intent is to be
responsive to changing cuitural conditions, rather than
having acquisition as a primary focus.

Travelling Exhibits: The musaum could be one of the
only spaces In British Columbia that would have the
proper size, environmental controls and security to host
major “blockbuster” shows or large-scale exhibits.

Themed Shows: The concept could be similar to that
of World's Fair exhibits, where countries are Invited to
share their culture and artifacts in a themed manner.
Ditferent countries couid, in turn, be invited to mount a
major exhibit. This could include historical and current
cultural aspects such as crafts, dance and food.

Stories told by Community Members: This museum
will engage people from different ethnic and cultural
backgrounds to tell their own stories. The museum can
be seen, in part, as a storytelling centre, where people
get a chance to reflect on their countries of origin and
tell stories that connect past and present. These will be
stories that explore transitions, celebrate memory and
encourage collaborations.

Ongoing Cultural Forum: There could be space
dedicated to showcase the different countries of the
Pacific Rim region, through Interactive technology and
semi-permanent displays.

Communication Centre and Networking: Space could
be provided for culturally-based multl-media programs,
updated and refreshed on an on-going basis, including
interactive programming, forums and community debates.
The museum could have broadcasting capabllities ang
could contain fiexible performance spacas.

The overall focus of the museum should be “unconventional”, in that it will be more experience-
based than collection-based. Museums foday are seeking ways to avoid duplication in
collections, and find creative ways to share artifacts and programming. Sensory perception,
expression, creation, inspiration and motivation based on human experience will connect the
museum to the community and drive the visitor experience. Given this concept, the museum
does not need to develop a collection in the traditional sense. There are numerous ways in
which large shows can be mounted without the expense of acquiring, curating and storing a
large and expensive collection of artifacts. Various methods of “cultural exchange” can be
explored in conjunction with other partners, including local institutions such as the Museum
of Anthropology as well as the countries of the Pacific Rim region. By remaining flexible and
seeking partnerships, the new Richmond Museum can be more responsive to evolving needs
and community desires.

@.0: ® ®© ® & © @



he goal of this detailed Feasibility Study is to

provide guidance for the design, construction
and operations of a new muséum in Richmond. The
Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS)
Facillties Strategic Plan outlined the requirements for
a new Richmond Museum were 25,000 square feet
with a capltal cost of $15 milfion, but did not provide a
suggested location. The Museumn & Heritage Strategy,
endorsed by Council in June 2007, stated a goal to build
a new dynamic destination museum, but did not provide
a recommended size. These considerations have been
left to this feasibility study to examine and test, based on
a more detailed assessment.

One of the key objectives is to recommend planning
parameters, such as total land size needed, best location,
and types and sizes of spaces required. The 25,000
square feet stated In the PRCS Facilities Strategic Plan,
while reasonable for a community museum, could not
adsquately accommodate a dsstination museum. As
directed by Council, this study therefore examines the
feasibility of both a smaller community museum and the
possibility of a larger destination facility, to explore the
optimal balance of programming and space allocation.

For the purposes of comparison, final programming
oplions were developed, one that fits a community
museum at a size of 20,000 sguare feet, and a larger
destination museum at two slzes (minlmal and optimal)
of 60,000 and 75,000 sqguare feet. As part of the
visioning exercise, the Parks, Recreation & Cultural
Services Committee requested that these options be
comprehensively developed to allow a comparative
assessment of the cost Implications for the new
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facllity. These theorstical options were translated into
programmed space allocations, to allow the development
of efficient relationships and adjacencies. This was not
based on a recommended design, but was developed,
based on guiding principles, to test the fit of desired
functions within a reasonable building envelope. The
final program of space allocation will ultimately depend
on the chosen site, the available budget, community and
government partnerships and co-location opportunities.

These initial concepis for the new museum were
tested against six potential sites, and corresponding
opportunitiss and constraints assessed regarding siting,
ancillary uses, traffic, and caphtal and operating costs.
Feasibility was then tested using a variety of criteria
to determine the optimal location, configuration and
operational reguirements. Based on this process, final
recommendations have been developed for an optimal
outcome.



3.1 SPACE ALLOCATION

In order to develop the options for space allocation, the
needs and wishes for the new museum were assigned
varlous sizes on a sliding scale to test how they could
be fit into a building envelope. The community museum
option of 20,000 square feet was programmsad o see
how it could accommodate the vision for an expanded
Richmond Museum. A destination museum (Option #2A)
with a minimal size of 60,000 square feet was used as
an appropriate comparison. The further development of
these two options allowed a review of the appropriate
spaces required for sach programming function, and
for the development of comparative cost estimates. A
third option (#2B) looks at a larger destination museum
at an optimal size of 75,000 square feet. Some basic
assumptions were made to allow the development of
these options:

+ The options contain the functions of the proposed
community museum. Options #2A and #28, the
destination museum, has snhanced abllities to host
exhibits and generate revenue, but is still rooted in
providing community programming and telling the
“Richmond Story.”

«  To accommodate any of these options, the
minimum site size should be in the range of 30,000
square feet, with the potential for adjacent open
space and future expansion. For the purposes
of this study, the Cambie & River Road site was
used to test how the space allocations could fit on
an actual site. The proposed museum could be
designed to fit other sites, f they are large enough
to accommaodate the basic footprint.

For the purposas of comparison, it has been
assurned that each option woutd be constructed
in a single phase. Opportunities for phasing, and
for future expansion have not been assessed, but
should be considered in the site selection and the
further development of the museum concept.

it Is assumed that there will need to be vertical as
well as horizontal Integration. There is a perceived
need for height to make this a landmark structure.
Even though the building could be designed to

be more horizontal, it was considered desirable
to keep the footprint smaller and elevate certain
functions.

+  Mechanical/service areas and other adjunct
functions would be placed at the groundg level,
which will allow the building to be built on a podium
raised to the dyke level at the Middle Arm sites.
This will allow a land bridge to be built to the dyke,

potentially creating a waterfront park. Generally, the

ground level will not be suitable for programmed
spaces, and Is assigned to access, services and
working areas.

-

The deslgn for efther option assumes that covered
parking will not be provided within or under the
buliding. Sutficient parking cannot be provided in
the given footprints and other parking would need
1o be provided. Parking requiremants will alsa be
dependent on location; a central location that is
clase to a Canada Line station will require less
avallable parking than a remote location that is
difficult to reach by transit.

The floor area was conceptually diminished as the
building envelope rises to allow outdoor terracing
to be used for food service areas and outdoor
terraces.

It Is assumed that museum's public functions will
start at the first floor level, which will be considered
the main level for public access to the museum
ftsetlt. Ticketing and security control would therefore
be at the first floor level.

It s assumed that any collection storage will be
provided offsite in a less expensive facility. This
results in a relativety high percentage of public to
private space, with well over 50% of the facllity
used for public functions and activities (“front of
house”). Most traditional museums have about 30%
or less public space.

It is highly desirable to provide performance space
within the museum, to accommodate different
activities and audiovisual shows. This space should
be set up for media broadcast. The optimum

size for this space is unknown at this time, and

Is Included within the proposed allocation for
programmable exhibit spaces.

It would also be desirable to accommodate outdoor
programmable and festival space. The area
required Is unknown and would be dependent on
the site and also parking requirements.
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FUNCTIONAL SPACE

Private Space (“Back of House”)
Mechanical

Loading Bay

Receiving and Holding

Workshops / Preparation
Administration

Staff and Volunteer Services
Community Meeting Rooms
Subtotal Private Space

Public Space (“Front of House”)
Theatre

Program Space (multi-functional areas)
Gift Shop

Ticketing / Crowd Control

Lobby / Atrium Space

Coffee Shop

Major Sub-dividable Exhibit Space
(“blockbuster” temporary exhibits &
rentable space)

Temporary Exhibits & Rentable Space
Exhibit Space (“The Richmond Story”)
Food Service

Subtotal Public Space

Circulation and Services

Square Feet

D.JENSEN
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Square Feet

Square Feet
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3.2 LOCATION

Six sltes were Identlfied as potential locations tor a new museumn
by City of Richmond staff and stakeholders, and evaluated for
their potential sultability. These consisted of four City Centre
sites and two sites in Steveston.

City Centre
1. River Road at Cambie Road (Middle Arm Park)
2. Lansdowne Mall (northwest corner)

3. Minotru Park
4. Duck Island
Steveston

5. Bayview Road at One Road
6. Phoenix Net Loft
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A constraints and opportunities matrix was developed, to evaluate each site tor its overall “fit” with the agreed-upon Vision,
including: public accessibllity; travel and traffic pattems; parking requirements; physical limitations / constraints; and
adjacenciss and opportunities provided by surrounding developments.

Within the Steveston context, there are a number of adjacent and supporting assets. The two sltes are in proximity to other
sltes with- complementary historical values. Richmond’s vibrant fishing and fish-processing heritage Is celebrated in this
picluresque fishing village, home to Canada’s largest fishing fleet as well as many shops and restaurants. In addition to an
existing residential community, the area includes historic atiractions and activities, including:

- Britannia Herltage Shfpyard National Historlc Site
Britannia Is a rare exampla of the type of village that once served the thriving fishing industry with its
cannerles, boatyards, stores, homes and its mix of cultures. This national historic site is representative of
the diverse community built on pilings and connected by boardwalks. A wide variety of programs, events
and activities are offered at Britannia Herltage Shipyard.

» Gulf of Georgia Cannery National Historic Site
One of BC's few historically intact cannery buildings, the Gulf of Georgla Cannery commemorates the
history of Canada's West Coast fishing industry from the 1870s 1o the present Inside a massive wooden
building.

Steveston Museum
A community museum, post office and visitor centre are located In the area’s first bank building.

Japanese Fishermen's Benevolent Society Building
Currently being rehabilitated ang wil! be open to the public in 2013.

London Herltage Farm
The 1880s London farm house has been {fully restored and furnished to lllustrate rural life in Richmond. It
is set on a 4.6-acre site overlcoking the south arm of the Fraser River.

Within the City Centre context, there are also many key assets that can provide support or be linked to a new
museum to enhance programming and activities. These include:

+ The Canada Line
The Canada Line has proven to be very popular and successful, with average weekday boardings"
of 1836,259. This has had a very positive impact on the c¢ity and local development. There are 'several
stations in the City Centre that provide ready access to rapid transit. This increases the potential audience
enormously and decreases the number of parking spaces required.

Vancouver International Alrport
Current operations as well as the historic South Terminal provide easy access.

+ BCIT Aerospace Technology Campus
This new dynamic facliity may also offer visitor and interpretation potential.

Richmond Olymplc Oval
The Richmond Olympic Oval is now complete. Through the BC Spirit Squares program, the Province

has provided $500,000 to assist in the development of the Riverside Open Space, to be located adjacent
to the Richmond Olympic Oval. Public space is set aside for activities such as cycling, walking, jogging,
and enjoying the view of the river and North Shore mountains. The space showcases public artwork that
emphasizes the local Musqueam First Nattons culture, and is connected to Richmond’s dyke trail system.
The development of-the Richmond Olympic Experience in 2013-14 will add another dimension to the
facility. See Section 1.3.6 for further information.

' Source: Translink; figure as of June 2013
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«  Waterfront Activitles
Currently includes the
John M.S. Lecky UBC
Boathouse, the Navy
League of Canada and
other private facilities.
There Is the potential
for future linkages across
the Middle Arm, including
water taxis and a
pedestrian bridge.

Commercial Facllitles
Currently includes

the River Rock Casino
Resort (and its adjacent
new hotel), the Aberdeen
Centre, the Yaohan
Centre, the Radisson
Hotsl, and other facilities
expected to devslop over
time,

Residential Population
There Is a planned
potential for extensive
new high-density
residential development
in the surrounding area.

Each site displayed a

mix of advantages and
disadvantages. There
were, however, significant
difterences when the sites
were assessed for their
suitability for the different
options. Far further detailed
information on site selection
criteria, please refer to
Appendix E: Location.
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3.3.1 CAPITAL COSTS

Potential capltal costs for the new facility can be estimated
as follows for a fitted-out and furnished faciiity;

+  Option #1; 20,000 sq. ft. = $16,300,000
(3815 per squars foot)
Option #2A; 60,000 sq. ft. = $48,200,000
($803 per square foot)
Option #2B:; 75,000 sq. ft. = $59,300,000
($791 per square foot)

This is estimated as a base-buitding cost, pius allowance
for fit-up, furnishings and exhlbits. As the exact nature
of the site, the architecture or the extent of exhibits Is
unknown, this is an order-of-magnitude estimate (See
Appendix F: Functional Area Estimate). Acomparable
facilitywould be The Reach Gallery MuseuminAbbotsford,
a 20,000 sg. ft. building that openead in October 2008,
with a total cost of $10 million, or $500 per square foot. It
Is expected that the proposed Richmond Museum would
aim for high standards for architecture and exhibits, as
reflected In this higher square foot allowance. In addition,
the costs of The Reach did nat include major permanent
exhibits or signlficant geotechnical costs.

The capital budgets of recently constructed cultural
facilities in Metro Vancouver have varied widsly in terms
of senior government grants, private donations and
corporate sponsorships. Each project depends on the
municipal approach to capital funding of cultural facilities,
the business model selected, the scale of project, the
level of effort to aftract outside tinancial support, and
overall community engagement.

Based
on successful
experience in
other jurisdictions,
attaining 50% or more
of capital funding from
non-municipal sources
is considered an
attainable goal.

D.JENSEN

& ASSQCIATES LT,

During the research phase of the study, both federal and
provincial criteria for capital funding were Identified and
assessed. The museum concept has been developed
with the intention of meeting senior government criteria
without compromising the local identity and programming
of the museum. This Includes meeting the “Class A"
requirements for museum status and capability for
joans of temporary and travelling exhibits. In addition,
the proposed storyline has been broadened to include
Richmond within the greater context of the pravince
and the country. Further discussion will be needed
to determine the exact focus of the museum, but it is
feasible to align its concept with the requirements for
senior level funding.

As this is one of the only major museum facilities being
considered on the west coast, it is anticipated that there
could be a strong pitch for senior level funding for capital
costs. However, federal and provinclal funding will be
dependent on the City stating that the museum Is a high
priority, and supponr will be based on the tevel of funding
(cash and In-kind) that the City Is willing to contribute.




3.3.2 OPERATING COSTS

The following estimated
operating costs are

based on a number of
assumptions. For the
purposes of comparison,

- Option #1 has been
assumed to be in a non-
City Centre location, and
Options #2A and #2B in a
City Centre location. These
costs can be further refined
once a location has been
chosen and schematic
concepts prepared.

$210,000

$215,000

$220,000

$50,000

$95,000

$100,000

$420,000

$435,000

$445,000

$50,000 $55,000 $60,000 $65,000 $70,000
$160,000 $170,000 $180,000 $180,000 $200,000
$40,000 $45,000 §50,000 $55,000 $60,000
$15,000 $20,000 $20,000 $25,000 830,000
$10,000 $15,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000
$15,000 $16,000 $17,000 $18,000 $20,000

$600,000 $610,000 $6820,000 $630,000 $640,000
$220,000 $235,000 $250,000 $265,000 $285,000
$1,650,000 | $1,750,000 |  $1,850,000 $2,000,600 |  $2,100,000
$150,000 $160,000 $180,000 $200,000 $220,000
$1,200,000 |  $1,300,000 |  $1,400,000 [ $1,500,000 | $1,600.000
$200,000 $220,000 $240,000 $260,000 $280,000
$80,000 $85,000 $95,000 $110,000 $130,000
$400,000 $450,000 $500,000 $550,000 $600,000
$125,000 $130,000 $135,000 $140,000 $150,000
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$750,000 $770,000 §790,000 $810,000 $830,000
$350,000 $370,000 $380,000 $400,000 $430,000
$1,800,000 $1,850,000 $1,950,000 $2,000,000 $2,100,000
§150,000 $150,000 $180,000 $200.000 $220,000
$1,500,000 $1,650,000 $1,800,000 $2,000,000 $2,250,000
$220,000 $250,000 $280.000 $310,000 $330.000
$150,000 $165,000 $180,000 $200,000 $220,000
$480,000 $500,000 $520,000 $550,000 §580,000
$125,000 $130,000 $135,000 $140,000 $150,000

“Build and
live in harmony
between all
cultures.”

- Open House
comment
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Assumptions:

It is unknown when the facility would be opened. All costs
are provided in 2012 dollars, with no allowance made
for escalation. Option #1 caplital costs assumed to be
$16,000,000; Option #2A capital costs assumed o be
$48,000,000; and Optlon #2B capltal costs assumed to
be $59,000,000. Amortization of capital costs and land
acquisition/development costs are not Included.

1) Maintenance & Operatlons wlll be dependent on
whether or not the facllity Is run by the City or by
an arm’s-length organization (union or non-union
operations). Includes heating costs. A cast of $10
per square foot per year has been assumed, with
escalation,

2) The extent of programming Is unknown, so an
allowance has been made, that would increase
over time as the museum function becomes
further established. Includes projected marketing
costs. Option #2B requires the highest levels of
programming.

3) Staffing Ievels are unknown but Inltially may be
in the initial range of 6 for Option #1 and 25 for
Option #2A and #2B, not including Janitorial. FTEs
estimated at average of $60,000 per annum salary
and benefits; a contingency of approximately 10%
has been added for contract staff, with a 20%
contingency for #2B. This is expected to increase
over time.

4) Museums Assistance Program grants, Gaming

grants, etc.

Optlon #1 revenues based on an initlal attendance

of 20,000/annum (assuming non-Clty Centre

location, at an average ticket cost of $8 (basad

on $10 adult admission and averaged discounts).

Option #2A revenues based on an Initial attendance

of 120,000/annum, at an average ticket cost of

5)

$10 (based on $12 adult admisslon and averaged
family/senior/student discounts). Option #2B
revenues based on an Inltial attendance of 150,000/
annum (comparable to MOA), at an average

ticket cost of $10 (based on $12 adult admission
and averaged family/senior/student discounts).
Attendance assumed to rise over time through
marketing efforts and increased programming.

6) The extent of corporate sponsorship Is unknown,
and depends on many factors, including community
engagement. It is assumed that fundralsing,
including solicitation of corporate sponsors, will be
an ongoing activity. The specific opportunities for
naming rights and the ability to attract high-end
sponsorship Is far greater In Option #2A / B. These
opportunities are very limited in Option #1.

7) Assumes rental of exhlbits spaces / cost recovery
basis for private and corporate events.

8) For Option #2A/B, the revenues for large-scale
shows are based on two large shows per year (ons
generated internally and one travelling show), with
80,000 attendance/annum over and above museum
attendancs, at an avaerage additional ticket cost
of $6. Option #1 has minimal potenttal for special
events.

9) Option #2A/B assumes high-end operations and
high volumes. Option #1 assumes migd-range
operations and low volumes.

Based on these assumptions, Option #2AIn a City-Centre
location has some potential of breaking even on annual
operating cosis by approximately Year 6, and ultimately
turning a profit. Option #2B In a City-Centre location has
the potential to break even by approximately Year 4 or 5.
Option #1 in a non-City Centre-location has the potential
for an ongoing annual operating deficit, with Iitile or no
long-term potential of breaking even.
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3.4 COMPARISON OF OPTIONS

SIZE OF FACILITY

AUDIENCE

PROGRAMMING

LOCATION

COST OF FACILITY
VIABILITY

Option #1 is adequate to house proposed core community museum functions, but wouid not allow the development
of a true “destination” museum. Although they provide valuable services to the local population, community museums
throughout Metro Vancouver are not major tourlst destinations. Larger shows could not be accommodaled, and the
potential for large-scale public events would be severely limited. There would be limited capacity to house revenue-
generating amenities such as food services or a gift shop. There Is diminished potential for contributions from senior
levels of government.

Although much grander in scope, either Option #2A or #2B allows the development of a destination museum on the
scale of other major provincial facilities. It allows for a critical mass of activity, in and around the building, which could
become seif-sustaining over time. Option #2B Is an optimal size, large enough to act as a true landmark, and could
become one of the “must see” cultural attractions in Metro Vancouver — a true Iconic landmark that will put Richmond .
on the cultural map.

FEASIBILITY
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3.5 DESIGN GOALS

Throughout the course of the Feasibility Study, a number
of goals were expressed for the design of the new
museum. These can be summarized as follows:
" URBAN DESIGN
Goal: The site should connect to the waterfront,
and should be as accessible as possibie:

MUSEUM DESIGN
Goal: Achieve excellence in architecture:

Great cities have great architecture; this
building should express what Richmond is
and how it Is developing.

It should be an Iconlc structure with an
appropriata but unique design; the building
should be an attraction in itself with
equally unigue and engaging mussum
programming and exhibits.

Plan for future expansion to avoid
obsolescence.

Build responsibly within an approved
budget envelope.

We cannot just look at museum needs; we
need to look at ¢city needs.

Choose location based on future growth
and plans that are now being developed.
Design has to respond to place, content,
siting and access to transh.

The City wants to reinforce the downtown;
this project should take a big picture look
and ask, “What do we want to build? What
could be on the doorstep of the museum
building? What are we trying to achleve as
a communlty?”

The museum needs to break out of box and
flow outside into the public spacs.

City Centre Area Plan (Cultural Precinct)
and Middle Arm Waterfront Plan; an active
museum could be integrated into the
greater area otherwise it will be stagnant;
the location is critical, it needs to connect
with other activities, places and spaces.

SUSTAINABILITY
Goal: The museum will meet or exceed the
City’s objectives for sustainability

Sustalnability must be a key aspact in

the building, and of museum content and
interpretation.

Integrate triple bottom line accountability
based on the Three Plllars of socta,
environmental and economic sustainability.
Access “Green Funds” and Green
infrastructure grants.
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Although the opttons for the museum have not been fully
“designed,’ they were conceptually developed tothe point
where space aflocations could be determined. Stesring
Group, Richmond Museum Board and stakeholder
visioning provided direction as to now the museum could
develop, and what quality of visitor experience was
anticipated. The following design vision was created
to help understand the potential of the museum that
could be unlocked In the next phases of development,
depending on the chosen site and available budget:

Entry

A wide-open plaza with trees, benches and large
sculptures reflecting on historicalthemes. The exterlor
and the Interlor visually flow together. The main entry
is elevated one level above ground and connects to
surrounding open spaces and connections o other
facllities.

Lobby

A wide welcoming entrance draws a visitor into an
open atrium with much natural light, and materials
and textures appropriate to Richmond’s past. A
reception desk with a greeter welcomes you as an
honoured guest.

D.JENSEN

& ASSOCIATES LTD.

Orientation Gallery
From the lobby avisitor can see in front an Orientation
Gallery with a large Interactive audiovisual map.
This map is programmed to give the changing
face of Richmond over time, featuring city growth,
demographic change, the evolution of industry and
projections on Richmond’s growth patierns in the
future, Because this map uses satellite images or
computer generated animationitis possible to change
scale and address the location of other historic/
cultural facllities available within Richmond, and
evan Richmond's relationship 1o B.C. and the Pacific
Rim countries, (which introduces the origins of many
diverse cultural groups now living in Richmond).
Also part of this Orientation Gallery would be a small
theatre that would show a 15-minute presentation on
Richmond and its peopfe, an evolution through time
up to the vibrant City it is today.

The map, theatre, and other exhibits within this space
would be to help orient the visitor to Richmong; its
size, location, and relationship to other places, all
with an emphasis on people and their wonderful,
amazing stories, past and present.

The floor which houses this Orientation Gallery also
provides space for a pick up and drop off for a shuttle
bus that connects people to the other museums,
historic sites and cultural centres around Richmond.
Other services on the main floor would be washrooms
and a small snack bar/coffee shop. When standing
in the Orlentation Gallery, 1t Is possible to see out to
a view of Richmond, plus up ta the second floor. This
view would be designed to invite a visitor to explore
the second floor exhlbits.

FEASIBILITY.
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Maln Floor Gallery

This Gallery is for storytelling about people of diverse national origins, plus other groups brought together by a
common bond relating to work, home, education, transportation, art, etc.

Each story could be the creation af a specific group with a specific story ar focus. Working with the museum's
staff, they would share responsibility for the exhibits’ content (although it could also be an event or theatrical
presentation within this space as well). Each one of these exhibils becomes a stand alone ‘island’ exhlbit, but by
grouping these exhibits the visitors will begin to discover the overlaps and connections between all the stories
being presented.

It Is suggested that different stories are developed over time, replacing the first set of exhibits so the Gallery is
always In transition and the various communilties are always involved with the museum and its staff in creating
new presentations. We suggest this will bring a dynamic energy to this museumn and ongolng involvement
by community members. [f they see this museum as relevant to their needs and they can use it to tell their
stories,we suggest they will see it as theirs and help sustain it in the future.

Second Floor

Thers needs to be a strong vertical connector through
the building to allow visitors to appreciate that there
is more to see as they ascend into the building and
that all floors are connected thematically as well
as visually. Perhaps a large vertical window on the
back of the building can relate the real changing
landscapes of Richmond with the stories being told
Inside, as well as help connect the stories vertically,
as suggested aarlier.

The second floor is seen as a space for blackbusters,
not only ravelling exhibits from elsewhere, but also
large exhibits created In-house. We suggest that a
diverse cuitural group, working with their country
of origin, could take aver this space for a year and
celebrate this international cultural connection within
Richmond. This celebration could include dance
and music groups, co-sponsored exhibits showing
the original culture and adaptations with Canada
and Richmond. Each year anaother country could
be asked to celebrate with their own festival; they
could be modest or extravagant, depending on the
country selected, spansars and public participation.
However, like an art gallery that depends on
openings to achieve recognition and suppor, this
museum needs events on a regular basis to attract
and retain public Interest. We believe developing
community-based exhlblls on the second floor on
a regular basis, as well as opening a blockbuster
featuring a country significant to a portion of the
Richmond community, would go a long way to build
interest, paricipation and visitations by both locals
and visitors to Richmond.
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Upper Floor

This floor, it is assumed, would provide a commanding view out over Rlchmond and the Fraser Delta. This
space is seen as the best place on the coast to hold a reception, banquet or corporate event. Naturally it
would also be used to accommodate people participating in blockbusters, special events and openings.

It Is also seen as a flexible space, whare at times a portion of the space could be partitioned oft for small
gatherings or even classrooms, or meeting facliities. it is important that every square foot of space Is used
every day, twelve months of the year. if the architecture and the exhibit structures are designed with this In
ming, we can see no reason why this is not achievabte (similar to a hotel that has moveable partitions that
can open up a space or divide It up into smaller rooms),

As part of the conceptual design, the Chinese concept of feng shui was explored to determine recommended
design attributes. A site that is properly attuned to feng shul is important to many South East Asian communities
and ensures the success, continuity and wealth of a particular building and its tenants. In accordance with
basic tenets or principles of traditional feng shui, a site situated In ideal conditions should be surrounded
by mountains to the sides and rear, in an omega formation, and open to a meandering body of water below.
This most propltious location Is known as the 'Dragon’s Lair' and brings fortune and wealth to the site. In an
urban context, buildings are substitutad for mountains, For example, from a baslc Form (Landscape) feng shul
analysis of one of the potential sites (River Road), a museum bullding here would be surrounded by buildings
to the side and taller buildings behind providing the proper protection required by the omega formation. A site in
close proximity to the Fraser Rlver meets the final and most Important tenant of feng shui, bringing auspiclous
gl (energy) to the site via water.

A feng shui Master should be retained at the early plarning stages of the museum design to assess the
best possible orientation and function of the spaces within the building. A feng shul Master may also be of
use In selecting auspicious locations for landscape features, such as fountains, ponds and other landscape
features.



Design concepts by Adingtoh Group Pfanning + Architecture Inc.
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3.6 GOVERNANCE AND OPERATIONAL
REQUIREMENTS

The proposed much larger museum facility will require
enlarged staffing and enhanced administration. The
following is an outline of a potential governance model
for the new Richmond Museum.

Overall Model

The Richmond Museum could be operated as an
arm’s length corporation headed up by a Chief
Executive Officer under the authority of a Board
of Directors. The main advantages of this type of
governance mode} comparsd with having it operatsd
directly by the City of Richmond are:

The facllitation of fundralsing Initiatives.
Donors are more likely to glve money to a
Corporation than the City of Richmond.

+  The facllitation of revenue generation.
Funds raised through business initiatives at
the museum go directly to the Corporation.

The Richmond Museum Soclety

+  The Soclety Board could conslst of
prominent Richmond businesspeaopie
and community leaders. Two prominent
community leaders with the capacity to
spearhead a major fundraising campaign
could be co-chairs.

+ The maln focus of the Board could be
fundraising and generating community
support for the museum. In the planning
phase of the museum, the focus could
be on raising capital funds within the
community and once the museum has
been built, the focus could shift to raising
funds for an-going operational activities
and obtaining sponsors for exhibits and
programs.

+  This group could work closely with the
museum's Chiel Executive Officer.

The Friends of the Richmond Museum

+  Could consist of cultural leaders,
businesspeople and interested citizens.

- The main focus of this society could
be to generate community interest In
the museum (museum memberships,
community participation in storytelling and
creating events).

@®©c®2®1® Richmondivuseum Feasibil l%
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The Museum Chlef Executive Officer.

«  Should be hired early on to overses the
fundraising campaign, the planning for, and
buiiding of, the new museum.

Works In close co-operation with the City of
Richmond’s Museum & Heritage Manager
(a posttion recommended in the Museum &
Heritage Strategy) to ensure coordination
of themes, programs and promotions for all
of Richmond’s heritage and museum sites.
Liaise with the provincial and federal
governments and agencles.

+  WIll be responsible for all museum
operations.

The Creatlve Taam

Given that the Richmond Museum Is not a
traditional museum with a large collection, it would
not necessarily have the fraditional categories of
museum stafl. There could be a team of creative
people with a mixture of curatorial, exhibit,
interpretation, educational, multi-media, community
capacity building and marketing backgrounds
to plan, Implement, and promote the museum’s
interpretive programs. These could include on-going
exhibits, blockbuster exhibits, public programs,
school programs, events and celebrations. This
group couid involve the community in developing
and implementing interpretive programs. It could also
work in close cooperation with Tourism Richmond,
Tourism Vancouver, Tourism BC and major cultural
institutions in Metro Vancouver and throughout the
provincs, to market and promote the museum.

The Management Team
This team could provide the financial and
administrative support for the museum. This group
could also be responsible for: generating on-going
revenue; managing leases to museum tenants (any
food service, gift shop and ancillary services could
be operated by the private sectar); room rentals;
managing contracts for blockbuster and travelling
exhibits; securing sponsorships for exhlbits and
programs; and writing grant proposals.

N

15

ASIBI

P R R L = A TE

3.-

4
©




There are several opportunities for combining other facilitiss with the new museum. The possibilities for adjacent
or shared facllities that could be further explored inctude:

Performing Arts Spaces: There is an identified need 10 increase the amount and variety of performing arts
spaces in Richmond. There Is also a need to provide some flexible performance space in the new museum.
This space could be provided on a shared basis, which could alleviate the city-wide shortage in a short to mid-
term timeframe. Ultimately the museum facility could be planned for expansion, allowing even more performing
arts space to be provided in the future.

New Richmond Art Gallery: An expanded Richmond Art Gallery would be a logical pantnership, as both
facllities require "Class A” temperature and humidity controls. There are a number of functions that could be
shared, Including conservation facllities, slorage and loading bays, providing programming efficiencies and
cost-savings.

New Rlchmond City Archives: The Archives Is another logical partnsrship, as it provides the information base
for museum activities. The Archives could also assist in the presentation of historical material and host historical
displays.

Community Facllitles: Other potential facilities that could be attached to the museum include programmable
community space, arts facilities and space for dedicated activities. Any additional functions should complement
the museum function, draw their own audience and generate additional interest and activity.

Commercial Opportunltles: The museum could also be developed as an amenity space within a large
residential or commercial project. The potentiat for this would need to be determined on a case-by-case basis.
The City should explore any opportunity that can provide the required amount of space, recognizing the need
for the museum to have a unique visual identity, robust and independent mechanical systems, and adequate
perimeter security. An example of a community amenity that will be achieved through a development pannership
Is a 33,000 square foot City Centre Community Centre located within a mixed-use development at Firbridge
Way and Minoru Boulevard. The centre Is being developed in conjunction with Quintet, a flve-tower residential
project from the Phileo Development Corporation. In addition, a 22,700 square toot space Is belng provided for
Langley-based Trinity Western University for its satellite university campus.

Partnerships: During the course of this study, several partnership opportunities were explored that could
augment the museum function. One category of partnerships recognizes the Paclfic Rim context of Richmond,
and another was a focus on the history of sports and athletics. Several organizations were reviewed as potential
partners, ang there are undoubtedly synergistic connections that could be explored as the vision and concept
for the new museum is further developed. A partnership with organizations that already have their own audience
could augment museum functions In a progressive way that connects to the community. Potential partnerships
with a Pacific Rim focus included the Canadian Society for Asian Arts, the Asia-Pacific Foundation of Canada,
the China Gouncll for the Promotion of International Trade and the Alcan Dragon Boat Festival.
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3.8 CONCLUSIONS

aveilable budget, public and government support, and the
Throughout poiential for financlally sustainabillity, it is recommended
the course of this that Option #1 — a large destination museum, rooted
Feasibility Study, there has in the community — should be considered as the
been consensus among the many recommended approach.
participants and stakeholders that
this is the time, and Richmond is the From the input from the City of Richmond’s Parks,
place, te build an exciting new destination Recreation and Cultural Services Committee and
museum. Developing a new museum would the Richmond Mussum Society Board, staff and
enhance Richmond’s position as a regional stakeholders, it quickly became apparent that
tourist destination, while still providing a to meet the needs of the Richmond community
significant facility that tells the story of the and its visitors, this museum would need to be
community. A new destination museum fits very different than a typical cemmunity museum.
perfectly with Richmond’s new sense of If a decision is made to embrace the optimal slze
itself and its vision for the future, to of a 75,000 square foot facility, with the premise
be the most livable, appealing and that this mussum will bscome the cultural hub of
well managed community in Richmond, it would togically follow that it needs to be
Canada. locatedin the downtown core with access to the Canada
Line, and ideally have visual and physical access to the
waterfront and to surrounding views.

If this museum truly reflects the dynamic, fast-changing
nature of Richmond, plus serve and present its richly
diverse ethnic mix, itis important to ensure the building, its
exhiblts and program spaces are as flexible as possible.
Themes like ethnic diverslty, environment, industry,
relationships to other communities, locally, nationally,
and internationally all connect to one another. So, a
museum needs to not only tell stories, but help to make
connections between these stories. It is not possible
to successfully separate the story of ingustry from the
story of immigration, or the story of the environment from
the story of agriculture. It is therefore intended that the
stories to be told wlll be about the human condition, or a
group of people told by themsslves, or their descendants,
integrating themes and making connactions.

©®@c02010
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IMPLEMENTATION

hroughout the course of this Feasibility Study,
there has been consensus among the many
participants and stakeholders that this is the time, and
Richmond is the place, to build an exciting new destination
museum. The City could take a leading position as a
tourism destination within a regionai context, while still
providing a significant museum that fells the story of the
community.

Currently, no museum in British Columbia hosts major
aftractions such as blockbuster exhibits, Richmond is
ideally positioned {o take advantage of Metro Vancouver’s
need for a destination museum. With the right visitor
experiences, a new destination museum In Richmond
would appeal {o both residents and tourists.

The concept of a destination museumn has proven to be
financlally and operationally feasible. This concept was
strongly supported during the public consultation, with
80% support expressed during the Public Opsn House.
The development of this facllity should now proceed to
the next stages of implementation that will guide it to
reality. '
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4.1 RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on thess key concepts, the market research
and the public consuitation process, the following
recommendations are made for the development of the
new Richmond Mussum.

VISION

To create a new, dynamic destination museum that
will tell the story of Richmond’s past, present and
future and reflect the City's, the province's and the
country’s position within the Paclfic Rim continuum —
physically, temporally and spiritually. Richmond has
a unigue and significant history and Is in the process
of developing a cosmopolitan, richly-textured urban
identity. The City’s global story will be interpreted
through a layering of local, regional, provincial,
national and International stories and connections.
The new museum will be a community anchor that
will engage the public by reflecting cultural diversity
and by interpreting Richmond to the world and
interpreting the world to Richmond. It will serve the
needs of the community while also welcoming and
educating visitors 1o Richmond.

SIZE

A new facility of approximately 75,000 square feet
is considered the oaptimal size for a stand-alone
Destination Museum, rooted in the Community.
This couid vary based on many factors, but the
final size and appropriate fit of function will be key
determinants of ultimate success. A smaller facility
willl likely not function as a regional destination.

9CcH20
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LOCATION

The museum should be located in the heart of
the City in an accessible location, and through
excellence of design and programming will showcase
Richmond as a portal into Canada and Interpret and
celebrate the past and current Canadian experience
of immigration and setttement. The recommended
location for the proposed new Richmond Museum is
a site in the City Centre or Middle Arm area, as close
to a Canada Line station as possible.

GOVERNANCE

The potential governance structure for the new
museum should be fully explored on a priority basls.
Once basic decisions have been made, a Chief
Executive Otficer should be hired to spearhead the
project and lead it through to completion.

FUNDING STRATEGY

Fundraising for this facility should continue to be the
main focus of the Richmond Museum Society. The
extent to which senior level government funding is
available should be fully explored.

PARTNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES

The goals of the new museum can be advanced in a
number of ways, and will be enriched by partnerships
at many different levels, The City should continue to
explore co-location opportunities and the potential for
amenity contributions that may advance the goal of a
new museum. Partnerships should be explored and
developed with the community, corporate sponsors,
other Institutions and other levels of government.
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4.2 IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

This implementation strategy outlines the stages and
priorities to achieve the new museum. At every stage
in the Implementation process, the community should
continue to be engaged in the planning and development
of the facility.

Stage One: Begin the major capltal fundraising
campaign outlined by the Richmond Museum
Society.

Stage Two: Set up a dedicated Task Force,
comprising a blue-ribbon group of business and
community leaders focused on the establishment of
the museum.

Stage Three: Undertake a Richmond Museum
Masler Plan that would Include the following
components:

+ Governance and administrative structure
+  Vislon, Mission Statement and Mandate

Programming, Interpretation and storyline
«  Detatled programming

Deslign requirements

Funding Strategy Implementation

Stage Four: Continue to explore further
partnership, amenlty contribution and co-location
opportunities.

Stage Five: Secure a site for museum use that
meets the minimum requirements for a 75,000
square foot facility, including additional parking and
outdoor space if feasible. Consider the potential for
future expansion.

Stage Six: Hire a Chief Executive Officer as
the key vislonary to lead the project through to
implementation.

Stage Seven: Proceed with preliminary design,
including the selection of a design team through an
open competition.

Stage Eight: Commence final design and planning
as fundraising continues through to target.

Stage Nine: Commence construction once
financing is secured.

Stage Ten: Complete and open the new Richmond
Museum.

Throughout this study, we returned to Richmond's
vision to be the most liveable, appealing and well-
managed community in Canada, and were inspired by
its emergence onto the world stage as a Venue City for
the 2010 Olympic Winter Games.

The City of Richmond is growing rapidly, and the
increased — and increasingly diverse — population has
created a tremendous demand for new services. This
is particularly notable in the cuitural sector, where there
is a need 1o provide improved facilities and programs
for the local population, as well as for visitors. A new
museum is a necessary component of a balanced and
healthy community that requires significant cultuzal as
well as athletic facilities. It will be a major civic asset, an
economic generator and a source of community pride.

Richmond is centrally located in Metro Vancouver, and
is also a very accesslble location for a major cultural
attraction. There Is a sense of maturity and optimism
brought on by the 2010 Olympics, the construction of
the Canada Line, and an expanding urban population.

The idea of a new dynamic museum fits well with
Richmond’s growth, ambitions ang vision for the next 30
0 50 years Into the future. it Is an idea whose time has
come. The City needs a new museum, of the highest
quality, that will match its other remarkable assets and
its vibrant community. Richmond deserves nothing less.
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The City's population totalled 197,631 in 2011,
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APPENDIX: /
COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS /
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City of Richmond - Selected Household Characteristics - Census 2011
30,000
25,000
20,000 -
-§ 15,000 -
10,000 |
5000
Matried or common-law couples ST - couples  One-person non-census family Two-or-more-pesson non-
with chiidren at home without chiidren at home households census farmnily households

City of Richmond - Immigrants by Place of Birth

B Non-Immigrants
B Bom in province of residence
U Bam autside provines of residance

H Immigants
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City of Richmond - Visible Minorities

10% ~0.5%

H Chinese

o South Aslan

U Ffipino

W Sapanese

B Multiple visible minorlty
B Southesnt Aslan
B Black

B Koraan

i Larin Amadan
B West Aslan

i Arab

i isible minoray, ad.c.

Total - All persons 174,461
Aboriginal 1,275 N
Chinese 75,730 3
South Asian 13,865 T
Black 1,390 =
Filipino 9,550 12}
Latin American 1,265 g
Southeast Asian 1,485 =
Arab 965 g
Waest Aslan 1,155 -
Korean 1,200 =
Japanese 3,230 %
All other visible minorities 3,035 =
All others - Caucasian 60,226 g
Richmond's Population Q
«  According to the 2006 census data, 41% of Richmond’s 173,565 residents were :
bom outslde of Ganada (up from 54% In 2001) a
»  In both the 2001 and the 2006 census, the Glty of Richmona Is the municipality =
with the largest proportion of foreign-born residents in Canada E
School-aged children between 5 and 16 made up 15.4% of recent immigrants, &

66.3% speak a language other than English at home
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Birthplace of new immigrants (2001-2006) to Richmond:

Total Immigrants 99,660
Eastern Asia 59.8%
Southeast Asia 13.1%
Southern Asia 6.3%
Northern Europe 4.7%
Eastern Europe 3.2%
West Central Asia & Middle East 2.4%
Africa 2.3%
Western Europe 1.8%
United States 1.5%
Oceania & Other 1.2%

Fastest-growing Immigrant Groups in Metro Vancouver

EAST ASIA & SOUTHEAST ASIA

2001 2006 Change
South Korea 20,730 30.890 49 5%
Mainland China 101,770 137,245 34.9%
Philippines 46,215 62,960 36.2%
AFRICA
Ghana 450 680 51.1%
Nigeria 365 700 91.8%
Rwanda 40 205 412.5%
Sudan 405 1,330 47.8%

EASTERN EUROPEAN

Russia 3,735 5770 54.5%
Ukraine 3,535 4,580 20.6%
Bulgaria 780 1,245 59.6%
Slovenia 435 700 60.9%
Belarus 255 465 82.4%

MIDDLE EAST & CENTRAL ASIA

| Afghanistan 2,235 3,575 60.0%
Irag 1.495 2,125 42.1%
Israel 925 1,705 84.3%

SOUTH ASIA
India 67,825 80,090 32.86%
Pakistan 4,890 7,460 52.6%

LATIN AMERICA

Venezuela 475 720 51.6%
Columbia 1.405 2040 45.2%
Argentina 805 1,050 30.4%

Mexico 3,785 4,650 22.9%
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Total City of Richmond Population Mother Tongue

* Chinese all consists of: Cantonese, Mandarin, Chinese not otherwise specified and

Taiwanese

Total City of Richmond Population Language Spoken Most Often at Home

* Chinese all consists of: Cantonese, Mandarin, Chinese not otherwise specified and

Taiwanese

CONCLUSIONS

D.JENSEN

& ASSQCIATES LTD.

Language 2006 Census | 2011 Census
English 39.4% 37.9%
Chinese (all") 38.4% 41.1%
Tagalog (Filipino) 3.5% 4.0%
Punjabi 4.0% 3.2%
Russian 1.0% 1.2%
Spanish 1.1% 1.0%
German 1.2% 0.9%

Languages making up less than 1% not included

Language 2006 Census | 2011 Census
English 55.0% 53.7%
Chinese (all”) 33.9% 35.9%
Punjabi 2.3% 21%
Tagalog (Filipino) 1.8% 1.9%

Languages making up less than 1% not included

* Most Richmond immigrants are from the Pacific Rim region
« Most of them would be interested in viewing Asia-Pacific exhibits

« The majority live closer to the downtown sites; i.e. more locals live within walking
distance and within area of city that has more transit service and the SkyTrain
= Immigrant density is lower near the Steveston sites
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APPENDIX:
CULTURAL TOURISM

Cultural and Heritage Activities of Canadians in 2005 and 2010
(Source: Canadians’ Arts, Culture and Herltage Activities in 2010, Hill
Strategies Research Inc., February 2012)

Canadian Population (15 and older)

2005 2010 Population % Increase
Increase
26.10 million 28 million 1.9 million 7%

Cultural and Heritage Activities of Canadians in 2005 and 2010

Percerzgasggroglzzgutatlon Number of people (15 or older)

Activity 2005 2010 2005 2010 % change
Performing arts 41% 60% 10.76m 16.9m +57%
Theatre 23% 44% 5.89m 12.4m +110%
Pop Muslc 24% 39% 6.21m 11.1m +79%
Classical music 10% 13% 2.49m 3.5m +41%
Cultural festival 24% 37% 6.18m 10.4m +68%
pg;(l)t;::g/::;llage 15% 23% 3.93m 6.5m +65%
Museums & Anl Galleries 35% 48% 9.19m 13.4m +46%
Public art gallery 27% 36% 6.98 m 10.0m +43%
Historic sites 33% 46% 8.71m 12.8m +47%
Zoo, aquarium, gardens 34% 42% 8.75m 11.9m +36%
Conservation & Nature park 46% 58% 11.98m 16.3m +36%

Museums, including art galleries

» Nearly one-half of Canadians 15 or older (47.8%, or 13.4 million people} visited a
museum (including public art galleries) in 2010.

*+  Between 1992 and 2010, there was a shrong and consistent increase in art
galiery visits. In fact, the overall rate of gallery visits increased in every time
period: 18.6% in 1992, 24.0% in 1998, 26.7% in 2005, and 35.7% in 2010.

« There was also an increase, albeit much less pronounced, in the percentage of
Canadians visiting any type of museum (from 33% in 1992 to 35% in 2005).

Heritage activities
« Almost three-quarters of Canadians (73.8%) 15 years of age or older, or 20.7
million people, visited at least one of the following types of heritage venues in
2010:
o - 45.7% of the population 15 ar older visited an historic site (12.8 million
people);
o - 42.3% visited a 200, aquarium, botanical garden, planetarium or
observatory (11.9 million Canadians); and
o +57.9% visited a conservation area or nature park (16.3 million people).
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Between 1992 and 2010:

« Between 1992 and 2010, there was a significant increase in the percentage of
Canadians visiting an historic site, from 27.1% in 1992 to 45.7% in 2010.

« After decreasing slightly between 1992 and 2005, the percentage of Canadians
visiting a zoo, aquarium, botanical garden, planetarium or observatory increased
in 2010. The percentage of Canadians visiting these locations was 35.7% in
1992, 35.0% in 1898, 33.5% in 2005, and 42.3% in 2010.

« After decreasing slightly between 1992 and 2005, the percentage of Canadians
visiting a zoo, aquarium, botanical garden, planetarium or observatory increased
in 2010. The percentage of Canadians visiting these locations was 35.7% in
1992, 35.0% in 1998, 33.5% in 2005, and 42.3% in 2010.The percentage of
Canadians visiting a conservation area or nature park showed no significant
change.

Cultural and Heritage Activities of British Columbians’ in 2005 and 2010

BC Population (15 and older)

2005 2010 Population % Increase
Increase
3.51 miltion 3.8 million 290,000 8%

Cultural and Heritage Activities of British Columbians in 2005 and 2010

Percentage of population (15 or Number of psople (15 or older)
older)
Activity 2005 2010 2005 2010 %
change
Performing arts 38% n/a 1.34m | n/a n/a
Theatre 21% 44% 740,000 | 1.69m +128%
Pop Music 24% 40% 740,000 | 1.53m +107%
Classical music 12% 16% 430,000 | 620,000 | +44%
Cultural festival 21% 39% 280,000 | 1.48m +428%
Cultural/heritage 16% 28% 580,000 | 1.06m +83%
performance
Museums & Art 38% 53% 1.32m | 2.08m +54%
Gallerles
Public art gallery 30% 1% 1.05m | 1.56m +49%
Historic sites 33% 52% 1.15m 1.98m +72%
200, aguarium, 37% 47% 1.28m 1.82m +42%
gardens
Conservation & nalure 51% 67% 1.80m 2.58 +43%
park

Museums, including art galleries

+ In 2010, over one-half of British Columbians 15 or older (52.6%, or 2.0 million
people) visited a museum of any kind (including public art galleries).

* The B.C. museum and art gallery attendance rates are similar to the Canadian
rates (i.e., within the margin of error of the B.C. statistics).

« The percentage of British Columbians visiting a museum significantly increased
from 38% in 2005 to 52.6% in 2010. The percentage of B.C. residents visiting an
art gallery increased from 27.4% in1992 to 40.5% in 2010.
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Heritage activities
» Over half of British Columblians (51.5%) visited an historic site in 2010 (1.96
million people), while slightly less B.C. residents visited a zoo, aquarium,
botanical garden, planetarlum or observatory (47.2%, or 1.79 million people).

More than 66% of British Columbians visited a conservation area or nature park
in 2010 (66.9%, or 2.54 million people).
« The percentage of B.C. residents visiling a conservation area or nature park
(66.9%) is slightly higher than the Canadian rate (57.9%), while the other two
statistics are similar to the Canadian rates (i.s., within the margin of error of the
B.C. statistics).

Between 1992 and 2010:
« The percentage of British Columbians visiting a museum of any kind increased
between 1992 (45.1%) and 2010 (52.6%).
« There was a significant increase in the percentage of British Columbians visiting
an historic site (33.5% in 1992 and 51.5% in 2010)
+ The percentage of provincial residents visiting a gallery increased significantly
(from 27.4% in 1992 to 40.5% in 2010).The percentage of British Columbians
visiting a conservation area or nature perk increased slightly from 61.2% in 1992
to 66.9% in 2010.

* Survey data analyzed by Hili Strategies Research based on Statistics Canada Social Survey

(2010)
Market Origin of Overnight Visltors to Greater Vancouver

Area 2010 2011 2010 to 2011 YTD | 2012 YTD | %

Total Total 2011 Jan-May | Jan-May | Change

% Change

Canada 5,206,244 | 5,173,214 -0.6% 1,726,956 | 1,758,999 1.9%
British Columbia | 2,667,493 | 2,623,018 -1.7% 867,570 870,985 0.4%
Ontario 986,726 992,091 0.5% 367,373 381,389 3.8%
Alberta 738,948 745,738 0.9% 213,590 220,800 3.4%
Other Canada 813,056 812,367 -0.1% 278,423 285,825 2.7%
USA 1,924,836 | 1,870,180 -2.8% 620,037 626,684 1.1%
Washington 484,888 472,067 -2.6% 158,584 158,505 0.0%
Qregon 119,972 116,744 ~2.7% 39,304 39,173 -0.3%
California 485,926 471,983 ~2.8% 155,947 157,797 1.2%
Other West 327,245 317,728 -2.9% 105,547 107,234 1.6%
USA
Other US 506,805 491,658 -3.0% 160,855 163,975 2.1%
Asia-Pacific 723,087 722,620 -1.0% 227,487 242,270 6.5%
Japan 114,012 94,419 -17.2% 27,497 33,255 20.9%
South Korea 94,469 84,265 -10.8% 27,983 24,715 -11.7%
Australia 139,075 141,237 1.6% 50,276 51,296 2.0%
China 106,158 122,116 15.0% 33,636 41,034 22.0%
Hong Kong 66,257 67,469 1.8% 22,114 23,409 5.9%
Taiwan 34,942 34,833 -0.3% 9,840 9,992 1.5%
Europe 443,492 402,218 -9.3% 117,056 117,643 0.5%
United Kingdom 187,190 177,345 -5.3% 57,301 58,807 2.6%
Germany 74,655 70,939 -5.0% 18,071 17,633 -2.4%
Mexico 46,069 55,318 20.1% 17,385 20,956 20.5%
Total Visltors 8,415,366 | 8,290,685 -1.5% 2,788,642 | 2,730,470 2.1%
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Overnight Visitors to Metro Vancouver:
2006: 8,692,925
2007: 8,912,525
2008: 8,629,103
2009: 8,110,823
2010: 8,415,366 (Winter Olympics)
2011: 8,290,685

In 2011 Canada provided the greatest volume of visitors to Greater Vancouver (62.4% of
the total) with British Columbians providing the single largest group of visitors (31.6%).
Visitors from Ontario and Alberta represenied 12.0% and 9.0% respectively.

The United States contributed the largest share of international visitors (22.6%). This is
very similar 10 22.9% in 2010. Also in 2011, 5.7% of all visitors were from Washington
State and 5.7% are from California.

The Asia-Pacific geographies with 8.7% of the visitors remained stable from 2010
(B.6%). Australia accounted for the most visitors from the Asia-Pacific countries with
1.7% of total visitors). China accounted for 1.4%, China for 1.5% and South Korea for
1.0%. Significantly, tourism from Mainland China has increased, due to Canada’s
favoured status.

Europe made up 4.85% of the visitors in 2011, a decrease from 5.3% in 2010. The
United Kingdom contributed 2.1% of total visitors in 2011 and Germany 0.86%.

Source: Tourism Vancouver

The 2010 Overnight Visitor to Greater Vancouver: Visitor Profile

Age Group Dlstribution
Not stated 2.7%
Under 15 (US and internaticnal visitors only) 3.0%
15-19 (US and international visitors only) 1.5%
20-24 (US and international visitors only) 20%
18-24 (Canadian visitors only) 6.3%
25-34 15.8%
35-44 15.2%
45-54 18.0%
55-64 21.2%
65+ 14.3%
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Trip Activity Participation

National, provincial or nature park 33.1%
Fishing 2.5%
Golfing 2.9%
Hunting 0.1%
Performance such as a play or concert 11.0%
Festival or fair 6.8%
Historic site 23.8%
Museum or art gallery 19.7%
Theme or amusement park 4.6%
Atiend sports event 6.8%
Casino 5.4%
Sports event as a spectator 6.8%
Downhill skiing or snow boarding 2.7%
Any cultural activity 40.1%

Source: Tourism Vancouver Adapted from Statistics Canada, 2010 International Travel Survey
Microdata and/or 2010 Travel Survey of Residents of Canagda Microdata.
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APPENDIX:
TECH SECTOR COMPANIES IN
RICHMOND

Biggest High-Tech Companies in Richmond

Name of Company Employees Richmond Head Office
MacDonald Dettwiler & Associates 763 v
Sierra Wireless Inc. 244 v
Vector Aerospace 550

McKesson Medical Imaging 730

Sage 410 v
Ventyx, an ABB Company 206

Top Producer Systems 304 v
DDS Wireless International Inc. 117 v
Open Solutions 240

Q-Media Solutions Corp 69 v
Clevest Solutions 84 v
Xillix Technologies Corp. 62 v
Aerolnfo Systems, A Boeing Company 192 v
Times Telecom Inc. 108 v

Business in Vancouver Lists, www.blv.com: updoted 2012 from 2011 doto

APPENDIX C: TECH SECTOR COMPANIES IN RICHMOMD
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' APPENDIX:
“BLOCKBUSTERS”

Titanic: The Anifact Exhibition ran at the Royal BC Museum from April 14 — Oct. 14,
2007. Most travelling exhibitions expenses are a flat fee plus shipping costs. The
partnership with Premier Exhibitions on Titanic was ths first time the RBCM entered into
a cost-sharing/profit-sharing arrangement with a business rather than another museum
or gallery. Virtually all of the visitors to the RBCM during the time of the exhibit went to
the Titanic show for a total of 487,992 visitors over the six month period, resulting In $1
million being generated for each of the parties. Titanic exceeded all expectations in
attendance, revenue and community involvement. The Royal BC Museum had
anticipated 250,000 visitors would attend, when in fact, the exhibition drew 80% more
than expected. This made Titanic the most highly attended special exhibit in more than a
decade.

. RBCM Exhibit Total Attendance Exhibit Duration
Titanic: The Artifact Exhibition 451,120 6 months
(2007)

Leonardo da Vinci (1999) 416,000 5 months
Dragon Bones (2003) 360,000 6 months
Eternal Egypt (2004) 316,000 3 months

Based on admissions per month, Etemal/ Egypt (105,000/month) still ranks as the
RBCM’s most popular exbhibit — followed by Leonardo da Vinci (83,200/month) and
Titanic (75,200/month). In point of fact, the Royal BC Museum’s presentation of Titanic:
The Artifact Exhibition was one of the best attended in this exhibition’s touring history.
Thanic: The Arifact Exhibition generated a fremsendous amount of interest and
excitement in the local communily. The Royal BC Museum’s sponsors ang partners in
the community, tourism ang transportation sectors developed several themes, programs
and packages related to Titanic that attracted visitors to Greater Vicioria. Titanic was a
major tourist draw for Vicloria, generaling millions of dollars for the loca! economy. The
higher-than-expected attendance resulted in, higher-than-expected revenues that will be
reinvested in RBCM fagilities enabling the museum and archives to beter serve British
Columbians and visitors from around the world for years to come. An economic impact
analysis Is currently being conducted ang the results of the study will be released later
this year. As an example of the impact of blockbuster exhibits, Leonarde da Vingi visitors
(1998-1999) spent more than $92 million at Victoria businesses. Of RBCM visitors, 45%
surveyed said Titanic: The Arfifact Exhibition was either the main reason or the only
reason they visited Victoria.

A similar pattem can be seen for the blockbuster show “Body Worlds” that was shown at
Science World in Vancouver In 2007. A comparison of revenue shows the impact that
this blockbuster show had on net revenue that year. The four months of Body Worlds
attendance was two/thirds of the normat yearly attendance. During the last week of the
exhibit Science World was open twenty-four hours a day and capacity was constantly
sold out.

‘Science World 2008 2007 2006
Revenues $10,506,000 $12,802,000 $9,343,000
Expenditures $8,717,000 $10,084,000 $8,674,000
Net + $789,000 +$2,818,000 + $669,000
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APPENDIX:
LOCATION [

Site Descriptions )

The six sites that were specifically evaluated for their potential use as a museum facility
were identified by City of Richmond staff and stakeholders. The two Steveston sites were
recommended for their proximity to other sites with similar historical and archival values.
The four downtown sites were recommended for their centrally located values. The
following descriptions add to the information in the evaluation matrix and provide details
and a summary as to the potential each site offers for the development of a new
museum for the City of Richmond.

A constraints and opportunities matrix has been developed, to evaluate each site for its
overall it* with the agreed-upon Vision; including: public accessibility, travel and traffic
patterns, and parking requirements; physical limitations / constraints; and adjacencies
and opportunities provided by surrounding developments.

To accommodate the scale of destination programming, the minimum site size should be
in the range of 30,000 square feet, with the potential for adjacent cpen space and future
expansion.
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Sites Analysis Matrix — Richmond Museum Feasibility Study

City Centre Area

Steveston Area

River Rd | Lansdowne | Minoru Duck Bayview Phoenlx
Island
1 2 3 4 5 6
Existing Uses
Two
leases Parking lot Parking Light None Harit
& NW corner lot, 77?7 Industrial Water Lot sritage
heritage
Site Size
Meets min. lot
size of
31, 215 sq ft. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
(2,900 m?2)
~80,535
Actual/approx 31,323 ~226,042 sq. ft. 803,705 81,827 sq. 10,000 sci. ft.
ol size sq. ft. . sq. ft. , 7. 48 sq. ft. , ft. , 929 m
2,910 m ~21,000 m r.na 74,666 m 7.602m
Ownership
City of Yes Yes Yes Ye
Richmond S
Private Yes Yes
Land Use Compatibility
OCP Area Arefa 10 Area 10 Are_a 10 Are@ 10 Steveston Steveston
City X City City
Plan City Centre Plan Plan
Centre Plan Centre Centre Area 4 Area 4
Plan Plan Plan
Compatible w/ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Area Plan )
Zoning CA CA Sl IL SPU,CD105 CD41
Compatible w/
Zoning No No No No No No
Surrounding Land Uses
Within 300 m
Single Family '
Residential No No No No No Yes
Multi-Famity
Residential No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Retail
Shopping Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Commercial Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industrial Yes Yes No Yes No Yes
Park No No Yes No Yes Yes
| River/Ocean No Yes Yes Yes
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Sites Analysis Matrix — Richmond Museum Feasibility Study

City Centre Area

Steveston Area

River Rd | Lansdowne | Minoru Duck Bayview Phoenix
Island
1 2 3 4 5 6
Access
Pedestrian
. Pedestrian No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
infrastructure
800mto Canljﬁz Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
400 m to 1 bus Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
400 m o 2+ buses Yes Yes Yes No Yes No
Cycling
Near o gycling Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
route
Vehicular
800 m to anterial Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
road
300 m to collector Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
road
Environmental
Park No No Yes No No Yes
ESA Yes No No Yes Yes Yas
ALR No No No No No No
Flood mitigation Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
area
Minoru
Heritage | Chapel No No No Yes Yes
Hall
NEF Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
RAR BC: Yes BC: Yes BC:Yes | BC: Yes BC: Yes
Rmd: No Rmd: No Rmd: No | Rmd: No Rmd: No
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Sites Analysis Matrix — Richmond Museum Feasibility Study

City Centre Area Steveston Area
River Rd | Lansdowne Minoru Duck Bayview | Phoenix
Island
1 2 3 4 5 6
Site Condition
Vacant lot No Parking lot | Parking lot Yes Water Lot No
Building/s on Chapel Phoenix
site Hall No No No n/a Net Loft
Major Hall
demolition . No No No n/a n/a
. relacation
required
Major upgrade/
rengvation No No No Yes Yes Yes
required
Exlsting water 300 mm Yes Yes Yes No Yes
pipe | (11.8in)
Water/upgr_ade Yes Yes Yes
required
Existing Sep‘}’;e’ 200 mm No 200mm | 200 mm No 200 mm
Sewer/upgr_ade Yes Yes Yes Yes
required
Road upgrfade Yes No No Yes Yes Yes
required
Sndewe_alks Yes No No Yes Yas Yes
required
Assessed Value 2012
Land Value | $2,332,000 | ~$17,631,276 | ~$3,329,728 | $29,308,000 | $1,366,000 | ~$438,497
If BCA
Reconsidered* $300,000
Building Value n/a n/a $0 n/a $12,000
If BCA
Reconsidered” ~$15,000
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E.1 RIVER ROAD

Legal Description
PID: 009-311-998
Lot: 2 SEC: 29-5-6 PL: 24230
Richmond Key: 20324 (Property)
Roll: 082479000

Address: 7760 River Rd

Existing Uses
This site is owned by the City of Richmond and is leased to the Richmond Rod and Gun
Club and Yamazaki Enterprises that uses the northern portion of the property for parking
and to stores boxes outdoors. This is also the original location of the Minoru Chapel and
is still the location of the Minoru Chapel Community Hall that has been identified for its
heritage value.

Site size
The River Road site meets the minimum size requirement at 2,910m? (31,323 sq. ft.).

Land Use Compatibility

The Aberdeen Village Specific Land Use Map identifies the site as Urban Centre T5
(35m) that provides for commercial uses and prohibits residential uses. it is also noted in
the OCP that this area is under consideration for a museum and visual performing arts
centre.

The City Centre Area Plan was adopted into the OCP by the City of Richmond
September 2009 For "Arls & Culture” the following objectives and conceplts have been
defined:

Provide a framework for the City Centre as a “thriving and creative community” that is
empowered, engaged and diverse, and where arts, culture, and heritage are
inextricably linked with and support:

o a strong community voice and engaged community that enhances the
relevance and responsiveness of urban and economic development,
planning, and governance;

o placemaking, with a mosaic of appealing, lively, and distinctive urban
villages, vibrant public spaces, festivals, events, and activities;

o an increased creative capacity which enriches the quality of life and
attracls progressive business opportunities which support:

= the arts, heritage and cultural practitioners;

= the {dentification, conservation, and interpretation of heritage
resources;

= gspaces for residents and visitors to work and participate in arts,
culture and heritage activities;

o an enhanced enjoyment of the urban realm and respect for and
conneclivity among citizens and cultures.

The City Centre Area Plan also includes the Richmond Arts District (RAD — this arts
district is a proposed contiguous-geographically defined area of a city where a high
concentration of public and private arts, culture and heritage uses, facilities and activities
are situated. The site at 7760 River Road is at the heart of this area,

@ Richmonelhduseum Feasibil
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Surrounding Land Uses
Currently the surrounding land uses are Commercial 10 the north and east of this site ang
Light Industrial south; to the west is the Fraser River Middie Arm and dyke.

Access

The site is less than 200 metres from the Canada Line Aberdeen Station and a number
of bus stops on No. Three Road. The site is adjacent to the Middle Arm dyke that is a
popular cycling and pedestrian route.

The location is within walking distance to the main Asian Shopping Malls and many
restaurants and combined with the pedestrian and cycling traffic would be likely to atiract
a high rate of drop-in and local repeat visitors to the museum.

Slte Conditions

The majority of this site is vacant land. On the southeast corner is the former Richmond
United Church Gommunity Hall, which has recognized heritage value and would require
specific consideration for re-use or re-location. '

The current sanitary service Is via a 200 mm pipe and water service is via 2 300 mm
pipe. Both these were installed in 1970 and will require upgrading.

Both River and Cambie Roads at this location would require significant upgrading
including sidewalks.

Assessed Value

The assessed tota! land value for the propenty in 2012 was $2,332,000 a 12.5%
decrease from the 2011 assessed value of $2,666,000. BC Assessment has not
registered the presence of any building on this site for many years, However, now that
this oversight has been brought to their attention the propeny will be reconsidered and in
the meantime until a formal value has been attached, the suggested estimated value for
the farmer Richmond United Church Community Rall was $10,000-$15,000.

Summary
Of the six sites under consideration, this is the best location for the Richmond Museum.
Its proximity to public transit and its adjacency to the cycling and pedestrian route along
the dyke give optimal low impact access. Its adjacency to the Fraser River Middie Arm
with its water oriented recreational uses provides opportunities for river-based activities
such as rowing competitions and day moorage for museum visitors. A fand bridge
connecting the museum to the dyke would provide easy access and provide an exciting
public space for events and festivilies. A foogd service area or terrace could provide a
front row seat for walching aircraft taking-oft and landing, and offer spectacular views to
the North Shore Mountains and the dramatic and many hued Richmond sunsets.
Proximity to the airport and 1o the Oak and Arthur Lang Bridges, to arterial and collector
roads would minimize tour bus and other destination traffic on Richmond streets. The
Park & Ride on Garden City is approximately 3,200 feet that could be accessed by an
attractive pedestrian or local shuttle service, This is also a site with major historical
connections. The original settlement in this area was the hub of the Richmond
community, and the site of Richmond's first municipal hall. Although there are few
physical remnants of this early significance, a major cultural attraction in this location
would help re-establish the importance of this historic site and re-establish a relationship
of this area to the waterfront.
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E.2 LANSDOWNE MALL

Legal Description

PID: 004-037-995

Lol: 80 SEC: 3, 4-4-6 PL: 50405
Richmond Key: 3647 (properly)
Roil: 056928200

Address: 5300 No 3 Rd

Existing uses

The Lansdowne Shopping Centre includes a large amount of land used for parking, a
section of which could be used for the museum. For lhe purposes of comparison, an
area of the northwest quadrant of the property was selected. The selected area is on the
corner with Alderbridge Way along its northerly side and No. Three Road along the west,
and Is used for parking.

Site size
The selected area is approximately 226,042 sq. ft. and meets the minimum size of
31,215 sq. ft.

Land use Compatibility
The Lansdowne Village Specific Land Use Map identifies the entire Lansdowne mall site
as Urban Core T6 (45m). This designation envisages a range of mixed uses including
residential and institutional. Although civic or arts facilities are not specifically identified
as permitted uses
It is not clear whether a museumn use on this site Is compatible with the current Mixed
Use — Shopping Centre land use designation for this site within the Downtown Local
Area Lansdowne 3.1 of the current City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) in Schedule 2.10 of
the OCP:
A mix of residential, cffice and typical shopping centre (retail/entertainment) uses
along with complementary amenily and community uses.

In the proposed CCAP, this site Is identified designated as Major Open Space that does
not suggest a major cultural facility use.

Surrounding Land Uses

On the north along Alderbridge Way are commercial land uses; on Kwantlen Road to the
east are residential towers and Kwantlen University College; to the south are residential
low rises. Along the western boundary is No. Three Road and the Canada Line Station,
and on the other side of No. Three Road are commercial properties.

Access

Excellent public transit access is available to this site via the Canada Line Lansdowne
Station and bus routes. The site is centrally located in terms of access from the Oak and
Arthur Lang Bridges and the airport. It is approximately 6,400 feet from the Park & Ride
that would be a short shuttle bus ride but too far to walk, and although the site could be
developed to accommodate tour buses and other destination traffic, that would increase
congestion in the downtown area.

This location Is surrounded by numerous restaurants, small businesses and residential
units that would be likely to result in & high rate of drop-in and local repeat visitors.

' APPENDIX E: LOCATION
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Site Conditlons

A waler line is located along Alderbridge Way that could be extended to this area,
however no there is no sanitary line. Upgrading to ihe water line would be required for a
facility of this size and sewer service would need to be provided.

Assessed Value

For comparalive purposes, the value for the selected area was estimated by dividing the
proposed site area into the gross land value. Presumably, when the property comes
available for redevelopment the main deciding faclor will be the iand value.

Summary

While this site could offer excellent access and more than sufficient space it Is not known
when the land would become available for redevelopment. As a location for a cultural
facility, this sile will be dominated by the massive presence of the Canada Line and
surrounded by small commercial enterprises. Il neither offers nor accommodates
mitigating measures that couid offer destination facility qualities of beauty. spaciousness
and stateliness.

E.3 MINORU PARK

Legal Description

PID: 017-844-525

Lot; A SEC: 8-4-6 PL; LMP5323
Richmond Key: 56185 (Property)
Roll: 058982000

Address: 7191 Granville Avenue

Exlsting uses
The area Identified for the museum site is the parking lot located south of the athletic
track with frontage onto Granville Road.

Site size

The treed area is approximately 80,500 square feet and provides adequate area for a
new Museum and parking. The trees, however, are legally protected. There may be
other areas within Minoru Park that could accommodate a major capital facility,
especially if any.of the existing buildings are declared redundant or if parking areas are
removeqd or consolidated. A Minoru Park master planning exerclse Is underway that
could identify a rationalization of the current situation and could identify an appropriate
site for a museum facility.

Land use Compatibility
This site is compatible with the Park land use designation of the Brighouse Village Land
Use Map in the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) in Schedule 2.10 of the OCP:
An area of Cily-owned public open space thal may include public facilities such
as recrealion cenlres, schools, etc.

Surrounding Land Uses

This location is the southeast corner of Minoru Park, Arts, Culture and Recreation
facilities all of which are to the north and west of this location. Across Minoru Boulevard
to the east are the Richmond School District and RCMP buildings and to the east of
these is City and to their north is Richmond Centre Mall. Across Granvilie Road is the
tallest residential tower in Richmond behind which is Richmond Secondary High School.
Diagonally across the intersection from the site is Caring Place and Brighouse Park.
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Access

If access through the Richmond Centre Mall building were available during all operating
hours for bus and Canada Line service, then this site is approximately 900m from the
Brighouse Canada Line Station Terminus and approximately 640 m from the main bus
terminal in the City. The distances would increase slightly if pedestrians were required to
walk around the exterior of the mall building. Granville Road has a bike route and would
not require sidewalk upgrades. This location is well served with roads, however, bringing
vehicular destination traffic into the centre of Richmond from bridge and highway entry
points into the City would also bring undesirable congestion and parking issues to an
already increasingly congested downfown.

The site is highly used by the local pcpulation for its park, arts, culture and recreation
facilities; it hosts festivals and sports tournaments and is a three-minute walk to the
busiest shopping mall in the City. All of that would likely result in a high rate of drop-in/
local repeat visitors.

Site Conditions
The parking lots are currently well used, and if any parking was removed, the issue of
replacement parking would need to be addressed.

Assessed Value
For comparative purposes, the value for the selected area was estimated by dividing the
area into the gross land value.

Summary

This is a possible location for the museum but its drawbacks make it a less desirable
choice. Pedestrian access from the Canada Line is slightly outside the 800 m walking
distance maximum identified by TransLink; the cycling route is along one of the roads
carrying the most traffic and serves well as a commuter route but is less conducive to
recreational cycling. Its location amidst the existing arts and cultural facilities could be
beneficial; however, the disadvantages of parking issues and fraffic congestion might
overwhelm this advantage. Unless the museum were iocated in the park, its beauty
would not be available to the museum and no matter where the museum entrance could
be it will inevitably be looking out on buildings that overpower by being too close and/or
too high.
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E.4 DUCK ISLAND

Legal Description

PID: 002-095-556

Lot: 87 SEC: 21-5-6 PL: 34592
Richmond Key: 18626 (Waterlot)

Roll: 078535053

Address: Duck Island 8351 River Road

Exlsting uses

This site consists of one single large land holding and is currently in use for light
industrial purposas (the storage of aggregate). This site was purchased in 2011 by
Jingon International Development Group LLP who have applied to the City of Richmond
for permission to rezone Duck Island (River Road) from Light Industrial (IL) to a site
specific zone to facilitate a multi-phase development of up to 4 million square feet of floor
space located on 9.29 ha of land and approximately 6.0 ha of foreshore area. The
proposed development will include a network of stréets & walkways and land &
foreshore parcefs thal include Reteil, Entertainment, Office, Hotel, Conference Centre &
Public Park uses.

Site size
This site is 74,666m? (803,705 sg. ft.) and meets the minimum size of 31,215 sq. f.

Land use Compatibility

The City of Richmond OCP adopted in 2009 designales the site as within the Bridgeport
Vittage and more specifically identffies the site as a future Urban Centre (T5). This
designation prohibits residential use but is within the Richmongd Arts District and so could
support a museum in this general location.

Surrounding Land Uses

The site is bounded on the western property line by the Fraser River and two existing
moorage structures provide access to the river. A protected estvary area and the River
Rock casino are located northeast of the slte and a parking structure associated with the
casino Is Inset into the naortheast of the site at the end of No. 3 Road. Surrounding lang
uses consist of light industrial and auto-oriented commercial premises.

Access

This site is with 650 metres walking distance of the Canada Line Bridgeport Station.
Vehicle access Is also excellent as evidenced by the presence of the casino and
associated parking structure. Long term plans for the Fraser River waterfront in
Richmongd include c¢ycling and walking trails along the waterfront dykes, in addition the
redevelopment of this site is to focus on a pedestrian oriented commercial high street.
Railway tracks located along the River Road frontage of the site between the western
boundary and the road.

Site Conditions
Waler and sewer are available on the western boundary of the site.

Assessed Value

There are currently no improvements (buildings) on the property and the valve of the
land in 2012 was assessed at $22.3 million a significant increase on the 2011
assessment of $15.6 million. The proposed development of the site will only increase the
value of the site and the surrounding area.
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Summary
The potential development of this site offers a unique opporiunity for the City 1o work with
a private developer to generate a tangible community benefit in the form of a purpose-
built dedicated museum facility. Access lo the site is excelient due 1o the proximity of the
CGanada Line Bridgeport Station. The area does not currently provide 2 very welcoming
pedestrian or ¢ycling environment, although the proposed development would fill in a
gap in the pedestrian and cycle trail along the Fraser River waterfront. The actual
development of the site would probably be long-term as rezoning is required.

E.5 BAYVIEW

Legal Description

PID: 025-077-929

Lot H Sec 11 Blk 3N RG7W PL LMP49837

Richmond Key: 87476 Water Lot (No Access Property)
Roll: 089300008

Existing uses
This is a water lot that does not have access by land and Is curently not in use.

Slte slze
The lot is 81,827 sq. ft. and meets the minimurmn size.

Land Use Compatibility
A muséum use is not compatible with the current Maritime - Mixed Use designation in
the Steveston Area Plan, BC Packers Neighbourhood #5 of Schedule 4 of the OCP:
Maritime — Mixed Use means an area sel aside lo support the maritime economy,
with an emphasis on uses which support primarily the commercial fishing fleet,
including:
Custom Workshops;
Enclosed Slorage Facilities;
Fish Auction and Off-loading;
Laundry and Drycleaning;
Light Industrial;
Maritime Educational Facilities;
Moorage;
Offices;
Other Services Relaled to Maritime Uses;
Parking;
Service and Repair of Boats and Marine Equipment.

Surrounding Land Uses

To the west of this location are Light Industrial and commercial properties; to the north
are commercial, residential properties and a sliver of Imperial Landing park area that is
used for pedestrian and cycling along the south dyke. To the east is the BC Packers
Herilage site and the southern boundary is 1,378 feet of riparian edge along the mouth of
the Fraser River,

Access
This site is approximately 1,100 feet from the Steveston Transit terminal. There is no
land based legal access 10 the water lot. There is water access however, yet any use of
this water lot would be subject 10 consideration by the Fraser Port Authority and subject
to the Fraser River Environmental Management Plan (FREMP).

1 @ RichmonelMiuseum Feasibil
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Site Conditions
This site would require major infrastructure development including water and sewer.

Assessed Value

BC Assessment valued this lot at $1,116,000. In the interest of understanding the
evaluation of this lot given it is a water lot and lacks land access a discussion with BC
Assessment indicated that ot would be reconsidered and in the méantime suggested
$300,000 might be the corrected value based on $75,000 per acre for this 1.2 acre lot.

Summary
This would be an unacceptable site for a museum as it is a water lot this site and would
be prohibitively expensive to develop.

E.6 PHOENIX NET LOFT

Legal Description

PID: 002-050-561 {within BC Packers)

Lot E Sec 11 Blk 3N RG7W PL LMP49897
Richmond Key: 53753 {Property)

Roll: 089218100

Address: 12451 Trites Rd

Existing uses
This is a heritage building within the old BC Packers site, located partially on land and
partially over the water.

Site size
The Phoenix Net Loft is 10,000 sqg. ft. and the site is 31,215 sq. ft, but includes water lots
and does not meet the minimum site requirement.

Land use Compatibility

A museum use is not compatible with the current Maritime - Mixed Use designation in
the Steveston Area Plan, BC Packers Neighbourhood #5 of Schedule 4 of the OCP:
Maritime — Mixed Use means an area se¢t aside lo support the maritime economy, with
an emphasis on uses which support primarily the commercial fishing fleet (stc. as
above).

Furthermore, the Steveston Area Plan indicates the intended use of Phoenix Nat Loft:

Half of the area east of Phoenix Pond and south of Westwaler Drive wouid
accommodale mulliple-family residenlial - no greater than four-storeys over
parking. The remaining half of this area will accommodate a public waterfront
park and up 1o a half acre parking lot serving both visitors to the park and fishing
related activilies at the Phoenix Net Loft.

And: -
Support the conlinued use of the Phoenix Net Loft for fishing related activities
and the provision of up to a half acre of parking near the Net Loft to
accommodate both the users of these facilities as well as users of the waterfront
park;

Ang:

The retention of the Phoenix Net Loft for the fishing fleet;
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Surrounding Land Uses
This is a heritage site surrounded by a mixed-use area with residential and commercial
and Light Ingustrial properties to the west, north and east. The Fraser River is 1o the
south.

Access

This site is not accessible from the Canada Line; is 640m from the closest bus stop, and
generally, the Steveston area is poorly served by public transit. The primary mode of
access to this site would be vehicular and would require driving through single family and
multi-family residential areas. Whiie pedestrian and cycling traffic is accommodated by
the route along the south dyke there would be a low rate of drop-in/ local repeat visitors
due to the distance from Steveston Village and other amenities.

Site Conditions

The Phoenix Net Loft is an aged building and would require a major amount of upgrading
to bring it into a condition that would support a museum. The age and fragility of the
building would require specialized upgrading considerations and the cost of upgrading
would be prohibitive.

As this site is on the Fraser River any redevelopment would be subject to consideration
by the Fraser Port Authority and subject to the Fraser River Environmental Management
Plan (FREMP).

Assessed Value
The building is assessed at $15,500 and due to the fact that most of it stands over the
water there is no identified land value attached to it.

Summary

This would be an unacceptable site for a museum due to its relative inaccessibility and
its prohibitively expensive upgrading costs. There would also be significant issues with
environmental control and the provision of Class A museum space.
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RICHMOND MUSEUM
NEW CONSTRUCTION

Report Date : Oct. 19, 2012

RICHMOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA Page No : 2

INTRODUCTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Purpose:

Methodology:

Specifications:

Exclusions:

This Functional Area Estimate is intended o provide a realistic
allocation of direct and indirect construction costs for the Richmond
Museum, New Construction - Option 1, 2A & 2B, located in
Richmond, British Columbia, with exceptions of items listed in 1.4
below.

From the documentation and information provided, gquantities of all
major elements were assessed or measured where possible and
priced at rates considered competitive for a project of this type under
a stipulated sum form of contract in Richmond, British Columbia.

Pricing shown reflects probable construction costs obtainable in the
Richmond, British Columbia area on the effective date of this report.
This estimate is & determination of fair market value for the
construction of this project. It is not a prediction of low bid. Pricing
assumes competitive bidding for every portion of the work.

For building components and systems where specifications and
design details are not available, quality standards have been
established based on discussions with the design team.

This Functional Area Estimate deoes not provide for the following, if
required:

- Land acquisition costs and import charges

- Development charges

- Right of way charges

- Easement Costs

- Legal fees and expenses

- Financing costs

- Fund raising costs

- Owner’s staff and associated management

- Relocation of existing facilities, including furniture, equipment and
exhibits

- Owner furnished matenial

- Window washing equipment

- Maintenance Equipment

- Contaminated Waste

- Phased Construction Premium

- Construction Contingency (Change Orders)

- Escalation contingency

- Preventative maintenance contracts

- Public transport infrastructure

- Parking and onsite storage

- Hammonized Sales Tax

©c0201®
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RICHMOND MUSEUM Report Date : Oct. 19, 2012
NEW CONSTRUCTION
RICHMOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA Page No : 3

2. DOCUMENTATION

a  This Functional Area Estimate has been prepared from the documentation included in”
Appendix A of this report .

All of the above documentation was received from Arlington Group Planning + Architecture Inc.
and was supplemented with information gathered in meeting(s) and telephone conversations with
the design team, as applicable.

Design changes and/or additions made subsequent to this issuance of the documentation noted
above hava not been incorporated in this report.
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RICHMOND MUSEUM
NEW CONSTRUCTION

Report Date : Oct. 19, 2012

RICHMOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA PageNo - : 4

COST CONSIDERATIONS

3.1

3.2

33

3.4

3.5

3.8

Cost Base:

Escalation:

Contingencies:

Unit Rates:

Taxes:

Statement of

Probable Costs:

All costs are estimated on the basis of competitive bids (a minimum
of 3 general contractor bids and at least 3 subcontractor bids for each
trade) being recelved in October 2012 from general contractors and
all major subcontractors and suppliers based on a stipulated sum
form of contract.

An allowance of 0% has been made for consiruction cost escalation
that may occur between October 2012 and the anticipated bid date
for the project.

An allowance of 10% has been included to cover design and pricing
unknowns. This allowance is not intended to cover any program
space modifications but rather to provide some flexibility for the
designers and cost planners dunng the remaining contract document
stages.

Allowances of 0% have been made to cover construction (post
contract) unknowns.

The unit rates in the preparation of this Functional Area Estimate
includes labour and material, equipment, subcontractor’s overheads
and profits.

No provision has been made for the Harmonized Sales Tex. It Is
recommended that the ownar make separate provision for HST in the
project budget.

Ransocomb has no control over the cost of labour and materials, the
contractor's method of determining prices, or competitive bidding and
market conditions. This opinion of probable cost of construction s
made on the basls of experience, qualifications and best judgment of
the professional consultant familiar with the construction industry.
Hanscomb cannot and does not guarantee that proposals, bids or
actual construction costs will not vary from this or subsequent cost
estimates.
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RICHMOND MUSEUM Report Date : Oct. 19, 2012
NEW CONSTRUCTION
RICHMOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA Page No : 5

3. COST CONSIDERATIONS (cont'd)

36 Statement of
Probable Costs:
(Continued) Hanscomb has prepared this estimate in accordance with generally
accepted principles and practices. Hanscomb'’s staff are available to
discuss its contents with any interested party.

37 Ongoing Cost
Control: Hanscomb recommends that the Owner and design team carefully
review this document, including line item description, unit prices,
clarifications, exclusions, inclusions and assumptions, contingencies,
escalation and mark-ups. f the project is over budget, or if there are
unresolved budgeting issues, aitermnative systems/schemes should be
evaluated before proceeding into the next design phase.

Requests for modifications of any apparent errors or omissions to this
dacument must be made to Hanscomb within ten (10) days of receipt
of this estimate, Otherwisa, it will be understood that the contents
have been concurred with and accepted.

It is recommended that a final update estimate be produced by
Hanscomb using Bid Documents to determine overall cost changes
which may have occurred since the preparation of this estimate. The
final updated estimate will address changes and additions to the
documents, as well as addenda issued during the bidding process.
Ranscomb cannot reconcile bid results to any estimate not produced
from bid documents including all addenda.
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RICHMOND MUSEUM
NEW CONSTRUCTION
RICHMOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA Page No : 8

Report Date : Oct. 19, 2012

4. GROSS FLOOR AND SITE DEVELOPED AREAS

GROSS FLOOR AREA:

Description sf
Building Gross Area - Opfion 1 20,000
Buikling Gross Area - Option 2A 60,000
Building Gross Area - Option 2B 75,000

SITE DEVELOPED AREA:

Description m2

N/A

Site Developed Area

The above areas héve been measured in accordance with the Canadian Institute of Quantity
Surveyors’ Methed of Buildings by Area and Volume.

APPENDIX F: FUNCTIONAL AREA ESTIMATE

FUNCTIONAL AREA ESTIMATE H@nsg@rnb



RICHMOND MUSEUM Report Date : Oct. 19, 2012
NEW CONSTRUCTION '
RICHNIOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA Page No : 7

6. CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

See Appendix ‘A’
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Richmond Museum FeasIbllity Study
Richmond, British Columbia FERSCONALD
Functional Area Cost Estimate

Report Date: Oct.23, 2012

OPTION #1 - A COMMUNITY MUSEUM

FUNCTIONAL SPACE Gross Area  Total Rate Cost
Private Space (“Back of Houss")

Mechanical 500 sf 641 $320,700
Loading Bay 500 sf 628 $314,000
Recelving and Holding 500 sf 612 $306.100
Workshops / Preparation 500 sf 877 $338,700
Adralnisiration 500 sf 648 $324,100
Siaff and Volunteer Services 1,000 sf 753 $752,800
Community Meeling Rooms 500 sf 873 $336,700
Subtotal Private Space 4,000 sf $2,693,100
Publlc Spacs (“Front of House")

Theatre (contiguous with Exhibil Space) 1,000 sf 1,008 $1,009,300
Program Space (mulli-functional areas) 1,500 sf 880 $990,300
Gift Shop 500 sf 751 $375,600
Ticketing / Crowd Control 250 sf 784 $196,100
Lobby / Atrium Space 1,000 sf 1,142 $1,141,700
Coffee Shop 750 sf 823 $617.600
Major Sub-dividable Exhibit Space 4,000 sf 851 $3.805,600
Temporary Exhlbits & Rentable Space 2,500 sf 794 $1,985.500
Exhibil Space ("The Richmond Story™) 2,000 sf 993 $1,985,500
Food Service - sf 922 $0
Subtotal Publlc Space 13,600 sf $12,107,200
Clrculatlon and services 2,600 sf 612 $1,530,500
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST 20,000 sf $16,300,000
CONSTRUCTION COST PER SF $815
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Richmond Museum Feasiblilty Study
Rlchmond, British Columbla | @r\g@@ e
Functional Area Cost Estimate

Report Date: Oct.23, 2012

OPTION #2A - A DESTINATION MUSEUM ROOTED IN THE COMMUNITY

FUNCTIONAL SPACE Gross Area  Total Rate Cost
Private Space ("Back of House")

Mechanical 1,000 sf 618 $618,700
Loading Bay 2,000 sf 606 $1.212,000
Receiving and Holding 2,000 sf 891 $1,181,300
Warkshops / Preparalion 1,000 sf 654 8653,500
Administration 1,500 sf 625 $938,200
Staff and Volunteer Services 2,500 sf 726 $1.815,900
Community Meeting Rooms 1,500 sf 650 $974,600
Subtotal Private Space 11,500 sf $7,394,200
Public Space ("“Front of House")

Theatre (contiguous with Exhibit Space) 2,500 sf 966 $2.414,500
Program Space (muiti-funclional areas) 2,000 sf 637 $1.,273,900
Gift Shop 1,500 sf 725 $1,087,100
Ticketing / Crowd Control 500 sf 757 $378,400
Lobby / Atrium Space 2,500 sf 1,086 $2,713,800
Coffee Shop 1,000 sf 795 $794,500
Major Sub-dividable Exhibit Space 18,000 sf 918 $16,522,300
Temporary Exhibils & Rentable Space 4,000 sf 786 $3,065,000
Exhibit Space ("The Richmond Story") 6,000 sf 858 $5.746,900
Food Service 2,500 sf 889 $2,222.800
Subtotal Publlc Space 40,500 sf $36,219,300
Clrculation and services 8,000 sf 575 $4,597,500
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST . 60,000 sf $48,200,000
CONSTRUCTION COST PER SF §803
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Richmond Museum Feasibllity Study
Richmond, British Columbia
Functional Area Cost Estimate

RENSCONAL0

Report Date: Oct.23, 2012

OPTION #2B - A DESTINATION MUSEUM ROOTED IN THE COMMUNITY

FUNCTIONAL SPACE Gross Area _ Total Rate Cost
Private Space ("Back of House")

Mechanical 1,500 sf 820 $930,200
Loading Bay 2,500 sf 807 $1,518,300
Recelving and Holding 3,500 sf 592 $2,071,900
Workshops / Preparation 2,000 sf 655 $1,310,000
Administration 2,500 sf 627 §1,567,100
Staff and Volunteer Services 3.000 sf 728 $2,183,800
Community Meeting Rooms 2,500 sf 651 $1.627,900
Subtotal Private Space 17,500 sf $11,209,300
Public Space ("Frant of House")

Theatre (contiguous with Exhibit Space) 2,500 sf 960 $2,399,800
Program Space (mulli-funclional areas) 2,500 sf 638 $1,5695,900
Gift Shop 2,000 sf 726 $1,452,700
Ticketing / Crowd Control 750 sf 758 $588,800
Lobby / Atrium Space 3,000 sf 1,072 $3,215,800
Coffee Shop 1,250 sf 798 $995,300
Malor Sub-dividable Exhibit Space 20,000 sf 920 $18,328,800
Temporary Exhibits & Rentable Space 5000 sf 768 $3,839,700
Exhiblit Space ("The Richmond Story™ 7,500 sf 980 $7,199,500
Food Service 3,000 sf 891 $2,673,400
Subtotal Public Space 47,600 sf $42,339,800
Circulatlon and servicas 10,000 sf 576 $5,759,600
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST 75,000 sf $59,300,000
CONSTRUCTION COST PER SF $791
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RICHMOND MUSEUM

NEW CONSTRUCTION - OPTION 1, 2A & 2B
RICHMOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA

Report Date: Oct 23, 2012
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RICHMOND MUSEUM Report Date: Oct 23, 2012
NEW CONSTRUCTION - OPTION 1, 2A & 2B
RICHMOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA

Description Received Date
Museum Feasibility Study -2009 Oct 12, 2012

FUNCTIONAL AREA ESTIMATE H@r‘%@@]ﬂb
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ESTIMATED OPERATING EXPENDITURES & REVENUES

ATTACHMENT 2

(REVENUE & EXPENDITURES)

OPTION #2A: 60,000 SQ FT ~ Year Year 2 Year 3 Year4 Year 5
EXPENDITURES |
Maintenance & Operations (1) $600,000 $610,000 $620,000 $630,000 $640,000
Programming (2) $220,000 $235,000 $250,000 $265,000 $285,000
Staffing (3) $1,650,000 |  $1,750,000 | $1,850,000 | $2,000,000 |  $2,100,000
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2,470,000/ $2,595,000 | $2,720,000 |  $2,895,000 |  $3,025,000
e : . Al T i e Pl s
Senior govt. grants (4) $150,000 $160,000 $180,000 $200,000 $220,000
Ticket sales (5) $1,200,000 | $1,300,000 | $1,400,000 |  $1,500,000 |  $1,600,000

" Corporate sponsorships (6) $200,000 $220,000 $240,000 $260,000 $280,000
Rental facilities (7) $80,000 $85,000 $95,000 $110,000 $130,000
Special events (8) $400,000 $450,000 $500,000 $550,000 $600.000
Food service / gift shop (9) $125,000 $130,000 $135,000 $140,000 $150,000
TOTAL REVENUES | 1 S2,155000 | 52,345,000 |  $2,550,000 | $2,760,000 | $2,980,000
ANNUAL DEFICIT /SURPLUS | - $315,000 | -$250,000 | -S$170,000 | -S135000|  -$45,000

OPTION #2B: 75,000 SQ FT |  Year1 Year2 Year 3 Yeard - Year 5
EXPENDITURES :

Maintenance & Operations (1) $750,000 $770,000 $790,000 $810,000 $830,000
Programming (2) $350,000 $370,000 $390,000 $400,000 $430,000
Staffing (3) $1,800,000 $1,850,000 | $1,950,000 |  $2,000,000 |  $2,100,000

DT ERRENDICURE SZ990000 | 83,130,000 | S3A10000 | $3,360,000
REVENUES e o ' ' R |
Senior govt. grants (4) $150,000 $160,000 $180,000 $200,000 $220,000
Ticket sales (5) $1,500,000 $1,650,000 |  $1,800,000 |  $2,000,000 |  $2,250,000
Corporate sponsorships (6) $220,000 $250,000 $280,000 §310,000 $330,000
Rental facilities (7) $150,000 $165,000 $180,000 $200,000 $220,000
Special events (8) $480,000 $500,000 $520,000 $550,000 $580,000
Food service / gift shop (9) $125,000 $130,000 $135,000 $140,000 $150,000
TOTAL REVENUES ~ $2,625,000 |  $2,855,000 | S3, -095,000 | $3,220,000 | $3,270,000
ANNUAL DEFICIT/SURPLUS | -5275,000 | -SI135000 | - 535,000 $10,000 $90,000

These figures contain future oriented financial information based on the consultant’s
assumptions about future economic conditions and courses of action.

All cost projections are provided in 2012 dollars, with no allowance made for escalation.

3690866
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. Maintenance & Operations will be dependent on whether or not the facility is run by the

City or by an arm’s-length organization (union or non-union operations). Includes heating
costs. A cost of $10 per square foot per year has been assumed, with escalation.

The extent of programming is unknown, so an allowance has been made that would
increase over time as the museum function becomes further established. Includes
projected marketing costs. Option #2B requires the highest levels of programming.
Staffing levels are unknown but initially may be in the initial range of 25 for Option #2A
and #2B, not including janitorial. FTEs estimated at an average of $60,000 per annum
salary and benefits; a contingency of approximately 10% has been added for contract
staff, with a 20% contingency for #2B. This is expected to increase over time.

Museumns Assistance Program grants, Gaming grants, etc.

Option #2A revenues based on an initial attendance of 120,000/annum; at an average
ticket cost of $10 (based on $12 adult admission and averaged family/senior/student
discounts). Option #2B revenues based on an initial attendance of 150,000/annum
(comparable to MOA), at an average ticket cost of $10 (based on §12 adult admission and
averaged family/senior/student discounts). Attendance assumed to rise over time through
marketing efforts and increased programming.

The extent of corporate sponsorship is unknown, and depends on many factors, including
community engagement. It is assumed that fundraising, including solicitation of corporate
sponsors, will be an ongoing activity. The specific opportunities for naming rights and
the ability to attract high-end sponsorship are far greater ta Option #2A/B. These
opportunities are limited in Option 1.

Assurnes rental of exhibit spaces / cost recovery basis for private and corporate events.
For Option #2A/B, the revenues for large-scale shows are based on two large shows per
year (one generated internally and one travelling show), with 80,000 attendance/annum
over and above museum attendance, at an average additional ticket cost of $6.

Option #2A/B assumes high-end operations and high volumes.
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ATTACHMENT 3

LOCATION POSSIBILITIES

T B iy e e
a e

£

City Centre .
1. River Road at Cambie Road (Middle Arm)
2. Lansdowne Village (northwest corner)
3. Minoru Park
4. Bridgeport Village
Steveston
5. Bayview Road at No. | Road
6. Phoenix Net Loft
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Report to Committee
1o PRCL-Hadch 2 b 2073

To: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Date: February 25, 2013
Committee

From: Jane Fernyhough Ftle:  11-7000-09-20-132/\/ol
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage 01

Re: Hugh McRoberts Secondary School Community Public Art Project

Staff Recommendation

That the concept proposal for the Hugh McRoberts Secondary Schoo! Community Public Art
Project by artist Jasmine Reimer as presented in the report from the Director, Arts, Culture and
Heritage Services dated February 25, 2013, be endorsed.

ane Femyhpugh _
Director, Arts, Cultufe
(604-276-4288)

Att. 4
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Budgets vl e sl
REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS IW: REVIEWED BY CAO ITTF\B
(_.-_ £]
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Staff Report
Origin

Through the arts, a community can explore ideas, 1ssues and concerns, voice community identity,
express historical and cultural spirit, and create dialogue. The City’s Community Public Art
Program creates opportunities for collaborative art projects between community groups and
professional artists of all disciplines. Working with a professional artist, the community group is
involved in all stages of planning and commissioning of a public art project.

This report brings forward for consideration the concept proposal jointly developed by the
students of Hugh McRoberts Secondary School (HMSS) and the artist Jasmine Reimer.

This initiative is in line with Council Term Goal 9.5:

“Promole existing cultural resources and activities lo increase public awareness,
enhance quality of place and engage citizens across generations.”

Analysis

Terms of Reference — Communitv Public Art Selection Process

Under the terms of the administrative procedures for community public art projects, annual calls
are issued separately to community groups and Lo artists wishing to collaborate on artwork for
public sites in Richmond. Following review and endorsement by the Public Art Advisory
Committee, the Public Art Program issued two separate proposal calls on May 1, 2011, one for
an expression of interest from Richmond community groups interested in collaborating with an
artist, and a second for artists’ expression of interest for incJusion on an artist roster for
consideration jn commuunity projects. These calls were posted on the City’s Public Art web
page, with a deadline for submissions on June 30, 2011.

In accordance with the City Public Art Program procedures for the community program, a
selection panel reviewed the portfolios of artists on the Comumnunity Public Art Roster, to match
an appropriate artist with the community group. The selection panel met on February 23, 2012
and included the following members:

¢ Danny Chen, Artist, Canadian Artists Society

Camilla Pickard, Writer and Educator, Emily Carr University of Art and Design
Crystal Lan, Student, Hugh McRoberts Secondary School

e Nicole Porter, Teacher, Sponsor Lead Contact, Hugh McRoberts Secondary School

Artists were evaluated on the basis of artistic merit of past work; appropriateness to the goals of
the Program including past work with community groups and with youth in particular; and artist
qualifications. The panel recommended artist Jasmine Reimer of Vancouver for this project.

Recommended Public Art Project

Art students of Hugh McRoberts Secondary will participate in the project. Nicole Porter, art
teacher and lead contact will coordinate in class and after school activities.
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The project 1s proposed for an cutdoor site which will be improved in the coming year
(Attachment 1). The art project will be integrated and coordinated with the landscape design.
Artist Jasmine Reimer has met with the HMSS students and teachers to understand their project,
generate ideas and develop the concept (Attachment 2).

The art project will take the form of concrete casting benches made from school lockers (and
items found within them), a significant object in the daily Jives of students, and uses these
castings to create places to sit, study or perform in the outdoor school plaza. Richmond School
District No. 38 supports this project and has given permission to locate the artwork on school
property. The District Maintenance and Operations department will continue to review the status
of the project as it continues to progress.

As the site will be accessible to the comumunity during after school hours, staff will also consult
with staff and the Community Association Board at the South Arm Community Centre on the
design and location of the benches.

Further information about the proposed art project (Attachment 2), the artists’ resume
(Attachment 3), and examples of the artist’s previous community public art projects
(Attachment 4) is provided in the attachments to this report.

Financial Impact

The Public Art Program has allocated $15,000 for this community project from existing funds in
the approved 2011 Public Art Capital Project.

Conclusion

Richmond’s Community Public Art Program creates opportunities for collaborative public art
projects between Richmond community groups and artists of all disciplines. The program is
based on the belief that through the arts, communities can explore issues, ideas and concerns,
volce community identity, express cultural spuit and create dialogue.

The Hugh McRoberts Secondary School community public art project outlined in this teport
embraces and explores this coramunity’s identity. This project will make use of hands-on
approach to the making of public art, involving the students in all aspects of the project, from
visualization through fabrication, installation and documentation. Hugh McRoberts Secondary
School, Richmond School District No. 38 and the Richmond Public Art Advisory Committee
have enthusiastically endorsed the public art concept.

If endorsed, the project will move into the design and fabrication phase, with implementation
scheduled to be completed by Fall 2013.

Eric Fiss

Public Art Planner
(604-247-4612)
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Attachment 1

Location_

Outdoor area to be redeveloped
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Attachment 2

Hugh McRoberts Secondary Schoo! Public Art Concept Proposal
Artist: Jasmine Reimer

This project will animate the soon-to-be-redesigned outdoor plaza (currently paved) along the
south of Hugh McRoberts Secondary School. Functional sculptural forms will provide outdoor
furnishings for study, socializing, and potentially for performance.

The students strongly desire to convey details of their daily lives, and through brainstorming
sessions we have developed an idea that involves taking interior imagery within the school and
placing it outdoors as a part of the artwork, thus fostering a connection between the school,
students, and surrounding community.

The students chose the school locker as the primary image to indicate student experience
because of the amount of time spent in and around the locker areas. Incorporating used lockers
as found objects, specifically the locker door, they will become artwork by transforming them
into bench style seating. The locker door will be turned horizontal, a rubber mold will be made
and then it will be cast in concrete to create a bench seat. On top of or underneath the locker
door (bench seat) objects of personail or school property will be cast in place, resulting in a
detailed and permanent human presence. When objects are placed under the locker/bench
seats the objects become functional and supportive legs for the bench. (See concept sketches,
below)

To begin the process we will select multiple locker doors, as objects for casting. To initiate this
multi-phase project, | will select one locker concept. | have included six different ideas and one
of several preliminary layout concepts to be included in the greater landscape design. (A final
landscape design from Skala -the landscape designers- is currently in progress and therefore
ptacement of the artwork is TBD.) With the assistance of the students, | will construct two or
three durable silicone rubber molds using full-size locker doors. Once completed, the molds will
be used to make multiple casts. The locker bench/sculptures will be made of high-strength
(6000 psi) cast concrete in approximately 6'x12"x3" slabs; sealed for moisture protection and
tinted/dyed/painted bright colors. It will be reinforced using %" re-bar and supported by 2”
square pipe/structural steel legs and in some cases a combination of cast and steel supports.
(See construction drawings). The bench will be supported by below-grade footings at a depth
appropriate for the weight and height to be determined after consultation with an engineer.

The students will select personal objects such as apples, candy bars, paper, backpacks
etc...that will be secured to the surface of the real locker prior to mold making and thus,
incorporated into the face of the mold. The result will be a permanently attached candy bar
(etc...) cast in concrete and securely implanted on the surface of the locker. The objects will
appear to sit on the locker/bench surface as if abandoned by the previous visitor. As a result,
the sculpture takes on a complex association to the lived, student experience and reinforces the
individual identity of the student and interior/exterior motif. The responsive silicone rubber mold
will replicate the details of the locker door such as air vents, lock recesses and hinges uniting
unique characteristics of the locker with the personal objects and thus, the identities of the
students within the school.

Because the landscape design has not been determined we will start by constructing three
rubber molds and complete one locker bench/sculpture by July 2013. (Two locker/benches if
time permits) The bench can be placed onsite when completed and moved according to the
landscape designers’ needs. Once the landscape design has been confirmed, the students can
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construct additional locker sculptures/benches in accordance with specific landscape features.
Please refer to the attached matenials Jist and budget for detailed materials and costs.

The students will be able to contribute 1o the project, under the supervision of the art instructors
and myself, through basic metal work and mold making and casting procedures. The durable
and professional molds will allow the students to repeat the process as the project continues,
creating the potential for several years of student collaboration and involvement beyond July
2013.

In addition, because the rubber molds will remain as school property, the artwork/benches will
be easily repaired or replaced if needed in the future. Concrete that is sealed and painted is
easily cleaned and maintained. If the paint is chipped, it is simple to touch up the damaged
area, as | will use paint found at the local hardware store. The painting process involves an
acid-etching to ensure bondage to the concrete, primer to seal the concrete and guard against
weather and then two coats of weather-proof exterior paint. 1 will then add an additional
sealant/top coat to safeguard against harsh weather elements and potential vandalism. To deter
skateboarding on the edges of the benches | will install ‘Skateboard Guards’, made of steel, that
are designed specifically for the purpose.

In December 2012, [ presented the class with rough design concepts that | thought would create
a dynamic and functional public sculpture and space. Since then, as a group, we have simplified
and re-designed the original concept. | envision the work as a series of six or more
bench/sculptures that come together to create an outdoor, public outdoor area. My suggestion
for the future space is to construct more art locker/benches and place them at intervals with
regular cast concrete benches of similar design and scale resulting in a visual rhythm of color
and interest. | foresee the mixture of regular’ and ‘creative’ seating resulting in a lively social
space where students study, eat and relax and during the summer months; and where the
surrounding community can read and picnic. (See site plan rendering provided by Skala, below)

Budget overview
Artist fee $3,000
Materials (molds and first sculpture) $3,550
Fabrication fees (first sculpture) $1,000
Engineer’s fee (first sculpture) $650
Installation (first sculpture) $1,000
Documentation $300
Materials $4,800
Contingency $700
Total: $15,000
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Workshop with students at Hugh McRoberts Secondary School
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Concepts for production:
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Possible future layout of benches (subject to final landscape plan by Skala)
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Fabrication details
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Jasmine Reimer
#312-1869 Frances St.
VVancouver BC V5L 128
1778 3204712

jasmine reimer@hotmail.com
WWW.jasminereimer.com

Education

2009 Emily Carr University
2007 Langara College

2001 Grant MacEwan College

Solo Exhibitions

2010 Kelowna Art Gallery
304 Days Gallery

Group Exhibitions

BFA
Diploma
Diploma

1000 Ibs. 3 Days
Slump

MERKIN-tile

To Tame A Land

The Cheaper Show 9
Pact 5: Beast

In Vision

Where We Start From
Undress

Interwoven

Heads or Tails

Portrait Private

Assistant to the Artist
Assistant

Sculpture Maintenance
Custom Framing

Silent Auction Host
Gallery Assistant
Lighting Designer
Artist Liaison

Stage Manager
Production Manager
AHIS Research/Admin.
Assistant

Canadian Millennium Scholarship -($1000.000)

Attachment 3

Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Edmonton AB

Kelowna BC
Vancouver BC

Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC

Vancouver BC

Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC
Vancouver BC

The Vancouver Foundation —Achievement Award ($1000.000)

2010 221a Artist Run Centre
Point Exhibits
W2
221a Artist Run Centre
2009 QE Mezzanine Gallery
On The Rise
Concourse Gallery
Concourse Gallery
2008 Plank Gallery
Commissions/Public Work
2008 Family
Relevant Work Experience
Current  Liz Magor
Current  Daryl Plater Architect
2009 Freelance
The Framing & Art Centre
2008 Art For Life
Autumn Brook Gallery
2006 Big River Productions
Arts Club Theatre Co.
Wild Excursions
Raymond Burr Theatre
Langara College
Grants/Awards
2009
2008

3733839
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Attéchment 4
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Reimer, Pursuit, 2010 Fabric, Sand, Found Objects, 18 Casters
56"x 38"x 22"
Kelowna Art Gallery, Kelowna, BC

Reimer, Pile, 2010, Plaster, Dye, Resin, Wood 18"x12"x20"
304 Days Gallery VVancouver
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! City of

: Report to Committee
% Richmond y

To FRES - Yancka 26 3073

To: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Date: March 7, 2013
Committee

From: Jane Fernyhough Filez  11-7000-09-20-109/Vol
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage 01

Re: Canada Line Elevated Guideway Terminus Public Art Project Terms of
Reference

Staff Recommendation

. That the Canada Line Elevated Guideway Terminus Public Art Project Terms of
Reference for an artist call, as outlined in the staff report dated March 7, 2013 from the
Director, Arts, Culture & Heritage Services, be endorsed.

2. That prior to issuance of the artist call, staff report back to Council seeking authonty to
modify the City Infrastructure Protocol and the Richmond Access Agreement, if needed,
in order to accommodate the Canada Line Elevated Guideway Terminus Public Art
Project.

irector, Arts, Culturg and Heritage
(604-276-4288)

AR, 1
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED ToO: CONCURRENCE CON_CURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Public Works KV
Law Q/
REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS INALS: | REVIEWED BY CAO lw'm%s
( &
’f./'
o

-
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Staff Report
Origin
At its meeting on October 9, 2012, Council approved the following recommendations:

1. That the Canada Line Terminus Elevated Guideway Option A (Permanent Artwork) as
outlined in the staff report dated September 4, 2012 from the Director, Arts, Culture &
Heritage Services be endorsed and;

2. That staff enter info discussions with InTransit BC for the Canada Line Elevated
Guideway Terminus Public Art as outlined in the staff report dated September 4, 2012
Jrom the Director, Arts, Culture & Heritage Services and that staff report back at a
Suture date with their findings and funding options and method of artist selection.

This report presents for Council’s consideration, a proposal for an ongoing program for the
placement of public artwork at the Canada Line terminus at Brighouse Station and the terms of
reference for selection of the artwork and artists based on discussions with InTransit BC.

This initiative 1s in hne with Council Term Goal 9.1:

Build culturally rich public spaces across Richmond through a commitment to strong
wrban design, investment in public art and place-making.

Analysis

Staff met with engineering and public art representatives of InTransit BC, operators of the
Canada Line, 10 identify the design parameters for artwork at the Canada Line Brighouse Station
terminus. InTransit BC is supportive of an artwork at this location but has serious concerns about
impacts on operations and maintenance that may result with installation of a large permanent
artwork at this location. They do, however, feel that short-term installations of artworks along
the Canada Line have been successful, and recommend that Richmond consider a program for a
series of temporary artworks.

Benefits

To facilitate the ongoing installation and removal of artworks at the end of the guideway, a
permanent support framework would be installed by the City. The artists would have this as a
base for their work. InTransit BC supports this approach, and would assist in engineering
reviews to determine the size of the framework and the maximum loads it would be capable of
supporting. Additional benefits of this approach include the following:

s Provides a platform for a mix of national, local and emerging artists to exhibit their
artwork;

o Provides the community with a range of different approaches to the site and a variety of
artworks;

e Allows access for scheduled maintenance and periodic inspection of the Canada Line
suideway;

CNCL - 158

3808638v2



March 7, 2013 -3-

e Ensures flexibility to respond to future redevelopment on adjacent sites; and

e Provides consistency with established programs of short term display at the Canada Line
stations in Vancouver and the Richmond Art Column program at Lansdowne and
Aberdeen Stations.

Terms of reference

The aftached draft Terms of Reference (Attachmentl) provides details for the artist call,
including information on the site, intent, budget, schedule, selection process and criteria, and
submission requirements. Highlights of this artist call include:

e The reccommended artist(s)/artist team will be chosen through a one-stage selection
process under the policy of the Richmond Public Art Program;

o Artists will respond to this invitation with a visualization and a written statement of intent
and approach to the Brighouse Station project and examples of past work;

e A public exhibition of all submissions will be displayed for public response;

o A five (5) person selection panel consisting of artists, art professionals and community
members will convene to recommend up to eight (8) artists/artist teams projects;

s  Ariworks to be displayed for a minimum of six (6) months up to maximum of one (1)
year;

e Artworks will have budgets ranging from approximately $25,000 to $50,000; and

o All artworks will be considered for possible purchase and re-siting within the city,
returned to artist, or dismantled and removed for recycling of materials.

Legal considerations

In order to permit the City to construct the proposed attachiments and installations, InTransit BC
and TransLink may require that the City Infrastructure Protocol and the Richmond Access
Agreement be modified to provide that the City of Richmond accepts all liability associated with:
any modifications to the column; the construction, existence and removal of the attachments and
installations; and the risks to the public.

In addition, the City will be expected to provide a full release and comprehensive
indemnification to TransLink and InTransit BC for all consequential risks arising from the
modifications to the column and the construction, existence and removal of the City’s
attachments and installations. This would include, but not be limited to, full refurbishment and
restoration of the column 1o its originally constructed configuration and condition upon removal
of the attachment. It is likely this would also include any financial losses suffered by TransLink
and/or InTransit BC if the elevated guideway was not operative due to any matter arising from
the construction, existence and removal of the City’s attacbments and installations,

Prior to issuance of the artist call, staff will report back to Council seeking authority to modify
the City Infrastructure Protocol and the Richmond Access Agreement, if needed, in order to
accommodate the changes described above and as may be further required by the proposed
construction, existence and removal of the City’s attachments and installations.
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Financial considerations

The City Centre Public Art Plan identifies funding for this project from contributions to public
art through the City’s Private Development Public Art Program. Contributions from recent
development applications for projects in the City Centre will be directed towards this project.
Recent contributions held in the Public Art Reserve that can be directed towards this project
include:

¢ 6800 Cooney Road, Emerald (Kkb) No 430 Ventures Ltd), $96,000;
¢ 6180 No. 3 Road, Mandarin (Fairborne Homes), $75,000 [pending]; and

» Future developments in the vicinity of Brighouse Station would be requested to direct a
portion of their public art contributions to this project.

The project would not be seeking any funding from other City sources.

Staff discussed funding opportunities and participation with InTransit BC, Canada Line Rapid
Transit Inc., and TransLink representatives. Unfortunately, they do not have resources to
contribute to the budget at this time.

Financial Impact

Funding for this project will be phased over the next three years and $50,000 was approved in
the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) for the 2013 fiscal year in addition to the $10,000 in
operating budget impact (OBI) for cleaning and maintenance of the art work. The additional
$150,000 in funding for this project will be requested through the 2014 and 20135 budget process.

Conclusion

The Canada Line elevated guideway termination art project provides an excellent opportunity for
the City of Richmond to contribute to and develop a long term relationship with InTransit BC’s
public art program.

This report provides a proposal for the Terms of Reference, outlining the process and criteria for
selection of artist’s submissions. A budget has been proposed to cover the production and
installation of all artwork over a period of five (5) years.

Staff will report back to Council seeking authority to modify the City Iufrastructure Protocol and
the Richmond Access Agreement, if needed, in order to accommodate the changes described in
this Report and as may be further required by the proposed construction, existence and removal
of the City's attachments and installations.

Evic Fiss ;L‘

Public Art Planner
(604-247-4612)

EF:ef
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ATTACHMENT |

City of

Richmond Public Art Program

The Art Plinth at Brighouse Station
Public Art Project

Call to Artists — Request for Proposals
Terms of Reference

The City of Richmond’'s Public Art Program invites artist(s)/teams to submit samples of past work and
concept proposals in consideration for a series of five (5) to eight (8) temporary public art projects at
Brighouse Station - Canada Line Terminus, located along bustling No. 3 Road in Richmond, British
Columbia. All information about the project is contained herein.

Budget: $200,000 Total for five (5) to eight (8) projects, all inclusive
Installation: To Be Determined
Deadline for Submissions: To Be Determined

For more information, contact the Public Art Program:
Phone: Eric Fiss at 604-247-4612
Email: publicart@richmond.ca
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City of Richmond Public Art Program

Brighouse Village, Richmond B.C. (note: artwork to be located where Canada Flag is 1o
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Figure 1. Photo by Christina Lazar-Schuler

Scaffolding is analogy. It explains what a wall is without being a wall. Perhaps it describes by
desiring the wall, which is the normal method of description. But also the scaffold wants to fall
away from support. Its vertigo is so lively. The style of fidelity of scaffolding is whaf we enjoy. it
finds its stablilities in the transitions between gestures.

- Lisa Robertson, Doubt and the History of Scaffolding

Project Overview

The Canada Line is in many ways a type of scaffold, a key supporting framework in the evolving urban
landscape of Richmond. Although it remains constant, it is geographically located in an area that is
undergoing considerable growth and redevelopment, conlinually re-establishing and strengthening
symbiotic social and economic relationships in the process.

This project is an opportunity for an artist/artist team to propose a temporary, site-specific public artwork
on the last supporting column of the Canada Line at Brighouse station. It is an opportunity for the City to
develop a dedicated site for temporal public artwork. Similar programs have been implemented in other
cities including: the Fourth Plinth in London, UK, OFFSITE in Vancouver and the Canada Line public art
program. The City of Richmond’s Art Columns are another example of the ever changing artworks that
now grace the Lansdowne and Aberdeen stations. Figures 2 to 5 illustrate a few examples of temporal
public art initiatives.
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Figure 2

Powerless Structures Fig. 101

E!imgreen and Dragset, 2012

Forth Plinth. Trafalgar Square. London, UK

Website: http:/iwww.london.gov.uk/fourthplinth/home

Figure 3

Plaza
Heather and lvan Morison, 2010

OFFSITE/Vancouver Art Gallery
Installation view Courtesy the artists and Clint Roenisch Gallery
{ photo Rache! Topham

Website:
http://iwvww vanartgallery.bc.ca/the_exhibitions/offsite.htmi

Figure 4

Bear Hunt (Heads)
Dean Drever, 2009

Langara-49th station, as part of Vancouver's Canada Line
Public Art Program. Photo Stephen Rees

Website:
http:/iwww.thecanadaline.com/Art-Community.tsp#1

Figure 5

Here is There is Here
Diyan Achjadi, 2011

No. 3 Road Art Columns / City of Richmond Public Art Program,
Aberdeen Canada Line Station, Richmond BC

Website;
http://www richmond.ca/culture/publicart/no3rdartcolumns.him
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Site

No. 3 Road is the major thoroughfare through the Richmond City Centre and home to the Canada Line
rapid transit connection from Vancouver, {aunched in September 09. Brighouse Station is a busy
commuter hub across from Richmond Centre shopping mall, near adjacent restaurants and businesses
and a short distance from City Hall and Brighouse Park. The artwork should respond to the character of
the site by taking into account scale, colour, material, texture, content and the social dynamics of the
location. The artwork should also be mindful of the historical, geographical, cultural and social features of
the site.

The Canada Line and No. 3 Road serve a diverse city comprised of commuters, residents, visitors and
nearby businesses. Richmond is arguably the most diverse city in the country with more than half of its
residents born outside Canada, the majority being of Chinese descent. This area will be highly visible by
both vehicular ang pedestrian {raffic.

The column location sits within the extents of the Brighouse Piaza. Potential future redevelopment of this
site may include opportunities to envision a new urban plaza at this location.

igure 6. Side elevation of final Canada Line column
Intent

The Art Plinth represents an exciting opportunity for artists to experiment with temporary interventions in
the public realm. Artworks will be installed for a minimum period of six (6) months to a maximum of twelve
(12) months. The work should not only serve as a place marker, but should question and anticipate future
uses of the site and transformation of the city centre.

Artwork should be designed to urban scale, and sited on the upper ledge of the final Canada Line column
at Brighouse Plaza. Public safety in a high voltage environment on the Canada Line tracks is a major
consideration. Therefore, the artwork will be attached to an intermediate support frame provided by others
as illustrated in Figure 8. All proposed attachment methods will be reviewed to ensure compatibility.

3801859 CNCL -164



City of Richmond Public Art Program

While the artwork may extend upwards and outwards from the column, it should not be conducive to
people attampting to climb onto the work. Figure 6 illustrates the overall space allowance for the artwork.
The artist will need to work in cooperation with City and InTransitBC engineering and public safety
guidelines.

W

Support Frame ————

Maximum Load = 1 ton
{Approx. 1000 kg)

Structural Frame:

22" Stainless Steel
hollow tube with 12mm
Dia. @ 4” on centre for
various types of fixing
solutions

Figure 7. Top of plinth parameters, showing overall space allowances and dimensions for artwork.

Budget

The total budget established for this project is approximately $25,000 - $50,000 for each Work, based on
a rotating series of five (5) to eight (8) artworks. A total budget of $200,000 over five (5) years will be
allocated. This budget includes (but is not limited {c): artist fees, design, permitting as needed,
engineering fees, fabrication, installation, photography, insurance and all taxes. Travel to Richmond
and/or accommodation is at the artist’'s expense.

All artworks will be considered for possible:
o Purchase and re-siting within the City

o Returned to artist
o Dismantled, removed and returned to artist or recycled for materials

Schedule (subject to change)

Submissicns Close To Be Determined
Stage One — Artist selection panel convened To Be Determined
Stage Two - Detailed Design/Technical Review To Be Determined
Stage Three — Fabrication/Installation To Be Determined
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Selection Panel & Process

The recommended artist(s)/artist team will be chosen through a one-stage selection process
under the mandate of the Richmond Public Art Program.

A public exhibition of all submissions will be displayed for public response

Artists will respond to this invitation with up to ten examples of past work and a written statement
of intent and approach to the Bnghouse Station project.

A five (§) person selection panel consisting of artists, art professionals and community members
will convene to recommend up to eight (8) artists/artist teams projects

Note: The City of Richmond reserves the right to cancel the public art call or the public art project.

Selection Criteria
Submissions to the RFP will be reviewed and decisions made based on:

Artist qualifications and proven capability to produce work of the highest quality;

Artist's capacity to work in demanding environments with communities and other design
professionals, where applicable;

Appropriateness of the proposal to the project terms of reference ané Public Art Program goals;
Artistic merit of the proposal,

Degree to which the proposal is site and community responsive, and technically feasibte;
Probability of successful completion; and

Environmental sustainability of the proposed artwork.

Additional consideration may be given to proposals from artists who have not received commissions from
the City of Richmond in the past three years.

Submission Requirements
All submissions should contain the following items and in the following order:;

L
L

Information Form (1 page)
+ A completed Information Form found on last page of this document.

Statement of Intent (2 page maximum)

s Atyped letter of interest, including artist's intent, rationale and a preliminary visualization
for this particular public art project. The statement should address the Selection Criteria
(above), artistic discipline and practice.

Resume/Curriculum Vitae (2 pages maximum per artist)

» Outline your experience as an artist, including any public art commissions. If you are
submitting as a team, each member must provide a personal resume (each a maximum
of 2 pages).

Three References (1 page maximum)

« Individuals who can speak to your art practice and interest and/or experience in public art
projects. Please include: name, occupation, title, organization, address, primary phone
number, email and a brief statement describing the nature of your working relationship to
the reference listed. Artist teams provide 3 references total. (1 page, maximum)
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D Annotated List of Images of Past Work (1 page maximum)

s Provide the following information for all images: title of work, medium, approx.
dimensions, location and date and the image file name. Artists are also encouraged to
include a brief description.

D Images of Past Work (10 images maximum)
« One image per page (full size).
« Do not place any text on or around the image.

« Digital images of past work in any medium that best illustrates qualifications for this
project.

e Each image must be labelled with artist name and numbered to correspond to the
annotated images list.

File format — submit only “high" quality JPGs (do not use GIFs, TIFFs or other formats)
File size — files must be less than 1 MB per image
Do not embed images intc PowerPoint or submit moving images or audio files.

Labelling:

The application CD, the Annotated Image List, the Letter of Interest and the Resume must be labelled
with the artist's name and contact information, and included on all pages of documents, Image files must
be JPEGs with a .jpg ending. Documents must be word or .pdf files.

Submission Guidelines

This RFP accepts paper submissions via mail or delivered in person. Electronic submissions are
accepted and encouraged. Submissions must be complete and strictly adhere to these guidelines and
Submission Requirements (above) or risk not being considered. Faxed submissions will not be accepted.

o All submissions (electronic and print) must be formatted to 8.5 x 11 inch pages. Do not send any
models or maguettes.

« The Artist's (or Team’s) name should appear in the right header of every page.
o Do not submit any original materials or files. Submissions will not be returned.
¢ Do not bind, staple or use plastic cover sheets.

In addition, electronic submissions:

¢  Must be submitted in MS Word or PDF format. Do not submit materials that require plug-ins,
extensions or other executables that need to be downloaded or installed. Do not compress (zip)
files

¢ Must be self-contained. Do not imbed links to other websites or on-line documentation or media.
¢ Must be contained in one single document. Do not submit multiple electronic documents.

o Must be 10MB or smaller (if emailed). Submission over 10MB must be sent via PC-compatible
CD.

Submitting as a Team

The team should designate one representative to complete the entry form. Team submissions must
adhere to the specific submission guidelines with the following exceptions:

e Each team member must submit an individual Resume/CV (See Submission Requirements)
o All Team Members must list their full names on the space provided on the Information Form

3801859 CNeEdL - 167



City of Richmond Public Art Program

*Submissions not meeting the above requirements may not be considered.

Deadline for Submissions

Submissions must be received by To Be Determined. This is not a postmark date. Extensions to this
deadline will not be granted under any circumstances. Submissions received after the deadline and
those that are found to be incomplete will not be reviewed.

it is the applicant's responsibility to ensure the submission package reaches the City of Richmond by the
deadline.

Email, mail or deliver submissions to:

Richmond Public Art Program
City of Richmond

6911 No.3 Road

Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
604-204-8671

publicart@richmond.ca

For questions and information, contact:
Eric Fiss, MAIBC, MCIP, LEED AP

Public Art Planner

City of Richmond

604-247-4612

efiss@richmond.ca

For more information on the Public Art Program please visit www.richmond.ca/publicart.

Additional Information

Please be advised that the City and the selection panel are not obliged to accept any of the
submissions, and may reject all submissicns. The City reserves the right to reissue the RFP as
required.

All submissions to this RFP become the property of the City. All information provided under the
submission is subject to the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (BC) and shall
only be withheld from release if an exemption from release is permitted by the Act. The artist
shall retain copyright in the concept proposal.

While every precaution will be taken to prevent the loss or damage of submissions, the City and
its agents shall not be liable for any loss or damage, however caused.
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BRIGHOUSE CANADA LINE Submission Deadline: To Be Determined

Attach one (1) copy of this form as the first page of the submission.
PLEASE NOTE: You can type your responses into this PDF document.

Name:

Team Name (if applicable):

Address:

City/Postal Code

Primary Phone: Secondary Phone:

Email Website:
(one website or blog only)

Submission Checklist

Please provide these items in the following order (as outlined in Submission Requirements):

O Information Form (this page)

O Letter of Intent (maximum 2 pages)

0O Resume/Curriculum vitae (maximum 2 pages per team member, if applicable)

O Three References (name, title, contact information: maximum 1 page)

O Annotated List of Past Work (maximum 1 page)

O Ten Images of Past Work (maximum 10 pages: do not include multiple images on one page; inserting image
files as pages in PDF submission documents is recommended; landscape orientation is recommended.)

Incomplete or faxed submissions will not be accepted. Emailed submissions over 10MB will not be accepted.
Information beyond what is listed in the checklist will not be reviewed.

List Team Member Names Here (Team Lead complete above portion):

Please let us know how you found out about this opportunity:

Would you like to receive direct emails from the Richmond Public Art Program?

Signature: Date:
Deliver to: City of Richmond, Public Art Or by email {o:
8911 No. 3 Rd. Richmond, BC, V&Y 2C1 publicart@richmond.ca
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, City of

Report to Committee

Richmond
To: MRCS - Mancia A0 ANTZ
To: Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Date; March 4, 2013
Committee
From: Mike Redpath File:  06-2345-20-
Senior Manager, Parks KGEO1/Nol 01
Re; King George Park Master Plan Update

Staff Recommendation

That the staff report “King George Park Master Plan Update” dated March 4, 2013 from the Senior
Manager, Parks be endorsed as the guide for future development of King George Park.

ey

Mike Redpath-
Senior Manager, Parks
(604-247-4942)

Att: 2

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED To:

Recreation Services

CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL-MANAGER

v A

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS

INIIALS: REVIEWED BY CAQO INLTIALS:
v (&

3813134

v/
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Staff Report
Origin

In 1994, a comprehensive Parks Master Plan was developed for King George Park. This plan
was developed to integrate the City and Richmond School District No. 38 lands acquired for the
construction of McNeely Elementary School, the Cambie Community Centre/High School
complex and additional community park space to meet the growing popufation needs.

Park development during the following five years included sports fields, a children’s play area
with a popular spray pool, trails, a caretaker/washroom building and other support infrastructure.
[n 2008, a field was converted to a lit artificial twf field and, in 2009, the Richmond Rugby
Football Club moved their change room facilities from Sea Island to King George Park making
the park their home base.

This report meets the Council term goal of Managing Growth and Development:

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 adulls,
increasing cultural diversity)

The pumose of this report is to present a summary of the features of the King George Park
Master Plan Update Plan and seck endorsement of the plan for the future development of King
George Park.

Analysis
Background

In late 2010, the East Richmond Community Association and the City identified the need to
undertake an update of the 1994 master plan to address a number of issues that had emerged over
the years. It was determined that a full detailed master planning process was not required as
King George Park is already rich in many existing community assets. Instead, the park planning
process was undertaken to look at how to improve upon the success of the park to ensure that
present day and future community needs will be met.

The planning process was conducted using a Place-making approach that looked at how to make
the park alive and dynamic, a place where people meet and mingle, celebrate, relax, learn and are
active. As ‘great places’ are important to building a sense of community, the goal was to answer
the question “what makes a great park?” for users of King George Park.

City staff worked closely with the East Richmond Community Association park committee to
identify issues and to conduct a public input process. In 2011, a survey was distributed in the
park, local library, community center, and information outlining the issues and opportunities
were presented at a summer movie night and the successful Earth Day event in 2012.
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As a result of the site analysis and public input three overarching areas of concerm were
identified (Att. 1- Site Analysis 1). These three areas are identified below:

a.

[dentity and Access:

Cambie Road is considered the front door of King George Park. Concerns were expressed
about the lack of identity along the major roads, unclear access into the park and no clear
directions or information about the range of facilities. Visual chaos, overgrown planting
areas, and a lack of signage made it difficult for newcomers to orient themselves. No. 5
Road presents a pleasant park edge with the larger trees, however, the street is very busy,
the sidewalk is narrow, and the entrance to the popular picnic area is not well-defined.

Park Amenitjes:

As one of Richmond’s Jargest community parks, it is well-used with many amenities.
There was high general satisfaction of the park amenities. Over 41% of the respondents
said that their favourite place was the children’s play area followed by the paths and
walking as an activity. The picnic area and opportunities to socialize with friends and
family were often mentioned. Respondents indicated that they would like to see better
management and maintenance of the washrooms and wooded areas, improvement to the
sports fields, as well as picnic area.

The South Woodlot and Cambie Hollow:

The Woodlot is a 2.2 acre area along the south edge of the park. While the Jarge frees
form a nice backdrop to the open grass spaces, the overgrown shrubs created a safety
concern and many of them werc invasive species such as blackbermes. This area had
become a ‘no-go’ zone for the adjacent elementary school children and did little to add to
the park experience.

The Cambie Hollow is a small area of mature trees in front of the Cambie Community
Centre. It is a remnant of Bath Slough and connected through a pipe to the open slough
across the road that acts as a drainage canal and trail connection to the North Arm of the
Fraser River. The Hollow was overgrown with invasive species that reduced visibility to
the Community Centre from the Cambie Road and did little to enbance the ‘front door’ of
the Centre.

The 10 Year Concept Plan

A number of opportunities were identified to address the three areas of concern. The 10 Year
vision and conceptual design plan was developed that looked at seven (7) priority focus areas for
improvement (Att.1- Concept Plan 2). This plan and illustrative examples are intended to guide
development as opportunities arise. It is expected that the plan would be reviewed in another 10
years to determine if community needs and/or priorities have changed.
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The concept plan includes the following seven (7) focus areas for potential development:

L.

4,

Edges and Identity

The main park edges along No. 5 Road and Cambje Road are proposed to be upgraded
with a more regular urban street tree edge. This approach will give the park a stronger
presence along the streets and through the removal of the remnant shrub borders visibility
into the park will be improved.

Other vertical identity elements such as public art features, distinct signage and custom
bus shelters would all add ideatity and interest to the major access points into the park.
An identity or ‘look’ for the park can also be reinforced with consistent park furnishings,
wayfinding signage, interpretation and storics about the history of the area and the
community, community art projects with local schools.

Wavyfinding and Information

Three types of signage are proposed and include:
o Street edge signs for parks and facility identification;
e Internal directional signs at the pedestrian amrival locations that provide
information about the amenities and facilities in the park; and
e Path distance markers and location markers.

. Paths and Seating

The park survey and observation of the uses in the park show that the paths are
exceptionally well used and enjoyed. Users strongly supported the idea of expanding the
range of walking paths and experiences along the way as well as ensuring that there were
a continuous path loop, all-weather shelters, and social gathering areas. The park update
plan proposes completing the path loop on the east side of the park as well as widening it
and creating multiple seating opportunities.

Picnic and Play Area

This area of the park could easily be called the ‘heart’ of the park. Many people
identified this as their favourite area for the intergenerational uses and the programmed
community gathering events. The update plan proposes to expand the picnic
opportunities with more grouped picnic tables as well as a series of smaller shelters for
gathering and seating.

Along No. 5 Road a more distinct park gateway entry and safe pedestrian amrival node is
proposed to compliment the new pedestrian operated cross-walk.

CNCL -173



March 4,2013 -5-

5. Woodlot

This area was identified very early in the process as a major area of concern. In late 2011
and early 2012, city crews began to remove the heavy overgrown invasive shrub layer as
well as the hazardous and weak trees within the woodlot. Once the area was opened new
sofl trails were built through the woodlot and for the first time people were able to access
and enjoy the woods. The local schools now want to adopt the area and staff is working
with them on identifying park beautification projects. The plan calls for constructing a
reading circle and whimsical small play features along the pathways such as stepping
stones or logs.

6. Cambie Hollow

The Hollow, a wooded area with major conifer trees, was also cleared and cleaned up
during Earth Day 2012. Paths were built around the perimeter of the hollow and it has
become a charming entrance feature for Cambie Community Centre. Future plans call
for the addition of picnic tables and benches. Staff is working with a community group to
adopt the area and add more planting,

7. The East Richmond Community Centre Plaza

A new multi-use plaza area has been proposed recognizing that this would likely be a
long term vision. The conceptual design provides outdoor gathering space for the
Community Centre that includes sheltered seating areas, multi-purpose hard surface
space for casual outdoor games, and infrastructure for festivals and events.

The sports fields in the park were reviewed during this process and it was determined that the
existing configuration or footprint of the fields would not be altered at this time. In the future if
field upgrades were required and funding was in place, it would be feasible to upgrade the
existing rugby/soccer sand field and baseball diamond into one large artificial turf field. Further
discussion is required to determine the need and potential partnerships.

Projects Completed to Date

While the park plan update process was underway a number of opportunities arose to undertake a
few projects that had an immediate positive impact in the park. The first project was the removal
of older banners on Cambie Road and the addition of new vibrant banners with photographic
images of community park uses.

One of the strategies to implement and reduce the maintenance costs associated with the ‘no
pesticide use’ in parks, was the corresponding removal of shrub beds throughout the City. Many
of the overgrown planting beds along Cambie Road were removed resulting in less visual chaos
and much better visibility to the facilities and access driveways. This also became an
opportunity to clean up the Hollow and the Woodlot areas that had been both unsightly and a
safety concern. [t was then determined that King George Park would be a good location for
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Earth Day i 2012, and projects included the planting of the Hollow and Woodlot with native
plants, and the removal of invasive plants from Bath Slough on the other side of the street. Over
500 community members were involved.

Next Steps

The total proposed cost for the 10 Year Plan is approximately $2.5 million with the majority of
that cost being in the community multi-purpose plaza. The Park Plan will be developed in
phases as funding becomes available.

The East Richmond Community Association reviewed the public input, the concept plan and
costs, and, together with the City, 1t was determined that the next priority for improvements in
the park is to create a continuous trail loop, add distance markers for the many walkers and more
seating along the trails. They have also committed to providing funding to support these
developments.

The next steps include the detailed design of this trail, the signage, and the seating areas with
construction to be completed by 201 3.

Financial Impact

A budget of $200,000 was approved by Council in 2012 as part of the 2013 Capital Budget. The
East Richimond Community Association has also passed a motion to contribute 2 minimum of
$24,000 to $50,000 towards the construction of the pathways and seating (Attachment 2).

Conclusion

King George Park is one of the City's largest community parks. The last plan for the park was
developed in 1994 and it was determined that an update was required to ensure that community
needs are still being met. There is generally a high satisfaction with the park and the recent
improvements of adding banners, and clearing the Woodlot and Hollow areas has opened up
previously unused and unsafe spaces. Opportunities to socialize and walk for health are extremely
important in this community. The next priority for development is completing the trail system and
providing more opportunities for seating. The King George Park Update is intended as a guide for
any potential future development and will be reviewed in 10 years.

™ TR

Yvonne Stich
Park Planner
(604-233-3310)

YS:ys
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Attachment }

KIING GEORGE PARK
IMaster Plan Update

WHAT IMAKES
A GREAT PARK?

The City, together with the East Richmond Community Association,
is updating the park master plan to ensure it meets the needs of the
community.




KING GEORGE PARK
IMaster Plan Update

SITE ANALYSIS

UNDERSTANDING THE ISSUES AND
OPPORTUNITIES

WHAT MAKES
A GREAT PARK?

What would make King George Park & 'Great Community Fark'? The City and the East
Richmond Community Association want your ideas.

1. Tell us about yeur lavourdile
things 1o coin Ihe park ang
wrat you ke apout the existing
pare,

2. What is missing to make King
Gooroe Pars a great park?
Whal neads o be improved or

agdea?
N
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KING GEORGE PARK
[Master Plan Update

IDENTITY AND ACCESS
‘ARRIVING AT THE PARK' - STREET EDGE IMPROVEMENTS

A. CAMBIE ROAD

This is the main ‘face’ or the ‘front door’ of King George Park. This is how many people arrive to the park and the facilities.

ISSUES

Lack of identity and information
Where is the park? \Where are the facilities?

s Lack of signage/ information about park facilities

s Poor visibility of parking lot driveways

* Visual chaos

s Overgrown and inconsistenl landscaping

¢ Underdeveloped maijor intersection corners e.g. Centre building appears to have its back to the corner

Visvally chaotic Major intersection - no signage and 'back’ QOvergrown and inconsistent [andscaping 1ack clear of signage and information
end of building
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B. NO. 5 ROAD

A very pleasant edge to the park and entry to some of the most popular and successful areas such as the picnic and play areas.

ISSUES

= Limited view of the park and sense of all the park has to offer
» Lack of signage and information — where is the entrance?

s Busy and condensed vehicular traffic area

= Commercial use on corner blocks views into park

OPPORTUNITIES/ IDEAS

Improve the ’sense of arrival’ for visitors

s Develop a Waylinding Signage System

» Provide clear information on parking lot entrances,
building locations and amenities in the park.

« Redevelop the No. 5 Road edge with a larger and clear
entry feature by the new crosswalk.

s Improve the corner of Jacombs and Cambie Road both
with landscaping and potential building signage.

Improve visibility into the park and to the facilities
» Develop a cohesive landscaping treatment for the street
edges
» Remove overgrown shrub beds that are limiting visibility
¢ Remove trees that have been damaged by excessive
pruning for hydro lines.

Develop an identity or ‘'look’ for the park

o Create a consistent and recognizable look to all the park
furnishings e.g. wayfinding signage. the bollards, fences,
benches and garbage cans reinforce.

s Provide interpretation- stories about the history of the
area, park and people of the neighbourhood.

e Work with community and school children to create
community art for the park.

&

Treelined street Making art in the park

Unique site fumishings Gateway entrance features
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KING GEORGE PARK
IMaster Plan Update

PARK AMENITIES
‘GREAT PLACES AND GREAT EXPERIENCES’

WHAT MAKES A GREAT PARK?

King George Park, at 48.2 acres, is one of Richmond's largest community parks acres. it is a well-used park
with many amenities and building facilities on site. The goal is to "tweak’ it to make it even better!

HERE IS WHAT YOU SAID...
A park survey was conducted over the Spring months asking the public what would meke a great park.
Here are the results:
Question #1
Tell us about your favourite things to do in the park and what you like about the existing park.
Crier
PrEawe

Indvicod,
Opar

i B Walking and Path

M Picnic, RRC 8 LGathering
" Spors Fizalds £ Focililies
B Cazuol §poris & Aclivilies

H Kids Play Area & Focilities

aids Pay
a0 & Passive. Individual, Open
AreQ
Copor gl & Spors fied & Fogiltin:
A ziAbag 4
Gatharing spaces for passive recreation
Question #2

What is missing to make King George Park a great Park? What needs to be improved or added?

. Wadking o Pors
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Wantenzsnosg

mYWalking & Path

Fanlz,

BEQR = Picnie, BBO & Gathering
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i e
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IMaster Plan Update

OPPORTUNITIES / IDEAS

Improve the pathway system
e create a complete continuous pathway
¢ widen the north pathway adjacent 10 Cambie Road
¢ provide a walking map and distance markers

Make the park more comfortable for users
* Provide more seating areas — benches and outdoor chairs
e Provide spectator seating for the sports fields
* Provide covered areas
* Improve safety by reducing, relocating or removing
overgrown shrub beds

Improve the picnic area/play area

o Review the number and location of picnic tables/seating
areas

* Integrate the different amenities together

» Improve the drainage

¢ Assess the health of the trees and develop a plan for
future trees

s Remove and/ or simplify the shrub borders for safety and
improved aesthetics

Locate a ball hockey court within the park
« Review potential to retrofit one basketball court to this
use

Improve the park for festivals and events
¢ Determine what infrastruciure is required to support
festivals or major events in the park

Improve the overall landscaping
¢ Redesign, reduce or remove shrub borders that are
unsightly or a safety concern
s Work with community on adopt-a-park programs to assist
with maintenance

KING GEORGE PARK

L]
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KING GEORGE PARK
[Master Plan Update

THE WOODLOT AND CAMBIE HOLLOW
'INTEGRATING NATURE INTO THE PARK'

THE CAMBIE HOLLOW

A small environmentally sensitive area along Cambie Road in
front of the Community Centre. Pleasant with mature trees.

This is a remnant of Bath Slough and is connected to the slough
across the street.

ISSUES
» Overgrown with invasive weeds
= Overgrown shrubs that reduce visibility to driveways and the
community centre
¢ Underutilized area

OPPORTUNITIES/IDEAS

Environmental Enhancement Grant
s The Community Association has received money to improve
the environmental quality of the hollow.
s Engage students in a clean up and replanting with native
plants

Develop a recreational use and improve the aesthetics
¢ Construct a boardwalk or bridge

Interpret the slough connection
= Provide interpretation through signage or public art

gl | fii [

Bdge over The Holr i o - C N C nt_erriginai slu

&N . ~ '
gh location Environmental interpretation through art



KING GEORGE PARK
Master Plan Update

SOUTH WQOODLOT

The wood lot is a 2.2 acre site along the south edge of the park.
It is a designated an environmentally sensitive area and provides
a beautiful backdrop in the park.

ISSUES:

» Safety is the number one concern e.g. people camping or
lurking

« wooded area is not maintained

+ hazardous trees make it unsafe to enter

» overgrown with invasive plants

* not designated pathways throughb it

e overall uninviting and not well integrated into the park

OPPORTUNIT'ES”DEAS Non.hsid;ofwoodlm

Turn this woodlot into a positive asset in the park by:

Making it safer
s opening up views into the woodlot
» improve visibility within the woodlot by selectively removing
overgrown shrubs
 replant with low growing plants

Making it environmentally healthier
* remove invasive plants to improve the ecology of the
woodlot
¢ remove hazardous trees
 replant with native plants

Adding recreational use G vasive planis
¢ built clear trails through the area
» soften the edges to make it part of the overall park

{nvolving Uhe communlty en Earth Day / invasive removal

C N C LCI_ear1r83\d access Replant with natve plantings



KING GEORGE PARK
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7 FOCUS AREAS

CONCEPT PLAN
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KING GEORGE PARK
[Master Plan Update

King George Park Master Plan Update

Edges & Identity

The two main park edges, along #5 Road and Cambie Road. are proposed to be upgraded with a
more reguiar, urban sireet free edge. This approach will give the park itself a stronger presence along

the streets, and improve visibility into the park.

Vertical identity elements con be combined with custom bus shelters 1o add indentity and interest
to the park access points. Because sightlines to park access points are at very shallow angles. we

believe that vertical, rather than horizontal, identity elements will be most effective.

New gH sign ond Remove eXsting lreas
poved area New row of frees along adge Remove shrubs

LTI KK L
.( | A New walk- 2.0 m.
ey ; Curving path inside
—
I

- -~ ‘New loll park
& CCsignof
paved entiynode ~

Path and oc\n'h’g expand of street Iree Ine

1o nciude bus stop

Verlical identity elements

Custom Bus Shelter
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IMaster Plan Update

King George Park Master Plan Update

Wayfinding & Information 2

&

1310737

el

ral
1140 5men |

a

Distanco morkar or place idenfity

all diraction sign square pale mowunl

intermal park direction &
poth markers

Three types of signs are proposed:

* Street Edge signs for park and facility
identification, along with vehicular orienied
instructions.

* Internal direction signs, at pedestrian arrival
locations with directions to specific areds as
well as overall park directions.

* Path and location markers, 1o note
progress around the paths, and provide
facility amivol identificotion and adjacent
facilily directions.

At OO rs Lismars

™

aiquinD

183 Mwea]
IIOH AJUNLILLIOD

)
* _l&.::ml

Emplitea Vertial fign, Vertical Graphics Potentiat Adwance Noflce Sign,

3 Modifen Bage opprex. 100m
Agvonce

Street edge signs and
advance nolice signs
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King George Park Master Plan Update 3
Paths & Seating

All of the park survey responses and park-user
comments show thal the paths are exceptionally well
used and enjoyed.

Users strongly supported the ideas of expanding the
range of walking paths to extend distances ond
expand the range of experences thal may be found
along the paths.

Users requests also showed that improved seating
options, such as benches, shelters, and social table
areas, would be a valuable upgrade.

The park update plan proposes expansion of the loop
path, as well as widening it and adding seating and
shelters.

Table groups adjocent to aclivity areas Flexible seating
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IMaster Plan Update

King George Park Master Plan Update 4
Picnic and Play Area

Existing water

Seating area play area — —— New arrival
with open ' \ marker and
shelters . ‘ wayfinding
il a0 p element
T
o)
o}
o
(Vo)
-3
Mini-soccer
field with
parentdl
viewing area
New #35 Roadl
Park Entry |
with verlical || @) ————
denti
QZ;% Picnic tables
5 o L X & : . and open
New double a )- S 3 ' N | shelters for
row of ¥ TagEe A | el ., soccer teams
trees along
#5 Road

Group picnic
& BBQ sites

The picnic area is hugely popular and
is easily the 'heart of the park'.

Expansion of 'Around the Park'

loop poth The pork updote plan proposes

to expand the group picnic areq,
provide some shelters for gathering
ond sealing. and add some tables
and shelters for the soccer field. A
new, more formal tree-lined edge
will soften #5 Road, and a new park
entry and pedestrian amival node
with a lall, vertical identity element
will compliment the new pedestrion-
operated light.

New or renovated BBQ shelter —

Open seating shelfers Movie night spoce retained Group picnic setting with BBQ stand
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KING GEORGE PARK

King George Park Master Plan Update

Flat boulder stepping stores

Wood Lot S

Existing all weather field

Path connection to
Woodhead Road

Elevated log and

stump walk Bark mulch frails
through island of trees

L Existing trees
underplanted
with native plants

Reading circle with

large stones for
sealing

— Sttt walk through art poles

Credlive seating options
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King George Park Master Plan Update Z
Cambie Hollow

Cambie Road

ST
-

g

/| GroUp seating around
Small boardwalk/ circylar fable .l |
bridge . h
Wetland area expanded —
slightly and enhanced
with appropriate native
planting

The Cambie Hollow area is being cleaned o allow enhancement
of the wet area that once was part of 8alh Slough. New paths,
tobles and social seating areas are planned, along with gravel
walks and enhanced native planting.

Visibiltiy to the ERCA building as well as increased usabtity and
pedesinan comfort will be achieved.

_:I..;‘ = Y AT . :tt"r

Low. native plants and smcll bardwolk
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KING GEORGE PARK

[Master Plan Update

King George Park Master Plan Update 7
ERCC Plaza

Between the ERCC/ High School. the
updaie plan proposes a new multi-use
plazo. that will accomodate open and
covered secting arecs, space for casual
court gomes as well as provide outdoor
space for the Community Centre and the
school to use. The plaza will respond fo the
build form, and create a logical link with
the elegant central treed oxis of the paork.

Raised area =
with seating
pavilions & C
tables (

/ /\
s '-\'\Poﬁi(zl child care

- orea expansion

ol

+ glhoe gl

Tai chi Casual use built-in tables Architectural seoting
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East Richmond Community Association

December 19,2012

Mr. Mike Redpath
Senior Manager, Parks
City of Richmond

5555 Lynas Lane
Richmond, BC V7C 5B2

Re: King George Park
Dear Mike,

On behalf of the East Richmond Community Association (ERCA) I would like to thank the City in general and the Parks
Department in particular for contributing to the on-going improvements in King George Park (KGP). This park has
become one of the major attractions in the area and is well utilized by the community for a variety of activities that help
keep people active, healthy and connected.

Over the past two years, our ERCA board members and Cambie staff have had a number of meetings with the City Park’s
staff in regards to the King George Park Plan Update. We have found these meetings to be extremely beneficial, as we
have collectively identified what the community likes about the park and how the community would like to see the park
enhanced. Afier compiling the community feedback, Parks staff provided ERCA with recommendations on seven focus
areas to consider for the park plan vpdate and asked the association to help prioritize these areas. Parks staff also recently
confirmed that they had set aside $200,000 in the 2013 budget for improvements to King George Park.

At a special Board of Director’s meeting on December 11, 2012, ERCA decided that Option #3 focus area “Pathways and
Seating” should be the number one priority for 2013. Please see our two meeling motions below referencing our decision,
request of additional information and contribution commitment.

MOTION. The ERCA Board selects Option #3: “Pathways and Seating”, as the area of focus for 2013. The Board
requests that the City provide them with a more detailed outline, including drawings and estimate plans.

MOTION. That, subjeci to our ability to pay, the ERCA will contribute a minimum of $24,000 up 1o a maximum of
850,000 toward the King George Park Plan.

On behalf of the ERCA Board [ would like to request that the City provide us with a more detailed outline including
drawings and estimate plans for Option #3 Pathways and Seating. Also, subject to ERCA Board’s ability to pay we will
contribute a minimum of $24,000 to a maximum of $50,000 toward the King George Park Plan in 2013.

Please feel free to contact me at 604-836-8976 if you need more information in this regard.

Sincerely,

Balwant Sanghera
President
BS:sea

cc Dave Semple, General Manager, Community Services

cc Vern Jacques, Sepior Manager, Recreation Services

cc Elizabeth Ayers. Manager, Recreation Services

cc Sue Varley, Area Coordinator, Cambie Community Centre

CNCL - 194
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Richmond Bylaw 8961

Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8961

The Council of the City of Richimond enacts as follows:

1. Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended, is further amended, at PART ONE
by deleting section 1.1.1 and substituting the following:

I.1.] A person must not cause any animal or bird;

(a) to be hitched, tied or fastened to a fixed object:
(1) where a choke collar forms part of the securing apparatus;
(ii) where the securing apparatus is less than 3 metres in length; or
(i) for a period longer than | hour in any 6 hour period;

(b) to be confined in an enclosed space, including a vehicle, without adequate
ventilation;

(¢) to be transported in the uncovered, exterior part of any vehicle except when
confined to a fully-enclosed cage designed for travel and where the cage is
securely fastened to the vehicle.

2. Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No., 7932, as amended, 3s further amended, at PART TWO
by deleting subsection 2.3.2.1 and substituting the following:

232) Except as provided for in section 2.3.5 and in section 2.3.6, every owner of
a dog:

(a) must keep such dog on a leash at all times while on any steet or in any
public place; and

(b) may not permit their dog to run at Iarge.

Anumnal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended, is further amended, at PART TWO
by deletng section 2.3.4, in its entirety, and substituting the following:

La

2.3.4  Owner Obligations — Confinement
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3682451

2.3.4.1 Subject to the limitations of section 1.1.1, every owner of a dog must ensure
that such dog, while on the premises owned or controlled by the owner, is
securely confined to the premises.

2342  Every owner of a dangerous dog must:

(a) enswe that such dangerous dog is not allowed on any street or in
any public place, or any other place that is not owned or controlied
by that person, unless such dangerous dog is:

1) on a leash not longer than 1.2 metres; and

(11) muzzled; and

(ti)  under the care and conlro! of an owner who 1s 19 years
of age or older; and

{(b) subject to the limitations of section 1.1.1, keep such dangerous dog
securely confined at all times, either indoors or in an enclosure,

while the dangerous dog is on the premises owned or controlled by
such person.

Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended, is further amended, at PART TWO
by deleting subsection 2.3.5.2(a) and substituting the following:

2.3.5.2 (a) No owner may have more than three (3) dogs off-leash at any one time,
except an owner who is a professional dog walker with a valid off-leash
permit may have up to six (6) dogs off-leash in the designated dog off-
leash areas within McDonald Park and Woodwards Slough Park.

Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended, is further amended, at PART TWO
by deleting subsection 2.3.5.3 and substituting the following:

2.3.5.3  Every owner of a dog must immediately leash a dog when the dog exhibits
aggressive behaviour.

Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended, is further amended, at PART TWOQO
by adding the following after section 2.3.5:

2.3.6 Exemption

2.3.6.1 The provisions under section 2.3.2.1 and subsection 2.3.5.3 do not apply to
an owaner of a dog that is conducting wildlife contro! duties in accordance
with a valid contract with the City or a dog being utilized by law
enforcement officers for duties or training related to law enforcement.

Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended, is further amended, at PART EIGHT
by adding the following after section 8.3.13:

8.3.14 Upon request by an Animal Control Officer, the owner of a dog or
dangerous dog which is in contravention of any provision of this bylaw
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Bylaw 8961 ' Page 3

must stop and provide to the Animal Control Officer photo identification
showing his or her full name and cwirent address,

8. Animal Contro] Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended, is further amended, at PART NINE
by deletihg the definitions of ANIMAL CONTROL OFFICER, CONTRACTOR,
MAINTENANCE FEES, RUNNING AT LARGE (CAT) and RUNNING AT LARGE (DOG)
and adding the following definitions, in alphabetical order:

ANIMAL CONTROL OFFICER  means:

(a) a person employed by the City as a Bylaw
Enforcement Ofticer; or

(b) a person employed by the Contractor to undertake
animal control services; or

(c) a police officer.
CHOKE COLLAR means a slip collar or chain that may constrict around the

neck of an apimal as a result of pulling on one end of the
collar or chain.

CONTRACTOR means the person, firm or society with whom the City
has entered mnto an agreement for:
(a) the lﬁanagement and operation of an animal shelter;
(b) the provision of animal control services;

(c) the employment and provision of Animal Control
Officers;

(d) the licensing of dogs and dangerous dogs; and

(e) the issuing of tickets, violations and fines under the
provisions of the City’s:
(1) Murnucipal Ticket Information Authorization
Bylaw No. 7321; and

(1)) Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute
Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122.

MAINTENANCE FEES means the fees as set from time to time in the
Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, which are charged
for each day that an animal or bird is impounded,
commencing the day after impoundment.

RUNNING AT LARGE raeans any oue of the following:

(a) for a cat or dog, being elsewhere than confined on
the premises of the owner, while not on a leash and
not in the immediate and effective control of an
owrner;
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(b) for a cat or dog, being on any property without the
consent of the owner or occupier of that property;

(c) for a dog, being in a designated dog off-leash area,
where pemnitted, but not under the immediate and
effective control of an owner; or

(d) for a dangerous dog, means any dangerou§ dog
which is not confined or controlled in compliance
with the requirements of subsection 2.3.4.2.

9. Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended, is further amended, at PART TEN
by deleting section 10.1, in its entirety, and substituting the following:
10.1 A violation of any of the provisions identified in this Bylaw shall result in liability for
penalties and late payment amounts established in Schedule A of the Notice of Bylaw
Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122; and
10.2 A violation of any of the provisions identified in this Bylaw shall be subject to the
procedures, restrictions, limits, obligations and rights established in the Notice of
Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122 in accordance with the Local
Government Bylaw Notice Enforcement Act, SBC 2003, ¢.60.
10.3 Every person who contravenes any provision of this Bylaw is considered to have
committed an offence against this bylaw and is liable on summary conviction pursuant
to Offence Act, RSBC 1996, ¢.338 to a maximum fine of up to $10,000 and each day
that such violation is caused, or allowed to continue, constitutes a separate offence.
10. This Bylaw 1s cited as “Animal Control Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, Amendment Bylaw
No. 8961”.
M N ' | cimvoF
FIRST READING AR 25 2014 s
M 0 o content b
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3682451

CNCL - 198



%= City of
, Richmond Bylaw 8962

Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8962

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as fallows:

L. Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, as amended, is further
amended at Parl One — Application by adding the following after section [.1(k):

“()  Animal Confrol Regulation Bylaw No. 7932, as amended,”
2. Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, as amended, is further
amended by adding to the end of the table in Schedule A of Bylaw No. 8122 the content of
the table in Schedule A attached to and forming patt of this bylaw.

3. This Bylaw js cited as “Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122,
Awmendment Bylaw No. 8962.

FIRST READING MAR 25 2013 o

RICHMCND

SECOND READING MAR 25 2013 APPROVED

for content by
originating
Division

<L,

THIRD READING MAR 25 2013

ADOPTED APPROVED

for legallty
by Saliciter

N

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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2 C|ty of
| Richmond Bylaw 8966

Municipal Ticket Information Authorization Bylaw No. 7321,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8966

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. Municipal Ticket Information Authorization Bylaw No. 7321, as amended, is [urther
amended at section 2.1 by deleting the definition of CONTRACTOR and substituting the
following:

CONTRACTOR. means the person, firm or society with whom the
City has entered into an agreement for:

(a) the managemen!{ and operation of an animal
shelter;

(b) the provision of animal control services:

(c) the employment and provision of Amnimal
Control Officers;

(d) the licensing of dogs and dangerous dogs; and

(e) the issuing of tickets, violations and fines under
the provisions of the City’s:

(1) Municipal Ticket Information Authorization
Bylaw No. 7321; and

(11) Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute
Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122.

2. Municipal Ticket Information Authorization Bylaw No. 7321, as amended, is further
amended by deleting the following from Schedule A and substituting “INTENTIONALLY
DELETED™:

Column | Column 2
|. Animal Control Bylaw No. 7932 - Bylaw Enforcement Offtcer
- Animal Control Officer
Police Officer
3. Municipal Ticket Information Authorization Bylaw No. 7321, as amended, is fuurther

amended by deleting from Schedule Bl that part relating to Animal Control Bylaw No.
7932 and substituting “INTENTIONALLY DELETED”:
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Bylaw 8966

4. This Bylaw is cited as “Municipal Ticket Information Authorization Bylaw No. 7321,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8966”.
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