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 Agenda
   

 
 

City Council 
 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Monday, May 28, 2012 
7:00 p.m. 

 
CNCL 
Pg. # 

ITEM  

 
  

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

Monday, 14, 2012 (distributed previously). 

 

 
  

AGENDA ADDITIONS & DELETIONS 
 
  

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
 
 2. Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on 

agenda items. 

 

 
 3. Delegations from the floor on Agenda items. 

  (PLEASE NOTE THAT FOR LEGAL REASONS, DELEGATIONS 
ARE NOT PERMITTED ON ZONING OR OCP AMENDMENT 
BYLAWS WHICH ARE TO BE ADOPTED; OR ON DEVELOPMENT 
PERMITS/DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS - ITEM NO. 24.) 

 
 4. Motion to rise and report. 
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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 

   Commercial Vehicle Traffic - 16000 Blk of River Road 

   City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free BC 
Resolution 

   Agricultural Advisory Committee 2011 Annual Report and 2012 Work 
Program 

   Land use applications for first reading (to be further considered at the 
Public Hearing on Monday, June 18, 2012): 

    22560, 22600, & 22620 Gilley Road – Rezone from (RS/1B) to 
(ZT11) (Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. – applicant) 

    4820 Garry Street – Rezone from (RS1/E) to (RS2/A) (Amrit 
Maharaj – applicant) 

    23591 Westminster Hwy – Rezone from (RS1/F) to (SI) (City of 
Richmond – applicant) 

    Text Amendments to CCAP: Density Calculation Clarification for 
Minor Streets, Lanes, Mews, Parks, and Open Spaces not identified 
in Richmond’s DCC Program 

    7431 Francis Road – Rezone from (ASY) to (RS2/E) (Avion Homes 
Ltd. – applicant) 

    7840 Bennett Road – Rezone from (RS1/E) to (RI2) (Timothy Tse – 
applicant) 

    Telecommunications Antennas: Amendments to Zoning Bylaw 8500 
and Development Application Fees Bylaw 7984 

   Electric Vehicle - Community Charging Infrastructure Grant Funding 
Opportunity 

   Recycling & Solid Waste Management - Together We’re Making Change 
Happen 

   Green Cart Pilot Program Results 

   2012 Flood Protection Grant Program 

   Permits for City Pump Stations 
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   ICBC/City of Richmond Road Improvement Program - Proposed Projects 
for 2012 

   Proposed Parking Strategy for Steveston Village 

 
 5. Motion to adopt Items 6 through 23 by general consent. 

 

 
 6. COMMITTEE MINUTES

 

  That the minutes of: 

CNCL-15  (1) the Community Safety Committee meeting held on Tuesday, May 15, 
2012; 

CNCL-21  (2) the General Purposes Committee meeting held on Tuesday, May 22, 
2012; 

CNCL-29  (3) the Planning Committee meeting held on Wednesday, May 23, 2012; 
and 

CNCL-41  (4) the Public Works & Transportation Committee meeting held on 
Thursday, May 24, 2012; 

  be received for information. 

 

 
 7. COMMERCIAL VEHICLE TRAFFIC – 16000 BLK OF RIVER ROAD

(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3240955) 

CNCL-51  See Page CNCL-51 for full report 

  COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That the proposed control and enforcement measures related to commercial 
vehicles on River Road as outlined in the staff report titled Commercial 
Vehicle Traffic – 16000 Blk Of River Road (dated April 2, 2012, from the 
General Manager, Law & Community Safety), be endorsed. 
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 8. CITY OF RICHMOND: RESPONSE TO GENETICALLY 
ENGINEERED FREE BC RESOLUTION 
(File Ref. No. 01-0370-01/2012-Vol01) (REDMS No. 3518727) 

CNCL-55  See Page CNCL-55 for full report 

  GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the City of Richmond hereby opposes the cultivation of 
genetically engineered plants and trees in the City of Richmond, with 
the exception of the 3 existing dairy farm GMO corn crops found 
prior to this Resolution, and that from this Resolution forward, no 
further GM crops, trees, or plants should be grown in the City of 
Richmond. This also includes GM fruit trees, all GM plants and 
shrubbery, GM vegetables, GM commodity crops and any and all 
field tests for medical and experimental GM crops; 

  (2) That Option 1: Support Consumer Choice/Advocate for Strengthened 
Senior Government Management as described in the report titled 
“City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free BC 
Resolution”, dated April 26, 2012, from the Interim Director, 
Sustainability and District Energy be endorsed; 

  (3) That letters be sent on behalf of Council to the Prime Minister, Premier 
and leaders of the Federal and Provincial opposition, and copied to 
relevant Ministers in the Federal and Provincial governments, 
Richmond MPs and MLAs, Metro Vancouver, UBCM, the LMLGA, 
and the FCM, advising of these resolutions and requesting 
strengthened management of genetically modified plants, including the 
introduction of mandatory labelling requirements, more transparent 
assessment procedures and enhanced communication with the public; 
and 

  (4) That the City of Richmond agrees to revisit this resolution as 
pertinent new information becomes available that affects this 
resolution. 

 

 
 9. AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 ANNUAL 

REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3517976) 

CNCL-67  See Page CNCL-67 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That the 2012 Agricultural Advisory Committee work program be approved. 
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Agenda 

Item 

Consent 
Agenda 

Item 



Council Agenda – Monday, May 28, 2012 

CNCL 
Pg. # 

ITEM  

 

CNCL – 5 

 10. APPLICATION BY KAIMAN ENTERPRISES CO. LTD. FOR 
REZONING AT 22560, 22600 AND 22620 GILLEY ROAD FROM 
SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/B) TO TOWN HOUSING (ZT11) – 
HAMILTON 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8750, RZ 06-344606) (REDMS No. 3519618) 

CNCL-75  See Page CNCL-75 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Bylaw No. 8750, for the rezoning of 22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley 
Road from “Single Detached (RS1/B)” to “Town Housing (ZT11) - 
Hamilton”, be referred to the June 18, 2012 Public Hearing. 

 

 
 11. APPLICATION BY AMRIT MAHARAJ FOR REZONING AT 4820 

GARRY STREET FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO SINGLE 
DETACHED (RS2/A) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8825, RZ 11-582830) (REDMS No.3374326) 

CNCL-113  See Page CNCL-113 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  That Bylaw No. 8825, for the rezoning of 4820 Garry Street from “Single 
Detached (RS1/E)” to “Single Detached (RS2/A)”, be introduced and given 
first reading. 

 

 
 12. APPLICATION BY CITY OF RICHMOND FOR REZONING AT 

23591 WESTMINSTER HWY. FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F) 
TO SCHOOL & INSTITUTIONAL USE (SI) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8880/8881, RZ 12-601319) (REDMS No. 3482714) 

CNCL-125  See Page CNCL-125 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Bylaw No. 8880 to amend the Official Community Plan Bylaw 
No. 7100, by repealing the existing land use designation in Schedule 
2.14 (Hamilton Area Plan) for 23591 Westminster Hwy. and by 
designating it “Community Facilities”, be introduced and given first 
reading; 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in conjunction with: 

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

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

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

  (3) That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
not to require further consultation; and 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8881, for the rezoning of 23591 Westminster Hwy. 
from “Single Detached (RS1/F)” to “School & Institutional Use (SI)”  
be introduced and given first reading. 

 

 
 13. CITY CENTRE AREA PLAN (CCAP) TEXT AMENDMENTS: 

DENSITY CALCULATION CLARIFICATION FOR MINOR 
STREETS, LANES, MEWS, PARKS, AND OPEN SPACES NOT 
IDENTIFIED IN RICHMOND’S DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGE 
(DCC) PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8888, 08-4045-20-10/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3517757) 

CNCL-155  See Page CNCL-151 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8888, which 
amends Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 by making text 
amendments to Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) to clarify the 
intent of the Plan in respect to lands voluntarily dedicated or 
otherwise transferred to the City by developers for use as “minor 
streets” (i.e., as designated under the Plan), lanes, mews, parks, and 
open spaces not identified in the Development Cost Charge (DCC) 
program for land acquisition purposes, and make clear that the City 
may, in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include such lands 
in the calculation of “net development site” for the purpose of 
determining the maximum permitted floor area, be introduced and 
given first reading. 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in conjunction with: 

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

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

  (3) That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
not to require further consultation. 

 

 

Consent 
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 14. APPLICATION BY AVION HOMES LTD. FOR REZONING AT 7431 
FRANCIS ROAD FROM ASSEMBLY (ASY) TO SINGLE DETACHED 
(RS2/E) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8900/8901, RZ 11-596457) (REDMS No. 3518170) 

CNCL-165  See Page CNCL-165 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8900, to 
redesignate 7431 Francis Road: 

   (a) from "Community Institutional" to "Neighbourhood 
Residential" in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 of Official 
Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Generalized Land Use Map); 
and 

   (b) from "Community Institutional" to "Low-Density Residential" 
in Attachment 2 to Schedule 1 of Official Community Plan 
Bylaw No. 7100 (Specific Land Use Map); 

   be introduced and given first reading; 

  (2) That Bylaw No. 8900, having been considered in conjunction with: 

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

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

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

  (3) That Bylaw No. 8900, having been considered in accordance with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
not to require further consultation; and 

  (4) That Bylaw No. 8901, for the rezoning of 7431 Francis Road from 
"Assembly (ASY)" to "Single Detached (RS2/E)", be introduced and 
given first reading. 

 

 
 15. APPLICATION BY TIMOTHY TSE FOR REZONING AT 7840 

BENNETT ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO INFILL 
RESIDENTIAL (RI2) 
(File Ref. No.:  12-8060-20-8902, RZ 09-496145) (REDMS No. 3496755) 

CNCL-181  See Page CNCL-181 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
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  That Bylaw No. 8902, for the rezoning of 7840 Bennett Road from “Single 
Detached (RS1/E)” to “Infill Residential (RI2)”, be introduced and given 
first reading. 

 

 
 16. TELECOMMUNICATION ANTENNAS:  AMENDMENTS TO 

ZONING BYLAW 8500 AND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FEES 
BYLAW 7984 
(File Ref. No.:  08-4040-01) (REDMS No. 3522269) 

CNCL-203  See Page CNCL-203 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the proposed “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment 
Bylaw No. 8904,” concerning maximum heights for 
telecommunications antennas, be introduced and given first reading; 
and 

  (2) That the proposed “Development Applications Fees Bylaw 7984, 
Amendment Bylaw 8905,” concerning fees for Telecommunications 
Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol applications, be introduced 
and given first, second and third readings. 

 

 
 17. ELECTRIC VEHICLE – COMMUNITY CHARGING 

INFRASTRUCTURE GRANT FUNDING OPPORTUNITY 
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01) (REDMS No. 3514789) 

CNCL-211  See Page CNCL-211 for full report 

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  That an application for a community electric vehicle charging plan and 
infrastructure grant be submitted to the Fraser Basin Council upon 
announcement of the availability of provincial funding for this work. 
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 18. REPORT 2011: RECYCLING AND SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT -

TOGETHER WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-01) (REDMS No. 3519135 v.3) 

CNCL-217  See Page CNCL-217 for full report 

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  That the “2011 Recycling and Solid Waste Management – Together We're 
Making Change Happen” annual report be endorsed and made available to 
the community through the City’s website and other communication medium. 

 

 
 19. GREEN CART PILOT PROGRAM RESULTS

(File Ref. No. 10-6370-10-05) (REDMS No. 3521669 v.3) 

CNCL-279  See Page CNCL-279 for full report 

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That based on the successful results of the Green Cart Pilot Program, 
staff report back on costs and options for an expanded cart-based 
collection program for a food scraps and organics recycling program 
for all townhome units in conjunction with introduction of a similar 
program for residents in single-family homes; and 

  (2) That the Green Cart Pilot program be continued pending a 
determination by Council on actions relating to a permanent food 
scraps/organics recycling program for townhomes. 

 

 
 20. 2012 FLOOD PROTECTION GRANT PROGRAM

(File Ref. No. 10-6045-01) (REDMS No. 3513301 v.4) 

CNCL-295  See Page CNCL-295 for full report 

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager 
Engineering and Public Works be authorized to negotiate and execute 
the cost share agreements for the Williams Road Drainage Pump 
Station and the No. 1 Road North Drainage Pump Station which were 
approved for funding by the Province as part of the 2010 Provincial 
Flood Protection Program; 
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  (2) That the following projects be endorsed for submission to the 2012 
Provincial Flood Protection Grant Program: 

   (a) McCallan Drainage Pump Station Upgrade; 

   (b) No. 2 Road Drainage Pump Station Upgrade; 

   (c) Dike Upgrade and Raise, McCallan Road to No. 2 Road; 

   (d) South Dike Seismic Upgrade No. 4 Road to Shell Right of Way; 

   (e) Dike Upgrade at Nelson Road Drainage Pump Station; 

   (f) South Dike Upgrade Erosion Control Rip-Rap Replacement and 
Raise, No. 7 Road to ±1000 metres west; 

   (g) Dike Upgrade and Raise from Hollybridge Street to 
approximately 50 metres east of Dinsmore Bridge; 

  (3) That should any of the above submissions be successful, the Chief 
Administrative Officer and General Manager Engineering and Public 
Works be authorized to negotiate and execute the cost share agreements 
with the Province. 

 

 21. PERMITS FOR CITY PUMP STATIONS
(File Ref. No. 10-6340-01) (REDMS No. 3519553) 

CNCL-301  See Page CNCL-301 for full report 

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  That the Chief Administrative Officer and the General Manager, 
Engineering and Public Works be authorized to sign Vancouver Fraser 
Port Authority (Port Metro Vancouver) Permits in the format shown in 
Attachment 1 as needed for the construction and operation of current and 
future City pump stations. 

 

 
 22. ICBC/CITY OF RICHMOND ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM –

PROPOSED PROJECTS FOR 2012 
(File Ref. No. 01-0150-20-ICBC1-01) (REDMS No. 3481661) 

CNCL-307  See Page CNCL-307 for full report 

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the list of proposed road safety improvement projects, as 
described in the report, be endorsed for submission to the ICBC 2012 
Road Improvement Program for consideration of cost sharing 
funding; and 

Consent 
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  (2) That should the above applications be successful, the Chief 
Administrative Officer and General Manager, Planning and 
Development be authorized to negotiate and execute the cost-share 
agreements and the 2012 Capital Plan and 5-Year (2012-2016) 
Financial Plan be amended accordingly. 

 

 
 23. PROPOSED PARKING STRATEGY FOR STEVESTON VILLAGE

(File Ref. No. 10-6455-01) (REDMS No. 3501979 v.5) 

CNCL-311  See Page CNCL-311 for full report 

  PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That Option 1 to retain free public parking on City-managed parking 
spaces in the Steveston Village area, as described in the report, be 
endorsed as a trial strategy and that staff report back on its 
effectiveness after the trial period in Fall 2012; 

  (2) That Council send a letter to the Steveston Harbour Authority (SHA) 
and the Steveston Merchants Association expressing its support of the 
two parties working together to facilitate employee parking in the 
SHA lot on Chatham Street on a temporary basis from June 11 to 
September 30, 2012, as generally proposed in Attachment 2; 

  (3) That staff be directed to negotiate the renewal of the City’s licence of 
occupancy for 3771 Bayview Street with the Steveston Harbour 
Authority and report back on the outcome of these discussions as 
soon as possible; 

  (4) That, as described in the report, staff be directed to: 

   (a) develop short- and long-term streetscape visions for Bayview 
Street and Chatham Street and report back by the end of 2012; 
and 

   (b) undertake the supplementary improvements to support other 
travel modes. 

  (5) That staff investigate the possibility of accommodating the parking 
needs of those that paid into the Steveston Parking Fund and report 
back.  
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  *********************** 

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE 
CONSENT AGENDA 

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

  NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS 
 
  

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 

 
 24. SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT: APPLICATION BY WESTERN MAPLE 

LANE HOLDINGS LTD. FOR REZONING AT 9160 NO. 2 ROAD 
FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO MEDIUM DENSITY 
TOWNHOUSES (RTM3) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8769, RZ 10-516267) (REDMS No. 3502618) 

CNCL-327  See Page CNCL-327 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION (Cllr. Au opposed) 

  (1) That Bylaw No. 8769, for the rezoning of 9160 No. 2 Road from 
“Single Detached (RS1/E)” to “Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM3)”, be forwarded to Public Hearing, to be held on Monday, 
June 18, 2012; and 

  (2) That the Public Hearing notification area be expanded from the 
standard 50 m radius to include the area shown in Attachment 14 of 
the Report to Committee dated June 17, 2011. 

 

 
 
  

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

non-agenda items. 

 

 
CNCL-431  Marie Fenwick, Executive Director, and Kim Evans, Chair, Gulf of Georgia 

Cannery Society, to present the Society’s 2011 Annual Report and 2012 
Business Plan.  
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 26. Motion to rise and report. 

 

 
  

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION 
 

 
  

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

NEW BUSINESS 

 
  

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION 
CNCL-463  Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8759 

(7500, 7520, 7540, and 7560, RZ 10-519918)  
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 

 
CNCL-465  Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8785 

(8540 No. 3 Road, RZ 09-499249)  
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 
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DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL 

 
 27. RECOMMENDATION 

  See DPP Plan Package (distributed separately) for full plans 

CNCL-467  (1) That the Chair’s report for the Development Permit Panel meetings 
held on March 28, 2012, and January 25, 2012, be received for 
information; and 

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

  (a) a Development Permit (DP 11-585139) for the property at 8399 
Jones Road (formerly 7500, 7520, 7540 and 7560 St. Albans 
Road); and 

   (b) a Development Permit (DP 10-545013) for the property at 8540 
No. 3 Road; 

   be endorsed, and the Permits so issued. 

 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
 

 



City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

3532949 

Community Safety Committee 

Tuesday, May 15,2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Derek Dang, Chair 
Councillor Linda McPhail, Vice-Chair 
Councillor Ken 10lmston 
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Bill McNulty 

Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 

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

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That ti,e minutes of tile meeting of tIre Community Safety Committee held 
011 Tuesday, il1arch 13, 2012, be adopted tIS circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday. June 12, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room 

PRESENTATIONS 

1. (1) Introduction of Inspector Bart B1achford, Richmond RCMP 

Renny Nesset, OIC, Richmond RCMP, introduced Inspector Bart Blachford 
and provided a briefbistory of Insp. Blachford's service with the RCMP. 

I. CNCL - 15



Community Safety Committee 
Tuesday, May 15, 2012 

(2) Corporal Dustine Rodier, Richmond RCMP, to present on the 
Specialized Victim Team 

With the aid of a PowcrPoint presentation (copy on file, City Clerk's Office), 
Corporal Dustine Rodier, Richmond RCMP, spoke of the detachment's 
Specialized Victim Team (SV1). 

In reply to queries from Committee, Cpl. Rodier provided the fo llowing 
information: 

• the SVT works closely with Crown Counsel in an effort to have a high 
conviction ratc for SVT case files; 

• the SVT collaborates with the Criminal Investigation Unit regarding 
human trafficking files; 

• four RCMP members are part of the SVT: two Corporals and two 
Constables; 

• the majority of referrals received by the SVT are from the Ministry of 
Chi ldren and Family Development and the Be Children's Hospital; and 

• when translation is required, the SVT works closely with other RCMP 
members who are fluent in the victim's language. 

(3) Introduction of Bob Alexander, BC Ambulance Service 

Phyllis Carlyle, General Manager, Law & Community Safety, introduced 
Superintendent Bob Alexander, District 5, BC Ambulance Service. 

Supt. Alexander provided a brief history of his work with the BC Ambulance 
Service. 

The Chair advised that the matter of Replica Guns would be discussed as Item 
SA. 

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DEPARTMENT 

2. RCMP'S MONTHLY REPORT - FEBRUARY 2012 ACfJVITIES 
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3490504) 

RCMP'S MONTHLY REPORT - MARCH 2012 ACTIVITIES 
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3502620) 

OIC Nesset advised that iPhone thefts continue to be a concern. In reply to 
queries from Committee, OIC Nesset advised that (i) the RCMP carryout 
targeted patrols for distracted driving; (ii) credit card skimming has tapered 
off significantly; and (iii) in order to reduce iPhone thefts, an iPhone needs to 
be of no value unless in the hands of the rightful owner. 

OIC Nesset advised that the RCMP are infonning the public on how tbese 
thefts are occurring in an effort to curb them. 

2. 
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Community Safety Committee 
Tuesday, May 15, 2012 

Discussion ensued regarding iPhone thefts and there was consensus among 
Committee members that a letter to the manufacturer of iPbones may be of 
value in expediting anti-theft options. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) Tltat lire report titled "RCMP's MOil/My Report - February 2012 

Activities" (dated March 12, 2012,/rom the Ole, ReMP) be received 
Jor ill/ormatioll,' ami 

(2) That the report titled ((ReMP's Monthly Report - March 2012 
Activities" (dated April 2, 2012, /rom tile OIC, ReMP) he received/or 
ill/ormation. 

3. PEDESTRIAN SAFETY CAMPAIGN 2012 UPDATE 
(File Ref. No. 09-S000-O!) (REDMS No. 3492356) 

CARRIED 

John McGowan, Fire Chief, Richmond Fire-Rescue, accompanied by Ole 
Nesset, provided background infonnation and highlighted that the .initiati ve 
was well received by the public. 

In reply to queries from Committee. Fire Chief McGowan and OIC Nessel 
advised the following: 

• the RCMP take advantage of every opportunity to educate all members 
of the public on pedestri an safety; 

• school-aged children are well trained on road safety precautions 
through various initiatives; 

• statistics indicate that elderly pedestrians are the most victimized by 
collisions; 

• lCBC's 'Learn to Drive Smart' manual is relatively up-to-date; 

• cautionary markings on crosswalks may not be effective as many 
pedestrian collisions do not occur at marked crosswalks; and 

• pedestrian safety is a regional concern. 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat tlte report titled 'Pedestrian Safety Campaigll 2012 Update' (dated 
March 27, 20l2,/rom lhe Fire Cltief, Ricl;molld Fire-Rescue find Officer ill 
Charge, Richmond RCMP Detachment), be received/or ill/ormatioll. 

4. RICHMOND FIRE-RESCUE - FEBRUARY 2012 REPORT 
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3499 141 ) 

RICHMOND FIRE-RESCUE - MARCH 2012 REPORT 
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3512357) 

CARRIED 
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Community Safety Committee 
Tuesday, May 15, 2012 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) Tlrat the staff report titled Richmoml Fire-Rescue - February 2012 

Report (dated March 22, 20l2, /rom the Fire Chief, Richmond Fire
Rescue) be received/or ill/ormatiolt; and 

(2) That the staff report titled Richmond Fire-Rescue - Mllrcll 2012 
(dated April 18, 2012 from fhe Fire Chief, Riclrmollli Fire-Rescue) be 
received/or ill/ormation. 

CARRIED 

5. COMMUNITY BYLAWS - FEBRUARY 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-01) (REDMS No. 3494855 y.4) 

COMMUNITY BYLAWS - MARCH 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-01) (REDMS No. 3513531) 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) Tirol tlte sIal/report titled Community Bylaws February 2012 Activity 

Report (dated March 20, 2012, from the General Mallager. Law & 
Community Safety), be received/or il1/ormalioll; and 

(2) TIlat 'h e staff report titled Commullity Bylaws March 2012 Activity 
Report (dated April 17, 2012, from the General 111allager, Law & 
Community Safety), be received/or ill/ormation. 

5A. BYLAW REGARDING REPLICA GUNS 
(File Ref. No.) 

CARRlED 

Discussion ensued regarding concerns related to the sale of replica guns in 
·Richmond, and the lack of clarity in ex isting legislation. 

OIC Nesset stated that replica guns appear very similar to real guns, causing 
concern on the part of the Richmond RCMP. 

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

It was moved and seconded 
That tile maller of replica gllns be referred to staff for illvestigation of a 
possible bylaw to cOlltrol t'. e sale 0/ replica gll IlS. 

CARRlED 
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Tuesday, May 15, 2012 

6. COMMERCIAL VEIDCLE TRAFFIC - 16000 BLK OF RIVER ROAD 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3240955) 

Wayne Mercer, Manager, Community Bylaws, provided background 
infonnation. 

It was noted that the staff report titled Commercial Vehicle Traffic - 16000 Blk 
of River Road be available at an upcoming Planning Committee meeting, 
where several applications in this vicinity are anticipated to be presented. 

In reply to queries of Conunittee, Mr. Mercer stated that the condition of the 
road is good~ however if traffic were to increase significantl y, there may be 
reason to be concemed with the wear and tear of the road. Also, Mr. Mercer 
stated that the installation of cameras, a lthough an option are not 
recommended as they provide the public with a false sense of security. 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat tlte proposel/ cOlltrol and enforcement measures related to commercial 
vehicles Oil River Road as olltlilled in lite staff report titled Commercial 
Vehicle Traffic - 16000 Blk Of River Road (dated April 2, 2012, from tlz. 
Gelleral Manager, Law & Community Safety), be emlorsel/. 

7. FffiE CmEF BRIEFING 
(Om] Report) 

Item for discussion: 

CARRIED 

Designated Speaker: Fire Cltief Joltn McGowan 

Fire Chief McGowan stated that Fire Hall No. 2 participated in Doors Open 
Riclunond and highlighted that approximately 800 people visited the site. He 
spoke of the various activities offered during the open house and noted that 
many of the public's questions were in relation to the bui lding'S numerous 
green features. 

8. RCMP/OIC BRIEFING 
(Oral Report) 

Item for discussion: 

Desigl1ated Speaker: Supt. Renny Nessel 

ole Nesset provided an update on the City Centre community police station 
and advised that a soft opening is anticipated for May 27, 2012. In reply to a 
query from Committee, ole Nesset advised that bike and A TV patrols will be 
carried out throughout the summer months. 
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Community Safety Committee 
Tuesday, May 15, 2012 

9. MA.\'IAGER'S REPORT 

Ms. Carlyle advised that RCMP and Fire~Rescue personnel will be at the 
upcoming Public Works Open House. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That tIre meeting adjoul"Il (5:06 p.m.). 

Councillor Derek Dang 
Chair 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Community 
Safety Committee of the CouneiJ of the 
City of Richmond held on Tuesday, May 
15,2012. 

Hanieh Berg 
Committee Clerk 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Tuesday, May 22, 2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Mayor Malco lm D. Brodie, Chair 
Counci llor Chak Au 
COW1ciUor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Dcrek Dang 
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Ken Johnston 
Counci llor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Linda M cPhai l 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Minutes 

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

3537450 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the mill utes o/tlre meeting of the General Purposes Committee held Oil 

Monday, April 16, 2012, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

1. CITY OF RICHMOND: RESPONSE TO GENETICALLY 
ENGINEERED FREE BC RESOLUTION 
(File Ref. No. OI.0370-01!2012-YolO l ) (REDMS No. 35 18727) 

Margot Daykin, Sustainability Manager, Community Services, provided 
background information, and noted that geneti cally modified (OM) crops and 
food products in Canada are regulated at the federal level. Ms. Daykin also 
noted that currently there are no labelling requirements to identify products 
that contain genetically engineered (GE) ingredients. 
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General Purposes Committee 
Tuesday, May 22, 2012 

A discussion ensued about: 

• the positions of the City's Advisory Committee on Agriculture (AAe), 
and the Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE) with respect to 
genetically modified crops. It was noted that: 

• AAC was in support of: (i) education initiatives for GE product 
awareness; and (li) initiatives by appropriate federal agencies to 
move towards labelling of products that contain GE ingredients; 
and 

• ACE was in support of: (i) the City in taking action that supports 
individual choice, and strengthens senior government 
management, including mandatory labelling, more rigorous 
testing, and educational programs to increase awareness; and (ii) a 
study on the economic impacts and benefits to Riclunond; 

• GE products making up approximately 60-70% of packaged food 
products, and a ban would impact food availability; 

• the Richmond Food Security Society and GE Free Be Richmond Food 
Security Council's submission of an online petition (on file, City Clerk's 
Office) asking that Richmond City Council support a resolution to ban 
tbe growing of genetically modified crops within City limits. It was 
noted that there were 1025 signatures on the petition, of which 
approximately 200 were Richmond residents; 

• a letter from Vancouver Coastal Health stating that there is no public 
health reason for a ban of genetically engineered trees, plants and crops; 

• the definition of genetically modified plants, which is when DNA is 
taken from one species and inserted into another species; 

• the process related to the approval of genetically modified seeds and 
plants for commercial distribution; 

• the need for further information on GE products, as well as further input 
from the City's advisory committees; 

• concerns related to how consumers may be purchasing genetically 
modified foods without knowing so; and 

• concerns related to dated and limited infornlation about GE products on 
government websites. 
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General Purposes Committee 
Tuesday, May 22, 2012 

At this point, the Chair asked for delegations from the audience: 

Michelle Li, Richmond Resident, spoke in opposition to GE products, and 
requested the City to pass a resolution to protect future generations. She 
made reference to a study conducted on maternal and fetal exposure to 
pesticides associated to genetically modified foods in eastern townships of 
Quebec; and an article on genetically modified flax that had been 
contaminated (both on file, City Clerk's Office). In conclusion, the 
delegation requested City Council to consider the environmental health and 
economic benefits associated with a ban of GE products, and to adopt a 
resolution which other municipalities will follow. 

Inga Hamley, spoke in opposition to GE products, and made reference to an 
article entitled The Big GMO Cover-up, written by Dr. Jeffery M. Smith (on 
file. City Clerk's Office). The article highlighted the dangers associated with 
genetically modified organisms (GMOs). She spoke about her belief that 
most scientists were prevented from raising issues related to GMO's due to 
the potential impacts on corporations, as well as trade agreements. She stated 
that the public was a guinea pig for a corporate agenda, and scientists who 
speak out on the issue are immediately blacklisted. Ms. Hamley noted that 
large biotech companies are left to detennine if their own foods and products 
are safe, and expressed concerns about medical problems associated with 
GMOs, including childhood diseases, diabetes, damage to the liver, and an 
increase in allergies. 

Robert Wager, Department of Biology, Vancouver Island University, spoke in 
favour of a scientific approach to the subject of GMOs, noting that he has 
been researching OM crops for over a decade, and has found that there are 
many prevalent myths on the subject. Mr. Wager then expressed his views 
and made the following statements: 

• there is not one food regulatory body in the world that has found any 
hann from any GM crops; 

• the idea that GM crops are not tested is completely false; 

• the idea that GM crops represent a threat to reproductive organs IS 

completely false; and 

• there is no evidence of hann from consuming GM products. 

In answer to a question, Mr. Wager advised that he does not receive 
compensation from any company associated with OM products. I-Ie also 
explained the difference between genetically modified and genetically 
engineered products, stating that modifying is when you change the DNA, and 
engineering uses techniques to' move DNA from one species to another. Mr. 
\Vager provided supporting scientific documents which are on file City 
Clerk's Office. 
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General Purposes Committee 
Tuesday. May 22. 2012 

Tony Beck, Society for a GE Free Be, spoke in opposition to GE products, 
noting that GE Free Be is about supporting local sustainable agriculture and 
local fanners. He stated that the key to progress on sustainable agriculture is 
to offer farmers an alternative to GE crops that is fmancially viable and 
supports local community. Mr. Beck spoke to some points identified in the 
staff report, and spoke about safety and testing and the concerns related to 
cross pollination. 

Rikshana Engineer, Richmond Resident, spoke in opposition to GE products, 
and expressed her views that GE products are about patents, monopoly, and 
control. She spoke about the health risks associated with aspartame, and 
stated that the regulatory process for aspartame had been side-tracked. She 
then spoke about scientists who had been silenced and put out of business for 
speaking out about the hanns associated with GE products, and expressed 
concern about the rights of people who do not want to eat GEOs. In 
conclusion, Ms. Engineer stated that monopoly is destroying farmers' 
livelihoods. 

Dag Falck, Organic Program Manager, Nature's Path Foods, spoke in 
opposition to GE products, and stated that he is responsible for the integrity of 
organic products for Nature's Path Foods, and visits farms and suppliers 
world wide to investigate GMO contamination. He advised that the 
introduction of GM canola has contaminated all canola, therefore, Nature's 
Path Foods has stopped using canola oil in cereal products. Mr. Falck 
requested that the City take this opportunity to pass a resolution on the matter, 
and take steps to collect all the information that is needed. 

Arzeena Hamir, 8480 Dayton Court, spoke in opposition to GE products, and 
requested that the City ban the growing of GE crops for the following four 
reasons: 

• the general public does not want to knowingly consume GE food. 
Approxjmately 60-70% of processed foods are genetically modified ; 

• declaring Richmond as "GE Free" would provide a branding 
opportunity for local farmers and food manufacturers; 

• the 1025 name online petition (on file, City Clerk's Office) that had 
been submitted by Richmond Food Security Society and GE Free BC 
Richmond Food Security for Richmond to be GE Free suggests broad 
support in Richmond and worldwide; and 

• new studies from Europe are indicating that genetically modified 
ingredients impact the long-term health of both animals and hwnans. 

Larry Tolden, Richmond Resident, spoke in opposition to GE products, and 
expressed his view that the term "genetically engineered" was not appropriate, 
as the matter did not have anything to do with engineering, rather it was 
similar to "blasting bits of foreign DNA into a cell with a shotgun". Mr. 
Tolden requested City Council to consider the effects of GE crops on future 
generations, and not to let loose something harmful into the food supply. 

4. 
CNCL - 24



General Purposes Committee 
Tuesday, May 22, 2012 

Emily Pearson, Richmond Fanner, spoke in opposition to OE products, and 
stated that she was speaking on behalf of young fanners. Ms. Pearson spoke 
about health and economic viability in connection to OE products, as well as 
corporate power of large biotech companies. She advised that every GE seed 
being planted has chemicals that are going into the soil and water. With 
respect to economic viability, Ms. Pearson expressed concerns that as a 
farmer, she has no control over her neighbours' use afGE crops, which could 
cross contaminate her crops. She further notcd that GMO patent holders have 
the right to come to her farm and check her crops, and if there has been cross 
contamination, they have the power to freeze her financial assets. 

Michael Wolfe, 9731 Odlin Road, spoke in opposition to GE products, and 
made comments about biodiversity, monopolies and mono·culture. He stated 
that he found the term "symbolic gesture", as used in the staff report 
offensive. With regard to feedback from AAC and ACE, he expressed his 
opinion that both committees are "stacked in one direction". In conclusion, 
Mr. Wolfe spoke about creating sustainable agriculture to ensure that mono· 
cultures are avoided. 

Wendy McDonnell, Richmond Resident, spoke in opposition to GE products, 
and stated that as a result of her academic studies, she had access to up and 
coming research on GE products. Ms. McDonnell advised that private 
companies are conducting the safety studies on GE products, and provided an 
example of .a study which concluded that there were no adverse effects from 
feeding GE com to dairy cows, however, the study only tested the milk. She 
further advised that independent studies found GE foods to be harmful to 
mammals. In conclusion, Ms. McDonnell expressed concerns about the GE 
com crops in Richmond, and stated that she cannot grow com for her children 
due to the risk of cross poll ination. Ms. McDonnell provided a document on 
OM corn which is on fi le City Clerk's Office. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Optioll 1: Support COllsumer Choice/Advocate f or Strellgthelletl 

Sellior Govemment Mallagemellt as described in the report titled 
"City of Richmond: Response to Gell.etically Engineered Free BC 
Resolution", dated April 26, 2012, from the Interim Director, 
Sllstaillability alld District Ellergy be endorsed,· alld 

(2) That leiters be sent 0 11 behalf ofCollllcil to the Prime Millister, Premier 
alld leaders of the Fet/eral and Provincial opposition, alld copied to 
relevant Ministers ill the Federal and Provincial governmellts, 
Ric/tmond MPs altd MLAs, alld Metro Vancouver retlllesting 
strengthened mallagement of genetically modified phlllts, including the 
i"troduction of mandatory labelling requirements, more transparent 
assessment procedures and enhanced communication with the public. 
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General Purposes Committee 
Tuesday, May 22, 2012 

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued about: 

• the possible economic losses related to genetically modified crops, and 
how such crops may jeopardize the future of all farm businesses in 
Richmond; 

• the need for transparency and awareness with regard to what is being 
grown in Ricrunond; 

• concerns related to super-weeds that are Round-up resistant, as a result 
ofGE crops; 

• education and enforcement related to genetically modified crops; and 

• consideration of the proposed resolution from Genetically Engineered 
Free Be and Richmond Food Security which would state that the City of 
Richmond is opposed to the cultivation of genetically engineered plants 
and trees. 

During the discussion. the fo llowing amendment was introduced: 

That: 

(1) Part (1) of the main motion be changed to Part (2), and that ti, e 
followillg be added tIS Part (1): 

ttThat the City of Richmond hereby opposes the cultiV{ltiOll of 
genetically engineered plants alld trees ill the City of Richmond, 
with the exception of the 3 existing dairy farm GMO com crops 
foulld prior to this Resolution, alld that from this R esolution 
forward, 110 further GM crops, trees, or plants should be grown 
in the City of Richmond. This also includes GM fruit trees, all 
GM plants amI shrubbery, GM vegetables, GM commodity crops 
(llId allY amI all field tests for medical alld experimental GM 
crops. " 

(2) Part (2) of the mai" motioll be changed to Part (3), and amended to 
inc/ude furth er copies of the letter to UBCM, LMLGA, ami FCM, 
which would read as follows: 

'"That letters be sellt 011 behalf of C0ll11cil to the Prime Minister, 
Premier alld leaders of the Federal and Provincial opposition, ami 
copied to relevant Ministers ill the Federal and Provincial 
govemmellts, Richmond MPs and MIAs, Metro Vancouver, 
UBCM, the LMLGA, (111(1 the FCM, advising of these resolutions 
amI requesting strengthened management of genetically modified 
plallts, inc/lUlillg tlt e introductioll of mandatory labellillg 
requirements, more transparent assessment procedures alld 
enhanced commuuicatioll witlt the public",' and 
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(3) thefollowillg be added as Pari (4): 

"The City of Richmond agrees to revisit tlris resolution as 
pertinent Jlew ill/ormatioll becomes available t/rat affects this 
resolution. " 

CARRIED 

The question on the main motion, as amended, which now reads as: 

u(J) That the City of Richmond hereby opposes Ihe cultivatioll of 
genetically engineered plants and trees in tire City of Richmond, with 
tire exception of the 3 existing dairy farm GMO com crops fOllnd 
prior to tlris Resolulioll, ami t!tat from this Resolution forward, 110 
turtlter GM crops, trees, or plants sltoilid be grown ill lite City of 
Richmond. This also illcludes GM frllit trees, all GM plants alUl 
shrubbery, GM vegetables, GM commodity crops alld any alld all 
field tests for medical alld experimental GM crops; 

(2) That Option I: Support Consumer Choice/Advocate for Strengthened 
Senior Govemmellt Management as described ill the report titled 
UCity of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free Be 
Resolution", dated April 26, 2012, from tlte Interim Director, 
Sustainability and District Energy be endorsed; 

(3) Tltat letters be sellt 011 behalf ofCollllcil to the Prime Minister, Premier 
alld leaders of tlte Federal and Provincial opposition, and copied to 
relevant Ministers ill the Federal ami Provincial govemments, 
Richmol1d MPs and MiAs, Metro Vancouver, UBCM, the -LMLGA, 
alld the FCM, advising of these resolutiolls ami requesting 
strengthened management of genetically modified plants, including the 
illtroduction of mandatory label/ing requirements, more trallspaJ'ent 
assessment procedures ami enhanced commUl,icatioll with the public; 
and 

(4) Tltat the City of Richmond agrees to revisit this resolution as 
pertinent new iliformatioll becomes available that affects this 
resolutioll, " 

was then called, and it was CARRIED. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltatllle meeting odjoll", (6:06 p.m.). 

CARRIED 
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Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie 
Chair 

General Purposes Committee 
Tuesday, May 22, 2012 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the General 
Purposes Committee of the Council of the 
City of Richmond held on Tuesday, May 
22,2012. 

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

Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

Planning Committee 

Wednesday, May 23, 2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 
Counci llor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt, Vice-Chair 

Councillor Linda McPhail 

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

It was agreed by Committee that the order of the Agenda would be changed, 
and that ltem 3. would be discussed after Items I. through 11. were discussed. 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
Thai fh e minutes of lite meeting of lite Planning Committee he/{[ 0 11 

Tuesday, May 8,2012, be adopted as circlIi(lted. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday, June 5, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, May 23, 2012 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

1. AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2011 ANNUAL 
REPORT AND 2012 WORK PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3517976) 

In response to queries, Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Plannin g advised that: 
(i) the issue of soil deposition in the ALR will be looked at by the Agricultural 
Advisory Committee in 2012, in association with Metro Vancouver; and (ii) 
in July, 20 12, staff will report to Planning Committee regarding the Richmond 
Agricultural Viability Strategy Update. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the 2012 Agricultural Advisory Committee work program be approved. 

CARRIED 

2. APPLICATION BY KAJMAN ENTERPRISES CO. LTD. FOR 
REZONING AT 22560, 22600 AND 22620 GILLEY ROAD FROM 
SINGLE DETACHED (RSIIB) TO TOWN HOUSING (ZT11) -
HAMILTON 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8750, RZ 06-344606) (REDMS No. 3519618) 

Brian Jackson, Director of Development, provided background infonnation 
and advised that since the application was presented at the May 16, 20 11 
Public Hearing, several e lements of the proposed development had been 
revised. 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat Bylaw No. 8750, f or tlte rezollillg of 22560, 22600 alld 22620 Gilley 
Road from USillgle Detached (RSJIB) " to uTowll Housing (ZTll) -
Hamilton ", be referred 10 the June 18, 2012 Public Hearing. 

CARRIED 

3. SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT: APPLICATION BY WESTERN MAPLE 
LANE HOLDINGS LTD. FOR REZONING AT 9160 NO.2 ROAD 
FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RSIIE) TO MEDWM DENSITY 
TOWNHOUSES (RTM3) 
(File Ref. No. 12.8060-20-8769, RZ 10-516267) (REDMS No. 3502618) 

Please sce Page 6 of these Minutes for action on this item. 

4. APPLICATION BY AMRIT MAHARAJ FOR REZONING AT 4820 
GARRY STREET FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RSllE) TO SINGLE 
DETACHED (RS2/A) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8825, RZ 11-58283() (REDMS No.3374326) 

In accordance with Section J 00 of the Community Charter, Councillor Linda 
Barnes declared herself to be in a potential conflict of interest, as she owns 
property in the Garry Street area, and left the meeting-at 4:06 p.m. 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, May 23, 2012 

It was moved and seconded 
That Bylaw No. 8825, for lite rezoning of 4820 Garry Street from "Single 
Detached (RSllE) " to USillgle Detached (RS2IA)", be illtroduced alld given 
first reading. 

CARRIED 

Councillor Barnes retum ed to the meeting at 4:07 p.m. 

5. APPLICATION BY CITY OF RICHMOND FOR REZONING AT 
23591 WESTMINSTER HWY. FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RSl/F) 
TO SCHOOL & INSTITUTIONAL USE (SI) 
(File Ref. No. 12·8060·20·8880/888 1, RZ 12-M1319) (REDMS No. 348271 4) 

In response to a query, Mr. Jackson advised that following the design process 
an operator fo r the new daycare facility will be selected. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Bylaw No. 8880 to amend lite OfficiaL Community Piau Bylaw 

No. 7100, by repealing the existing land use designation ill Schedule 
2.14 (Hamilton Area Plall) for 23591 Westminster Hwy. alld by 
(/esigllatillg it uConJlmmity Facilities", be introduced aud givell first 
readiug; 

(2) That Bylaw No. 8880, having been cousidered ill conjunction with: 

(a) the City 's Fillancial Plait allli Capital Program; 

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste ami 
Liquid Waste Maltagemellt Plaus; 

is hereby deemed to be cOlJsistent with said program alld plalls, ill 
accordaltce with Sectioll 882(3)(a) oftlte Local Goverllment Act; 

(3) That Bylaw No. 8880, /ravillg been considered ill aceol'dallce with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultatioll Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
lIot to require further consultatioll; alld 

(4) That Bylaw No. 8881, for the rezoning 0/23591 Westmillster Hwy. 
from "Single Detached (RSIIF)" to uSeltool & 111stitlltioltal Use (SI)" 
be introduced altd givellfirst reading. 

CARRIED 

6. CITY CENTRE AREA PLAN (CCAP) TEXT AMENDMENTS: 
DENSITY CALCULATION CLARIFICATION FOR MINOR 
STREETS, ' LANES, MEWS, PARKS, AND OPEN SPACES NOT 
lDENTfFlED IN RICHMOND'S DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGE 
(DCC) PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20·8888, 08-4045-20-1 012012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3517757) 
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Planning Committee 
Wednesday, May 23, 2012 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Official Commullity Pia" Amendme"t Bylaw No. 8888, wlticl, 

amends Official Community Plait Bylaw No. 7100 by making tex.t 
amendments to Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area PIau) to clarify lite 
intent of the Plan ill respect to lands voluntarily dedicated or 
otherwise trails/erred to lite City by developers for lise as 1&11Ii11or 

streets" (i.e., as designated IIl1der tlte Plan), IUlles, mews, parks, alld 
open spaces 1I0t idelltified ill lite Development Cost Charge (DeC) 
program for lalld acquisition purposes, and make clear thai the City 
may, ill its discretion 011 a project-by-project basis, illc/ude slich lands 
ill fhe calc Illation 0/ t{net development site" for tIre purpose of 
determining fhe maximum permitted floor area, be introduced alld 
give" first reading. 

(2) That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered ill conjunction with: 

(a) the City's Finallcial Plan ami Capital Program; 

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regiollal District Solif! Waste alld 
Liquid W(lste Management Pious,' and 

(3) That Bylaw No. 8888, havillg been considered ill accordallce with 
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultatioll Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
1I0t to requirefllrther consultatioll. 

CARRIED 

7. APPLICATION BY AYION HOMES LTD. FOR REZONING AT 7431 
FRANCIS ROAD FROM ASSEMBLY (ASy) TO SINGLE DETACHED 
(RS2/E) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8900/8901, RZ 11-596457) (REDMS No. 35 18170) 

In response to a query regarding secondary suites, Mr. Jackson advised that 
the majority of applicants opt to construct a secondary suite, and the minority 
submit cash in lieu, thereby increasing the number of secondary suites 
available in the City. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8900, to 

redesigllate 7431 Francis Road: 

(a) from uCommunity Illstitutional" to ffNeighbourhood 
Residential" ill Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 of Official 
Commullity Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Generalized Lalld Use Map); 
and 

(b) from uCommuIlity Institutiollal" to "Low-Density Residential" 
ill Attachment 2 to Schedule 1 of Official Community Plan 
Bylaw No. 7100 (Specific Lalld Use Map); 

be introduced amI givellfirst readillg; 
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(2) That By /aw N o. 8900, havillg bee" cOllsidered ill conjunction wit": 

(a) tire City 's Fillancial Pla" alld Capital Program,.' alld 

(b) fh e Greater Vancouver Regiollal District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Managemellt Plaus; 

is hereby deemed to be cOllsistent wilh said program alld plalls, ill 
accordallce with S ection 882(3)(a) o/tlte Local Governmellt A ct; 

(3) Thai Bylaw No. 8900, havillg been cOllsidered ill (lccordallce with 
(JCP Bylaw Preparlltioll Consultatioll Policy 5043, is h ereby I/eemel/ 
1I0t to require/IlTther consultatio,,; (lilt/ 

(4) Tlrat Bylaw N o. 8901, for lite rezolling of 7431 Francis Road from 
'~ssembly (ASl?" to "Sillgfe Detached (RS21E)", be illtroducel/ and 
g ivelljirs! reat/blg. 

CARRIED 

8. APPLICATION BY TIMOTHY TSE FOR REZONING AT 7840 
BENNETT ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS11E) TO INFILL 
RESIDE TlAL (RU) 
(File Ref. No.: 12-8060-20-8902, RZ 09-496145) (REDMS No. 3(96755) 

It was moved and seconded 
Thai .Bylaw No. 8902, for the rezoning of 7840 Bellllell Roat! from "Single 
Detached (RSJIEF' 10 ulllfill Residential (RJ2)", be introduced amI given 
first readillg. 

CARRIED 

9. APPLICATION BY VIRDI PACIFIC HOLDINGS LTD. FOR A 
ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (lL) 
ZONING DISTRICT AT 16540 RIVER ROAD 
(File Ref. No.: 12-8060-20-8908. ZT 12-6109( 5) (REDMS No. 3527767) 

Mr. Jackson advised that the applicant has applied for the text amendment to 
the zoning district that applies to 16540 River Road in order to remove: (i) the 
restriction on the maximum number of commercial vehicles that can be stored 
on site; and (ii) the provision that identifies that commercial vehicles parked, 
or stored, on the site must be related to transporting agricultural produce in 
Richmond. 

Mr. Jackson stated that the applicant had encountered problems with finding 
enough agriculture-related trucks in Richmond. He added that the provisions 
for dump trucks and refrigerated trucks would remain in place. 

A brief discussion ensued between Committee and Mr. Jackson, especially on 
the chronology of events for the 16,000 Block of River Road, as well as other 
River Road applications of a similar nature, and as a result of the discussion 
the following referral motion was introduced: 
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It was moved and seconded 
That Bylaw No. 8908, to amend lite rflight Industrial (IL)" ZOlling district, 
be referred hack to staf/. 

CARRIED 

10. TELECOMMUNICATION ANTENNAS: AMENDMENTS TO 
ZONING BYLAW 8500 AND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FEES 
BYLAW 7984 
(File Rc[ No.: 084040-01) (REDMS No. 3522269) 

In response to a query. Mr. Jackson advised that the City's 
telecommunications protocol is given to companies who approach the City to 
enquire about the telecommunication antenna strategy. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) Tltal lite proposed "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment 

By/aw No. 8904," cOllcemillg maximum /teig"ts for 
telecommunications "lttennas, be illtroduced ami givell first readi"c; 
alUI 

(2) That the proposed "Development Applicatiolls Fees Bylaw 7984, 
Amendment Bylaw 8905," cOllceming fees for Telecommunicatiolls 
Alltellna Consultation allli Siting Protocol applications, he introduced 
altd given first, secolld alld third readings. 

CARRIED 

11. MANAGER'S REPORT 

No Manager's reports were given. 

3. SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT: APPLICATION BY WESTERN MAPLE 
LANE HOLDINGS LTD. FOR REZONING AT 9160 NO.2 ROAD 
FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO MEDIUM DENSITY 
TOWNHOUSES (RTM3) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8769, RZ 10-516267) (REDMS No. 3502618) 

The Chair advised that, at the conclusion of the discussion on the land use 
matter at 9160 No.2 Road, and if at that time Conunittee's decision was to 
send it to the June 18, 2012 Public Hearing, the item would first go to the 
Monday, May 28,2012 Council meeting. He then called upon Mr. Jackson, 
Director of Development, to provide background information on the 
application by Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. 
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Mr. Jackson advised that Planning Committee discussed the rezoning 
application on July 5, 20 11 , and after that date the applicant had decided to 
revise the proposal, and then requested that the application be removed from 
the September 7, 2011 Public Hearing agenda. Mr. Jackson noted that on 
March, 29, 2012, Thomas Leung, Director, Westem Maple Lane Holdings 
Ltd., hosted an open house, attended by 57 residents who live near the subject 
site, and that the majority of those at the open house had expressed their 
opposition to the proposal to pennit the development of 18 three-storey 
townhouse units on the subject site. 

Mr. Jackson described the fo llowing adjustments made to the application 
since it was fust considered by Committee in July) 2011: 

• area residents have expressed concerns regarding the location of 
vehicle access to the proposed townhouse development on Maple Road, 
and the applicant considered relocating the entry driveway from Maple 
Road to No.2 Road, but decided to keep the entry driveway on Maple 
Road in consultation with City staff; the proposed driveway location on 
Maple Road has been shifted west, to reduce potential impacts on the 
single-family homes to the east of the subject site; 

• in response to concern expressed by residents of the neighbourhood, 
that the design of the proposed townhouse units was 110t in keeping 
with the single-fami ly residential character of the area, changes have 
been made so that the townhouse units fronting Maple Road resemble 
the appearance of large duplexes; and 

• as a result of traffic safety issues expressed by residents of the 
neighbourhood, the applicant is committed to paying for the design and 
construction of traffic signals and staff supports signalizing the Maple 
Road intersection as part of the development, for smoother traffic on 
No.2 Road, and access from the Maple Road subdivision. 

Mr. Jackson then addressed the issue of alternative land use of 9160 No.2 
Road, and advised that instead of townhouse units, the lot could accommodate 
seven single-family lots with rezoning, and if seven single-family homes were 
erected, it was possible to have seven secondary suites, a situation that could 
lead to fourteen families accommodated on the site. 

Through the rezoning process, and the development permit process, staff can 
exert more control regarding trees on site, and additional landscaping for 
multiple family projects. 

Mr. Jackson also stated that staff is not supporting any further intrusion into 
the Maple Road subdivision, as the development of townhouse units are 
limited to the City's arterial roads. 
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In response to queries Mr. Jackson provided the following advice:: 

• regarding the diverters that were installed mid-block on Maple Road 
several years ago, in response to speed and traffic short-cutting on 
Maple Road, tbe diverters would remain on Maple Road; and 

• regarding the height of the proposed townhouse units, townhouse unit 
developments are built at the existing grade, lower than surrounding 
streets, unlike single-family homes that require more fill to bring them 
up to the flood plain grade, and the profile of the proposed units will 
appear to be lower. 

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, addressed Committee and advised that 
Transportation Division staff had reviewed the traffic consultant's work, and 
in addition, due to safety concerns expressed by Maple Road residents, 
Transportation Division staff had conducted traffic counts and performed an 
operational analysis at the intersection of No. 2 Road and Maple Road. 

The proposed development: (i) would generate nine or 10 cars during morning 
and afternoon commutes; (ii) would have a negligible impact on traffic 
operations; and (iii) delays would be marginally increased. Mr. Wei noted that 
the applicant is prepared to install traffic lights to reduce traffic delays. 

A brief discussion ensued between Committee and staff and the following 
information was provided: 

• traffic lights along No. 2 Road, including the lights the applicant is 
prepared to install, would be synchronized and would ease traffic flow; 

• the proposed development meets the zoning bylaw requirements by 
having four visitor parking spaces, and the inclusion of two side-by
side, not tandem, parking spaces per unit; 

• the issue of conversion of townhouse unit parking garages into 
residential space has been examined by staff and it was ascertained that 
if a townhouse unit resident converts parking space into residential 
space, the conversion voids the construction warranty and invalidates 
the construction protection for all units, so townhouse strata councils 
ensure that conversions do not occur; and 

• staff has not received complaints, such as those expressed by Maple 
Lane neighbourhood residents, regarding townhouse units located at the 
corner of other arterial roads/neighbourhood roads in the City. 

Wayne Fougere of Fougere Architecture Inc., 230 West Broadway, 
Vancouver, Architect for Mr. Leung's Western Maple Lane Holdings, 
provided the following details with regard to the proposed townhouse 
development: 

• all proposed townhouse units feature three bedrooms; 
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• the square footage of the units, ranging from between 1035 and 1421 
square feet, ensure that all proposed units are affordable; 

• the site layout has been revised and now has one four-plex, and seven 
duplexes, which is a significant change from the originally proposed 
layout; 

• the entry driveway has been moved approximately 60 feet to the west 
of No.2 Road, and if the entry driveway had provided access from No. 
2 Road, it would have had a negative impact on nine units in the senior 
apartment building that is to the south of the subject site; 

• the floor area of each proposed townhouse unit has been slightly 
reduced since the earlier design was presented; 

• the project meets the intent of the Official COlllmunity Plan, and the 
applicant is not requesting any variances; and 

• eight of the garages are slightly larger than the other 10 garages, and 
the eight larger garages could accommodate three small vehicles, such 
as Toyotas. 

Richard Femyhough, 921 1 Romaniuk Drive, spoke in opposition to the 
application. He noted that almost 100% of the residents in the Maple Road 
neighbourhood have expressed opposition to the application for a myriad of 
reasons. He enjoys the quiet and safe nature of hi s neighbourhood. He 
believes that traffic on No.2 Road is getting worse, and that a new set of 
traffic lights would not be effective. 

Nick Loenen is President of the Christian Reformed Housing Society, No. '2 
Road, and the Society is responsible for the 26-unit senior apartment building 
that is to the south of the subject site. He remarked that twenty years ago his 
Society applied to the City for rezoning to enable the construction of the 
apartment building. He was initially opposed to the application by Western 
Maple Lane Holdings, but the architect worked with the Society and the 
resulting reduction in the height of the proposed townhouse units, the change 
in the location of the windows, and the shifting of the entry driveway, the 
residents oflhe apartments are reasonably happy. 

John Ptueha, 6420 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the application. He did 
not want to see any change in th e zoning, and preferred single-family 
detached homes to townhouse units. He stated opposition to densification, and 
said that townhouse units would create a dynamic change to the ambience 
enjoyed by residents of the area. He was not against development, but 
objected to a possible change in the zoning. 

Mike Ng, 6091 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the application. He 
believed that a new traffic light would not work, and noted that traffic along 
No. 2 Road is already "stop-and-go". He expressed concern regarding 
modification of townhouse units, and the resulting occupancy. 
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Olivia Hall, 6491 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the application. She 
wants the Maple Road neighbourhood preserved the way it is now, and 
favours single-family homes over townhouse units. She values how the 
neighbourhood children can safely walk to area schools, and believed that 18 
townhouse units would increase traffic, and accidents. She described 
townhouse unit development as high density, not medium density, and stated 
that the design adjustments did not address the neighbours' concerns. 

Paul Ly, 6571 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the application. He 
believed that the architect should design residences that fit the single-family 
neighbourhood. 18 townhouse units do not fit the medium density definition 
because that number would increase the residential units in the area by 48%. 
He wanted trees on the subject site preserved, and questioned how the new 
traffic light could guarantee that access to the senior apartment building 
would not be blocked by a line of traffic. 

Trudy Lai, 6571 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the application. She said 
the Maple Road neighbourhood is quiet and serene and that residents want 
that environment to remain. She believes that townhouse units do not conform 
to the character of the neighbourhood, and questioned why townhouse units 
were being considered for the area when densification was taking place in 
other parts of the City. She s.tated tJ1at the area's opinion was evident in the 
large number of letters of opposition, and the two petitions submitted by area 
res idents. 

Mr. B. Powell, 6360 Martiniuk Place, spoke in opposition to the application. 
He believed that some of the garages of some of the proposed townhouse 
units would be developed into a residential suite, or, that residents would use 
garages for storage, forcing cars to park on already crowded area streets. He 
has witnessed traffic accidents, and he believes a new traffic light on No. 2 
Road would lead to morc accidents. He questioned the small number of visitor 
parking spaces on the subject site, and also questioned why the proposed 
development included 18 townhouse units, instead of a lower number. Mr. 
Powell remarked that even if developers plant replacement trees, it does not 
mean the trees will remain. 

In response to a query from Committee, Mr. Jackson advised that applicants 
must go through the development pennit process, and as part of that process, 
they provide financial security for the survival of newly planted trees. Should 
those trees be removed, and if the City receives a complaint about the removal 
oftrces, thc City can approach the developer. 
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Stephen Yick, 6113 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the application. He 
was not against development, but believed that 18 townhouse units and four 
visitors parking stalls was inappropriate for the subject site. He believes that 
the zoning bylaw is out of date, and he avoids No.2 Road because of the 
heavy volume of traffic. He showed Committee a map featuring individual 
homes in the Maple Road neighbourhood and that indicated residents that 
were opposed to the proposed development. 

Ms. M. Chan, 5700 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the application. She 
has been in the Maple Road neighbourhood for only a few months, but 
believes that, with no other townhouse units in the area, it was ridiculous to 
build 18 townhouse units on the subject site. She was concerned that the 
driveways are so close together, and that accidents in the No.2 Road area 
would happen. 

Justine Chan, Romaniuk Drive, spoke in opposition to the application. She 
noted that No. 2 Road is designated as a disaster response route, and 
questioned how increased traffic along No.2 Road would affect rescue efforts 
if there were a disaster. She questioned how the installation of new traffic 
signals on No.2 Road would improve traffic. 

The applicant, Thomas Leung, 6431 Juniper Drive, addressed Committee and 
advised that the arterial road policy had been in place for many years, and that 
the type of development he planned at 9160 No.2 Road encourages more 
walking to neighbourhood amenities such as shopping centres, and less 
traffic. He stated that City policy does not condone multi-family homes inside 
subdivisions, but townhouse developments on arterial roads create alternatives 
in the housing market. 

Mr. Leung stated that in 2009 he purchased the subject site knowing that a 
townhouse development was pennitted, and he pointed out that to"mhouse 
units had been built on Woodward, and others had been built on No.2 Road at 
Williams Road. 

He remarked that he has been a developer in the City since 1980 and he keeps 
in mind the benefit of hi s developments to the City. Mr. Leung added that he 
has tried hard to address the concerns expressed by residents of the Maple 
Road neighbourhood. 

Discussion ensued between staff and Committee regarding: en the issue of 
parking on area roads; and (ii) without rezoning, the subject site could 
accommodate three very large single-family homes. 

(CUr. Steves left the meeting at 5:47 p.m., and returned at 5:50 p.m.) 

1n response to a query, Mr. Jackson advised that according to the arterial road 
policy, townhouse units are permitted, but not mandatory, at 9160 No.2' 
Road, and other similar sites. 
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At the conclusion of the discussion the following motion was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) Thai Bylaw No. 8769, lor Ih . rezollillg 019160 No.2 Road Irolll 

l~Sj"gle Detached (RSJ/E)" to "Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM3)", be forwarded to Public Hearing, to be held 011 Monday, 
JUlle J8, 2012; altd 

(2) That the Public Hearing notification area be expanded from the 
standard 50 III radius to include the area shown in Attachment 14 of 
tlte Report to Committee dated JUlie 17,2011. 

The question on the motion was not called as further discussion ensued 
among Committee. A comment was made that Committee had heard 
comments from delegates, and at the June 18, 20 12 Public Hearing, delegates 
would be heard by all Council members. A further comment was made that jf 
Committee did not forward the application to the Public Hearing, it meant 
changing the arterial road policy. 

The Chair requested staff to provide: (i) a model of the proposed development 
featuring the access/egress driveway and the model would assist Council in 
visualizing the height of the proposed townho use units and how it would look 
in relation to Maple Road and No.2 Road; and (ii) a copy of a map featuring 
individual homes in the Maple Road neighbourhood, indicating residents who 
are opposed to the proposed development. 

The question on the motion was then called and it was CARRIED, with CHr. 
Chak Au OPPOSED. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat tlt e meeting adjollfll (6:01 p.m.). 

CARRIED · 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning 
Committee of the Council of the City of 
Richmond held on Tuesday, May 23, 
2012. 

Councillor Bill McNulty 
Chair 

Sheila Johnston 
Committee Clerk 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 

Thursday, May 24, 2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Council lor Harold Steves 

Minutes 

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

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
Tlrat tire minutes of the meeting of tire Public Works & Transportatioll 
Committee held 011 Wednesday, April 18, 2012, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Wednesday, June 20, 2012 (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room 

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

1. ELECTRIC VEmCLE COMMUNITY CHARGING 
INFRASTRUCTURE GRANT FUNDING OPPORTUNITY 
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01) (REDMS No. 35 14789) 

In reply to queries from Committee, Suzanne Bycraft, Manager, Fleet & 
Environmental Programs, provided the following information: 

• currently the City has three electric vehicles, the Chevrolet Volt, in its 
fleet; 

• staff are in the process of installing proper charging infrastructure at 
City Hall and at the Works Yard; 
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• it is unlikely that staff would encounter 'range anxiety' as staff business 
is conducted within the City's boundaries; also, the Volts are equipped 
with backup gasoline tanks, thus have extended driving range; 

• one of the City's electric vehicles has approximately 5000 kilometres 
and it is still on its first tank of gas; 

• staff anticipate the funding call to be announced by the end of May 
2012; and 

• once the funding call has been announced, staff will have onc month to 
submit a grant application. 

Peter Mitchell, 6271 Nanika Crescent, member of the City's Parking 
Advisory Committee, commented on the proposed initial community charging 
infrastructures points, noting that community centres may not be the most 
suitable sites for such infrastructure. He noted that if the City 's goal is to 
encourage people to visit Richmond, staff should consider installing this 
infrastructure at major shopping centres and rapid transit hubs. He stated that 
City Hall is an ideal location for such infrastructure and that such 
infrastructure would be better suited in the core of Steveston Village as 
oppose to adjacent to the Steveston Community Centre or Garry Point Park. 
Mr. Mitchell was of the opinion that such infrastructure would be under 
utilized at two of the proposed initial community charging infrastructures 
points: Hamilton Community Centre and Thompson Community Centre. He 
believed that the No.3 Road corridor would be a more suitable site for these 
points. Also, Mr. Mitchell stated that local drivers of electric vehicles likely 
may not use their backup fuel , however the fuel of such vehicles must be used 
annually for maintenance reasons. 

In reply to queries from the Chair, Ms. Bycraft stated that the proposed initial 
community charging infrastructures points are all on City property and as part 
of the project planning, staff would examine other areas to install such 
infrastructure. The proposed four locations were suggested merely to cover 
all the quadrants of the City. She noted that as part of the planning process, 
staff would examine how the City would partner with other groups such as 
major shopping centres. Also, Ms. Bycraft stated that staff would consult 
with the City's Parking Advisory Committee in relation to this proposaL 

In reply to a query from Committee, Joe Erceg, Acting Deputy Chief 
Administrative Officer, stated that there are several developments currently 
underway that have electric vehicle charging infrastructure. 

It was moved and seconded 
That all application for a community electric vehicle charging plan and 
infrastructtlre grant be submitted to the Fraser Basi" Council UpOIl 

UllIlotmCement of the availability of provi"cial flllldillg for 'his work. 

CARRIED 
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2. REPORT 2011: RECYCLING AND SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
TOGETHER WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-01) (REDMS No. 35 19135 v.3) 

Discussion ensued and Committee commended staff on the report and were 
pleased to see such positive statistical infonnation. Committee requested that 
staff forward the report to the Richmond School District. Also, Committee 
noted that the staff report contains a lot of valuable informati~n and as sucb, 
staff should highlight the findings of this report at every opportunity. In 
addition, Committee requested that staff create a one-page snapshot of the 
'Tips for Residents.' 

The ChaiT requested that as part of staff's communication exercise, staff 
present the report at an upcoming Council meeting. 

Also, the Chair highlighted that although Richmond's population has grown, 
the City has decreased the amount of garbage sent to landfills. Discussion 
ensued regarding the savings of diverting garbage to landfi lls and the Chair 
noted that such infonnation would be valuable. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the "2011 Recycling awl Solid Waste Management - Together We're 
Making Change Happen" annual report be endorsed and made available to 
the community througlt tlte City's website and other communication medium. 

CARRIED 

3. GREEN CART PILOT PROGRAM RESULTS 
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-10-05) (REDMS No. 3521669 v.3) 

Tn reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Bycraft provided the following 
information: 

• 

• 

• 

Metro Vancouver seeks to ban" all food scraps from landfills by 2015, 
therefore there is potential that a program similar to the green cart 
program eventually be extended to commercial properties; 

throughout the pilot program, the cost of the green carts was borne by 
the City; and 

staff are establishing a reserve fund to support funding the cost of green 
carts; however, should the program continue on a permanent basis, staff 
would propose that the costs be recovered through user charges to those 
eligible for the service. 

In reply to a query from the Chair, Ms. Bycraft stated that staff are 
recommending exploring the costs and options for an expanded cart-based 
coUection program for a food scraps and organics recycling program for all 
townhome units in conjunction with the introduction of a similar program for 
residents in single-family homes and report back by Fall 2012. 
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It was moved and seconded 
(1) rltal based Oil 'lte successful results o[ 'he Green Cart Pilot Program, 

staff report back 011 costs and optiolls for all expanded cart-based 
collection program for a food scmps ami organics recyclillg program 
for all town/lOme lI1lits in conjlmctioll with introduction of a similar 
program/or residents ill sillgle-Jamily homes; alld 

(2) TIlal the Green Cart Pilot program be cOlltilllled peudillg a 
determillatioll by Council 011 actiolls relatillg to a permallent food 
scraps/organics recycling program/or towllltomes. 

4. 2012 FLOOD PROTECfION GRANT PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No. 10-6045-01) (RED~S No. 3513301 vA) 

CARRIED 

The Chair thanked staff fo r organizing a meeting with Dutch representatives 
and DeJean staff in relation to information sharing regarding dykes. 

Discussion ensued regarding a study on Sturgeon Banks by Sean Boyd, 
Science and Technology Branch, Environment Canada. It was noted that a 
copy of Mr. Boyd's report would be forwarded to staff for infonnation. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager 

Ellgilleering aud Public Works be autltorized to negotiate aJld execute 
tire cost share agreements for the Williams Road Drainage Pump 
Station alld the No.1 Road North Draillage Pump Statioll wltich were 
approved for fWlllillg by the Provillce as part of tire 2010 Provillcial 
Flood Protectioll Program; 

(2) Tltat tlte fol/owing projects be endorsed for submission to the 2012 
Provincial Flood Protection GrIlnt Progrrrm: 

(a) McCallan Drainage Pump Statioll Upgrat/e; 

(b) No.2 Road Drainage Pump Statioll Upgrade; 

(c) Dike Upgrade alld Raise, McCal/an Road to No.2 Road; 

(d) SOlltlt Dike Seismic Upgrade No.4 Road to SheLL Right of Way; 

(e) Dike Upgrade at Nelsol1 Road Draillage Pump Station; 

(J) South Dike Upgrade Erosion COlltrol Rip-Rap Replacement and 
Raise, No.7 Road to ±1000 metres west; 

(g) Dike Upgrrrde ami Raise from Hollybridge Street to 
approximately 50 metres east of Dinsmore Bridge; 
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(3) Tlrat should allY 0/ the above submissions be successful, lite Chief 
A dmiuistrative Officer and Gelleral Mallager Engineering and Public 
Works be authorized to negotiate and execute lite cosl share agreements 
with the Province. 

5. PERMITS FOR CITY PUMP STATIONS 
(File Ref. No. 10-6340-01) (REDMS No. 3519553) 

It was moved and seconded 

CARRIED 

That the Chief A dministrative Officer alld tlte Gelleral Mallager, 
Engineering lind Public Works be authorized to sigll VaJlcouver Fraser 
Port Authority (port Metro Vancouver) Permits ill 'he format show" ill 
Attachment 1 as "eedel/ f or lite construction alld operation of ctlrrellt alld 
jlltllre City pump statiolls. 

CARRIED 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

6. ICBC/CITY OF RICHMOND ROAD TMPROVEMENT PROGRAM -
PROPOSED PROJECTS FOR 2012 
(File Ref. No. OI-0150-20.ICBC I·OI) (REDMS No. 3481661) 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That the list of proposed road safety improvement projects, as 

described ill tlte report, he endorsedfor suhmissimr to tlte ICBC 2012 
Road Improvement Program f or consideration of cost sltaring 
fllnding; alld 

(2) Tlrat should tlt e above applications he sllcceSl/III, tlte Cltief 
Administrative Officer and General Manager, Planning alld 
Development be autlrorized to negotiale and execute tire cost-share 
agreements and lhe 2012 Capital Plan ami 5-Year (2012-2016) 
Finallcial Plan be amended accordingly. 

CARRIED 

7. PROPOSED PARKING STRATEGY FOR STEVESTON VILLAGE 
(File Ref. No. 10-6455-01) (REDMS No. 3501919 v.S) 

Victor Wei , Director, Transportation, provided background infonnation and 
thanked all those involved in the preparation of the proposed parking strategy 
for Steveston Village, noting that everyone involved had valuable input. 
Also, Mr. Wei advised that he was recently notified that the Steveston 
Harbour Authority approved the notion of long-term parking permits for 
Steveston Vi llage employees. 
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Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Thursday, May 24, 2012 

The Chair thanked all the stakeholders involved in the preparation of the 
proposed parking strategy for Steveston Village, in particular Robert Kiesman 
and Jim Van DerTas. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Wei, accompanied by 'Vayne 
Mercer, Manager, Community Bylaws, provided the following information: 

• the City would not be involved with the proposed parking permits for 
Steveston Village staff as this initiative is a partnership between the 
Steveston Merchants Association and the Steveston Harbour Authority 
(SHA); 

• Parks and Recreation staff anticipate reporting on the potential future 
use of the City-owned lot at 4320 Moncton Street (directly across the 
street from the Steveston Community Centre) at an upcoming Parks, 
Recreation and Cultural Services Committee meeting as they examine 
the long-term needs of the community centre ; 

• a dedicated officer for increased enforcement in Steveston Vi llage is 
unique to the proposed parking strategy for Steveston Village; 

• currently staff' s primary focus is on Bayview Street and Chatham 
Street as these streets have the highest potential for parking 
reconfiguration; however, once staff embark of a streetscape vision 
exerci se, staff would also examine other streets that would benefit fTom 
streetscape improvements; 

• special event parking will also be examined as part of the streetscape 
exercise; 

• if an average of fifteen tickets a day were issued in Steveston Village, 
the cost of the dedicated Bylaw Officer would be offset by the violation 
revenue; and 

• the Steveston Parking Fund is active and currently has approximately 
$300,000 in funds. 

Discussion ensued and Committee suggested the following information also 
be considered: (i) if the two City-owned lots (Lots 9 and 10) were di sposed 
of, the resulting revenue also be considered to redesign Chatham Street with 
angled parking; (ii) the City not retain the use of the lot owned by the SHA 
located at 377 1 Bayview Street (Lot II ) and have that lot be pay parking as it 
is in the Village core and parking there is very convenient; (iii) existing 
parking regulations in res idential neighbourhoods adjacent to Steveston 
Village should be strictly enforced, however perhaps pot during special events 
such as the Salmon Festival; and (iv) as part of the streetscape visions for 
Bayview Street and Chatham Street, staff consider accommodating a tram 
route from the. Steveston Community Centre to the Gulf of Georgia Cannery. 
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Thursday, May 24, 2012 

Discussion further ensued and the Chair remarked that staff consider 
examining different hourly restrictions on Bayview Street and Chatham Street 
in light of the convenience of parking along Bayview Street. In addition, staff 
was requested to examine centre-street parking aJong Chatham Street. 

Loren stye, 11911 3rd Avenue, stated that as a Steveston resident, the parking 
adjacent to his home is rarely available to his guests on weekends as others 
visiting Steveston Village have occupied the space. Mr. Slye was of the 
opinion that three-hour parking would be morc suitable for Steveston Village 
and stated that Bayview Street should remain as-is until the City addresses the 
dyking issues. Also, Mr. Slye commented on the Hepworth Building, noting 
that an opportunity to create parking adjacent to that site would be beneficial 
and aid in the protection and preservation of the building. 

Jim Koj ima, 76 11 Moffatt Road, President of the Steveston Community 
Society, cited concerns related to parking at the Steveston Community Centre 
lot. He noted that many of those parking in the lot are neither users of the 
Centre nor of the Library. Mr. Kojima stated that he would Like to see proper 
signage for that lot and that the parking regulations for that lot be enforced. 
He echoed Mr. Syle's conunents regarding three-hour parking for Steveston 
Village and having Bayview Street remain as-is until the City addresses the 
dyking issues. 

Pat TaImey. Steveston building owner, stated that he has been building in 
Steveston Village sincc 1965 and has periodically opted to pay into the 
Steveston Parking Fund in lieu of providing parking. As such, Mr. Talmey 
stated concerns related to restricted parking areas such as the proposed 
pennit-only parking along the three north-south lanes. He stated that the City 
should consider a separate agreement related to parking permits for those that 
have paid into the Stcveston Parking Fund. 

Petcr Mitchell, 6271 Nanika Crescent, commented on the previous delegates' 
request to expand parking from two-hour to three-hour, noting that the switch 
would require approximately 50% more parking spaces. He spoke of the 
misconception that there is a lack parking in Steveston Village and suggested 
that the City clarify and relay this infonnation to the public accordingly. 
Also, Mr. Mitchell agreed with the suggestions put forth by Committee, but 
stated that parallel parking may be more suitable due to its ability to maintain 
view corridors versus the suggested angled parking. He was of the opinion 
that there was no reason to commence works along Bayview Street until the 
City determined its dyking strategy. Mr. Mitchell agreed with staff's 
comments regarding motorcycle parking, however did not believe that 
parking stalls should be utilized for additional bicycle parking. 

7. CNCL - 47



3538559 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Thursday, May 24, 2012 

Linda Love, 303 1 Williams Road, expressed her support for staff's comments 
regarding bicycle parking, noting that there is a lack of bicycle parking in 
Steveston Village. She spoke of the various users of the bicycle parking and 
commented on how cyclists navigate throughout Steveston Village. Ms. Love 
stated that bicycle parking in Steveston Village is neither safe for cyclists nor 
the pedestrians trying to manoeuvre around the cyclists. 

The Chair swnmarized the various delegates' comments and in reply, Mr. Wei 
provided the following information: 

• Steveston Village's dyldng requirements will be part of the streetscape 
visioning exercise; 

• staff have not yet dctennined where the proposed bike corrals would be 
installed, however when an exact location is identified, staff will take 
precautions in an effort to minimize impact on existing parking; 

• staff have examined the possibility of three-hour parking and have 
determined that it is not feasible due to various factors such as (i) re
facing all the two-hour signage, (ii) creating confusion among the 
public and thus difficulty with enforcement; and (iii) the possibility of 
reverting back to two-hour parking at the conclusion of the pilot 
program; 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

if the proposed recommendations are approved, staff would launch an 
expansive public awareness campaign to notify the public of the 
various parking changes; 

staff anticipate holding a meeting with staff at the Steveston 
Conununity Centre in an effort to address their concerns related 
parking; 

in regards to the future of Lots 9 and 10, the two properties could 
potentially be disposed of with the resulting revenue invested towards a 
joint partnership between a developer and the City to improve and 
consolidate parking for the public; 

the existing two-hour time limit from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. should not 
affect the dinner crowd as in theory those parking from 4:01 p.m. 
onwards would not be restricted by the two-hour time limit; and 

staff can examine the numerous blips at the corners as part of the 
streetscape visioning exercise. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Option 1 to retai/l free public parkillg on City-mallaged parking 

spaces ill tlte Stevestoll Village area, as described ill tlte report, be 
efldorsed as a trial strategy alld that staff report back Oil its 
effectiveness after tlte trial period in Fall 2012; 
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(2) Tlral Council send a leller to tlte Steves/oil Harbour Authority (SHA) 
mid the Stevestoll Merchants Associatioll expressing its support o/the 
hvo parties working togetlter to facilitate employee parking in the 
SHA lot 011 Chatham Street 011 a temporury basis from JUlie 11 (0 

September 30, 2012, as generally proposed ill Attachment 2; 

(3) That staff he directed to "ego/iate 'he renewal of lite City's licence of 
occupancy for 3771 Bayview Street with the Steves/oil Harbour 
Authority and report back 011 'he Olilcome of these disclissions as 
SOOll as possible; 

(4) Tltal, as described ill the report, staff be (lil'ected to: 

(a) develop sltort- and IOllg-term streetscape visions for Bayview 
Street alld Chatham Street ami report back by the end of 2012; 
and 

(b) undertake the supplementary improvements to support otller 
travel modes. 

(5) That staff investigate tile possibility of accommodating the parking 
needs of tlrose that paid into tire Steveston Parking FUlld alld report 
back. 

CARRIED 

8. MANAGER'S REPORT 

Mr. Wei referenced a memorandum dated May 17, 201 2 regarding the Road 
Network Around the Alexandra Neighbourhood in the West Cambie Area 
(copy on file, City Clerk's Office). 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
Thallhe meeting adjoufIl (5:20 p.m.). 

CARRIED 
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Councillor Linda Barnes 
Chair 

3S3&S59 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Public 
Works & Transportation Committee of the 
Council of the City of Richmond held on 
Thursday, May 24, 2012. 

Hanieh Berg 
Committee Clerk 
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To: 

From : 

City of 
Richmond 

Community Safety Committee 

Phyllis L. Carlyle 

Report to Committee 

10 C2dYXtQ IS 2 f2 i 'Z 

Date: April 2, 2012 

File: 
General Manager, Law & Community Safety 

Re: Commercial Vehicle Traffic -16000 Blk of River Road 

Staff Recommendation 

That the proposed control and enforcement measures related to commercial vehicles on River 
Road as outlined in the staff report (dated April 2, 2012 by the General Manager of Law and 
Community Safety) be endorsed. 

~~7(?~e 
Phyllis L. Carlyle 
General Manager, Law & Community Safety 
(604.276.4 \04) 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: C ONCURRENCE ~URRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Transportation Y~O '-'- ?(l;: I. 
ReMP - Richmond Detachment Y NO (j 

REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REVIEWED BY CAO 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

During the open Council meeting of February 28, 2011, Council considered and adopted the 
following resolution: 

Enforcement matters related to trucks in the vicinity of J 6540 River Road, on River Road or No. 
7 Road, be referred to stqIJ with a report back through the Community Safety Committee. 

The City of Richmond has received ongoing complaints in the area of the 16000 block of River 
Road and No.7 Road for a number of years. Numerous collaborative steps have been taken by 
the RCMP and City staff to alleviate these ongoing issues with some success but the residents in 
the area are still noticing speeding vehicles, vehicles crossing the center line to turn and, in 
particular. large commercial vehicles disobeying a no turning sign at No.7 Road. 

Analysis 

Specifically, Council has in discussion identified the following items for consideration in this 
report: 

1. Truck traffic on River Road 
2. Overweight vehicles on River Road 
3. Speeding vehicles on River Road 
4. Trucks turning left from westbound River Road onto southbound No.7 Road 
5. Trucks crossing the solid center line and potentially into oncoming traffic 

To mitigate some of these issues several measures have been taken by the City. The opening of 
the Nelson Road Interchange has triggered truck access restrictions in the area as well as speed 
reductions on Westminster Highway. These restrictions have become enforceable by the RCMP 
and City Bylaw Officers. This is in addition to the turning restrictions into and out of some 
businesses, weight restrictions and traffic calming speed humps already in place on River Road. 

A number of these issues were referred to the RCMP for enforcement action with the 
collaborative assistance of the City's Community Bylaws staff. Several joint enforcement 
projects were undertaken by the RCMP and Community Bylaws in an attempt to address these 
Issues. 

River Road in the area of the 16000 block is a two-lane asphalt municipal roadway that allows 
for vehicle traffic in an easterly and westerly direction. The two opposing traffic lanes are 
divided by a double solid yellow line with a short section in the 19,000 block delineated by a 
broken centerline. The roadway for the most part from No.6 Road easterly to No 7 Road and 
beyond has no shoulder and, in many areas, is bordered by a large, water-filled ditch on the south 
side and businesses or housing directly adjacent to the north edge. There is a single painted white 
line to define the roadway edges on both sides. The road surface is generally in good repair and 
is flat with some curves. 
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The area is not conducive to effective enforcement activities as there are very few areas to safely 
stop vehicles of any size especially large commercial vehicles. 

In reference to the specific complaint areas: 

1. Truck Traffic on River Road 

This particular stretch of River Rd has several legitimate businesses along the south side 
most catering to or requiring the attendance of large commercial vehicles. There are also a 
number of like businesses on the north side. During the regular work week, a wide variety of 
commercial vehicles do utilize this roadway. The overwhelming majority access the area via 
northbound No.6 Road and exit the area via the same route. 

• Recommendation to retain present access on this issue. 

2. Overweight vehicles on River Road 

Between the intersections with No.6 Road and No.7 Road, there is no weight limit imposed 
on vehicles traveling on River Road. There is a 9-ton weight limit on River Road east of No. 
7 Road for vehicles traveling through the area but this restriction does not apply to vehicles 
that are making local deliveries or pick ups. However, these vehicles are required to travel by 
the shortest route to the destination within the weight limited segment of River Road. As 
mentioned, the area does not allow for the safe stopping or weighing of vehicles due to the 
narrow roadways. In our enforcement activities there were no commercial vehicles stopped 
that did not have legitimate business on the roadway. Although there may be vehicles using 
this roadway that do not have business there, it is so sporadic that enforcement would have ' 
little affect on it. 

• Recommendation to continue random enforcement of commercial vehicles in this 
area using RCMP and Community Bylaws staff. 

3. Speeding vehicles on River Road 

The speed limit on River Road between No.6 Road and No.7 Road is posted 50 km/h for all 
vehicles. East of No.7 Road there is a speed limit of 30 km/h for commercial vehicles only 
and a small stretch of residential properties that is posted 30 KmIh for all vehicles. This 
residential area has several speed humps installed as well. Several roving and static speed 
enforcement operations have been conducted along River Road. A munber of violations have 
been issued mostly to private vehicles with few large commercial vehicles found in violation. 
The number of speeding violations noted is relatively small compared with the number of 
vehicles traveling the roadway. 

• Recommendation to continue random enforcement operations for speed limits along 
this portion of River Road. 
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4. Trucks turning left to southbound No. 7 Road (from westbound River Road) 

Commercial trucks over 9t are pennitted to turn left from Riv~r Road to No.7 Road 
(westbound to southbound). There is no signage in place to restrict this movement. 
However, because of the new weight restriction on Westminster Hwy (between No.6 Road 
and Nelson Road), any southbound conunercial truck on No. 7 Road must tum right onto 
Cambie Road and head westbound so that they do not continue to Westminster 
Hwy. Appropriate regulatory signage to direct this movement was installed last year. 

• Reconunendation to continue active enforcement of regulations at No.7 Road and 
Cambie Road. 

S. Trucks crossing the center line and into oncoming traffic. 

This is a common type complaint with large commercial vehicles. On multiple lane roadways 
it is less of a problem; however, people often complain about trucks occupying multiple lanes 
to negotiate turns. River Road at this location is very narrow and the driveways into many of 
the businesses are bordered by large ditches making entering and exiting these businesses 
quite difficult for large trucks. The Motor Vehicle Act permits large commercial vehicles to 
occupy oncoming and adjacent lanes in order to safely negotiate corners. Often this is the 
only way a vehicle can make turns without striking a fixed object or ending up in a ditch. 

• Recommendation to continue on-going enforcement to ensure that large commercial 
vehicles are using th is procedure in a safe and proper manner. 

Financial Impact 

None 

Conclusion 

The Riclunond detaclunent of the RCMP will continue to provide collaborative enforcement on a 
random basis along with staff from Community Bylaws in order to regulate the use of River 
Road and connecting roadways by commercial vehicles . 

Wayne O. Mercer 
Manager, Community Bylaws 
(604.247.4601) 

WGM:wgm 
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From: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District 
Energy 

Report to Committee 
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Date: April 26, 2012 

File: 01-0370-0112012-
VoI01 

Re: City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free Be Resolution 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Option 1: Support Conswner Choice/Advocate for Strengthened Senior Government 
Management as described in the report titled "City of Richmond: Response to Genetically 
Engineered Free Be Resolution", dated April 26, 2012, from the Interim Director, Sustainability 
and District Energy be endorsed; and 

2. That letters be sent on behalf of Council to the Prime Minister, Premier and leaders of the Federal and 
Provincial opposition, and copied to relevant Ministers in the Federal and Provincial governments, 
Richmond lvlPs and MLAs, and Metro Vancouver requesting strengthened management of 
genetically modified plants, including the introduction of mandatory labelling requirements, more 
transparent assessment procedures and enhanced communication with the pUblic. 

Cecilia A 'am, MClP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy 
(604-276-4122) 

Att,3 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTECTo: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Community Social Services YI2lND 
Economic Development Y!1fN D 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On June 28, 2010, Council made the following referral: 

That the proposed resolution from Genetically Engineered Free Be (Attachment 
1) be referred to staff and to the Richmond Agricultural Advisory Committee and 
other appropriate parties for comment, and to report back through Committee. 

Council also requested that staff report back on the City's regulatory authority in relation to the 
resolution. This report supports Council's Tenn Goal of Sustain ability and in particular, its specific 
goa l pertaining to local food security: 

Counci l Term Goal #8.2: "Continue to advocate/or a coordinated regional 
approach to enhance local food security for Richmond and the region through 
policy development and initiatives such as community farms n. 

Background 

Proposed Resolution from GE Free BC and Richmond Food Security Society 

At the June 28, 2010 Counci l meeting. representatives from the Richmond Food Security Society and 
GE (Genetically Engineered) Free BC presented a proposed resolution for Council's consideration to be 
free of genetically engineered trees, plants and crops (Attachment 1). 

The Resolution proposes 3 actions: 

• "The Municipality of Richmond hereby opposes the cu ltivation of genetically engineered 
plants and trees in the Municipality of Richmond, with the exception of the 3 existing 
dairy fann GMO com crops found prior (0 this Resolution, and that from this Resolution 
forward, no further GM crops, trees, or plants will be grown in the Municipality of 
Richmond. This also includes GM fruit trees, all GM plants and shrubbery, GM 
vegetables, GM commodity crops and any and all field tests for medica l and experimental 
GM crops." 

• "The City of Richmond agrees to revisit this resolution as pertinent new information 
becomes avai lable that affects this resolution." 

"The City of Richmond shall forward copies of this resolution to the Federation of 
Canad ian Munici palities, the Union of B.C. Municipalities, interior Health, B.C. Ministry 
of Health, B.C. Ministry of Agricu lture and Lands, B.C. Provi ncia l Health officer, the 
Prime Mini ster of Canada, the Canadian Food Inspection Agency, Health Canada, 
CropLife Canada, Agriculture and Agri ·Food Canada, local MLA and MP offices and 
any interested and related groups." 

Genetically engineered is defined in the Resolution as the "direct manipulation of an organism' s DNA 
using recombinant DNA technology".ln more general language, the term is referring to the alteration 
of genetic material by '~cutting out" genes from one organism and "pasting" them into another. 

Minutes of Council meetings report that resolutions of a similar nature have been adopted by the 
Village of Kaslo, the City of Rossland, the City of Nelson and the Regional District of PoweH River. 
No other municipalities in Be are known to have enacted policies on GE plants. Metro Vancouver has 
advised that it does not have statements or policies pertaining to GE plants and that this matter has not 
been included in their Food Systems Strategy. The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) CNCL - 56
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advises that they do not have any policy pertaining to GE as they do not consider it to be a local 
government issue. 

About GE Plants, Trees and Crops 

Genetically engineered plants (including trees and crops) are most often created to increase resistance 
to herbicides, pests or disease. GE plants are also being produced to support other purposes, including 
increasing nutritional value l

, 

The majority of GE plants are being produced to support agriculture. GE foods were first put on the 
market in the mid-1990s. The four main genetically engineered crops are soybean, com, canola and 
cotton. Between 1997 and 2010, the total surface area of land cultivated with genetically en~ineered 
plants has increased by a factor of 87, from 17,000 km2 (4.2 million acres) to 1,480,000 km (365 
million acres). In 2012,10% of the world's crop lands were planted with GE crops. The majority of this 
area is being cultivated in the United States. Other countries cultivating GE crops include Argentina, 
Brazil, Canada, India and China. 

GE Controversy - Benefits and Concerns 

There is much controversy about the relative benefits and risks ofGE plants. Cited benefits ofGE 
plants include human health, ecological and economic benefits such as: 

• greater food production and reduced malnutrition 
• increased economic gains and improved ability to produce affordable food 
• lower ecological impacts from reduced use of pesticides and lower land requirements 

reduced contribution to climate change from lower pesticide use. 

Expressed concerns include human health, ecological and economic risks such as: 

long-tenn threats to food production2 and reduced self-reliance/sufficiency 
economic impacts to GE free fanners from contamination of non-GE crops and economic 
impacts to GE fanners from reduction in access to and affordability of seed stocks 

• ecological impacts including adverse effects on biodiversity from contamination of wild 
plants and increased use of chemical products 

• ethical uneasiness pertaining to "meddling" with evolution. 

Review Findings 

A global review of the science conducted in 2008 by the International Assessment of Agricultural 
Knowledge, Science and Technology for Development (IAASTD), found that: "there are a limited 
number of properly designed and independently peer-reviewed studies on human health. II The review 
concluded that to make significant contributions in the long tenn, "a substantial increase in public 
confidence in safety assessments will be needed; conflicts over the free-use of genetic resources must 
be resolved; and the complex legal environment ... will need further consideration". 

In 2011 , the European Commission found that the "main conclusion to be drawn from the efforts of 
more than 130 research projects, covering a period of more than 25 years of research, and involving 

I For example, Golden Rice is being developed to increase nutritional value of rice and reduce death and blindness in 
developing countries. The goal is to provide the seeds free of charge to small-scale farme rs in developing countries. 

2 Concerns arise as a result of various considerations including the potential reduction in access to and affordability of seed 
stocks, emergence of new weed species and other unknown implications given the current limited understanding of 
interactions between genes and local environments. 
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more than 500 independent research groups, is that biotechnology, and in particular GMOs, are not per 
se more risky than e.g. conventional plant breeding techno logies". 

On their website, Environment Canada advises that as the cultivation of genetically engineered crops 
intensifies and expands, ecological risks, such as super weeds, pest resistance, and adverse effects on 
non-target organisms, are emerging yet scientists do not yet know what long-term impacts on 
biodiversity and ecosystem function could result. 

GE Regulation 

Global response to GE regulation differs, depending on the country. Some countries have enacted 
legislation restricting GE plant cultivation. Italy, for example, has a general ban on the cultivation of all 
GE crops and many other European countries have enacted bans against the cultivation of many different 
seed stocks. Over 4700 European local governments have passed GE free resolutions. Many countries 
have also enacted legislation requiring that products be labelled. The United States has adopted a principle 
of substantial equivalency which states that when GE crops or foods are equivalent in usage, nutritional 
content and allergenic properties, they do not require additional regulation. 

In Canada, the regulation of genetically modified crops and food products is primarily done at the 
federal level. The Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFTA) regulates plants and seeds, including GE 
crops. Health Canada is responsible for safety assessment and approval of genetically modified foods 
and is also responsible for certain food labelling with respect to health considerations (e.g., allergens, 
nutritional content). There is no labelling required to identify products that contain GE ingredients. 

At the provincial level, the Province has jurisdiction over local health, environmental and agricultural 
issues, subject to federal regulations. With the matter being within senior (Le, Federal ! Provincial) 
government jurisdiction, there would be significant barriers to the implementation of local government 
regulations re lating to GE products. 

Analysis 

Biotechnology is a growing, relatively new industry that is likely to develop more products and concerns in 
the future. At the same time, society is facing increasing demands and resource constraints3

. Unfortunately, 
there remains little consensus on the relative benefits and risks of GE plants, and their contribution to 
sustainable agriculture and food production. It is recognized that not all GE plants are the same and like 
many challenges facing society, the specific benefits and risks depend on how something is being pursued. 
A key challenge for local government is to detennine what, if any action, to take given the complexity of 
factors to consider. 

3 Projections by the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the International Food Policy Research Institute 
(lFPRI) predict significant increases in global demand for food in order to keep pace with population growth and 
changing dietary habit. For example, livestock production needs to double to meet increasing demand for milk and meat 
by year 2020 and cereal production, for food and feed, needs to increase by 40 per cent. At the same time, land available 
for expanding agriculture is decreasing and water is becoming an increasingly scarce resource. Thus, more food needs to 
be produced per unit available land and per unit water. 
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Three options have been identified for Council 's consideration: 

1. Support consumer choice and advocate for strengthened senior government management 
(recommended) 

2. Adopt a resolution, as a symbolic gesture 
3. Take no action. 

Recommended Action - Option 1: Support Consumer Choice! Advocate for Strengthened Senior 
Government Management 

Staff are reconunending that the City support facilitating the "right of choice" and advocate for 
strengthened senior government management at the Provincial and Federal levels who have jurisdiction 
and regulatory responsibility. In particular, the City would advocate for mandatory labelling of foods that 
contain GE ingredients. Some businesses, such as Richmond's Nature's Path, participate in a volunteer
based third party verification labelling program to identify non-GE products and help support individual 
choice. However, the lack of mandatory labelling means that it remains quite difficult for conswners to 
make personal choices and markets are less able to respond to conswner preferences. Because GE products 
are regulated through a complex institutional framework, it is difficult to access information and 
understand local implications. In addition to mandatory labelling, it is also recommended that the City 
advocate for more transparent assessment and approval procedures that better address community concerns 
and strengthened programs for communicating information with the public. The City would also continue 
to advocate that genetically modified foods be addressed regionally as part of Metro Vancouver's Food 
System Plan4

. 

In this option, the City would also advance local awareness initiatives to assist individuals in Riclunond to 
make their own choice. While not a core City service, it is recommended that the City disseminate fact
based information across economic, ecological and social factors (risks and benefits) for a I year period to 
address, temporarily, current service gaps at senior levels. Initiatives would include activities such as 
providing web-site material and including information as part of existing City outreach programs. 

There is the potential that by the City taking action, community expectations for greater local goverrunent 
involvement will increase. To reduce risks of increasing service expectations and associated costs for a 
matter that is a senior government responsibility, it is recommended that information pertaining to 
jurisdiction and management responsibility be a key component of the City's information activities. 

There are no immediate significant fmancial implications with this option. Costs associated with initiatives 
for the proposed I year period could be absorbed within current operational budgets using existing 
temporary resources. Staff would review progress after the I-year period and provide options for COlUlcil 
consideration. Any costs associated with future action options would be presented to Council as part of the 
progress review report and financing would be subject to future budget processes. 

This option is recommended as it supports individual choice, supports informed market responses and 
seeks to strengthen government accountability at levels who have jurisdiction. This option also builds 
knowledge and understanding, preparing the City and the community to make informed decision
making into the future. This option is consistent with input received by the City's Agricultural Advisory 
Committee (AAC) and AdVisory Committee on the Environment (ACE) (see following section). 

4 It is noted that in 2011, Richmond Council requested that Metro Y.ancouver's Food System Plan incorporate consideration 
of strategies and actions for addressing genetically modified plants. 
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Option 2: Adopt a resolution, as a symbolic gesture (not recommended) 

Richmond Council could adopt a resolution as a symbolic gesture, recognizing that any resolution would be 
extremely difficult to enforce given limitations in municipal jurisdiction and the limited ability to identify 
crops, plants and trees as genetically engineered. 

Adopting a resolution may increase awareness of the issue and potentially increase the probability of 
strengthened action by the Province should other Be municipalities take similar action. A key concern is 
that by adopting a resolution, the City will be setting an unrealistic expectation that the City is taking 
action that is enforceable. It also means that the City will be taking a position on an issue rather than 
empowering local residents to make their 0'WIl choices. This is likely to mean that limited City resources 
will be used to reduce confusion about the resolution rather than supporting initiatives that build local 
knowledge and support individual choice. This option also means that senior levels of government will 
not be taking responsibility for addressing concerns within their jurisdictions and over time, there could 
be increasing expectations on local governments. As such, this option could result in greater financial 
impacts for the City over time. 

If Council elected to adopt a resolution, there would be two options: 

1. Adopt the resolution proposed by GE Free BC and Riclunond Food Security Society 

2. Adopt a City-prepared resolution based on stating what the City supports (versus what the City 
does not support). 

Adopting the resolution proposed by GE Free BC and Richmond Food Security Society is likely to 
increase awareness of the issue and potentially increase the probability of strengthened action by the 
Province should other BC municipalities take similar action. However, adopting the proposed resolution 
(even symbolically) is likely to generate significant confusion and concern for both advocates and 
opponents ofGE products, and thereby, pose significant challenges for the City. 

Alternatively, Richmond COlU1cil could adopt a revised resolution based on what the City supports rather 
than on what the City does not support. For example, a resolution could be prepared that would include 
language such as the City of Riclunond supports the advancement of sustainable agriculture. In this 
manner, the City would not establish a false expectation that it was enforcing a restriction. This option is 
not reconunended, however, given that the City already has policies in place which express COlU1cil's 
commitment and intentions pertaining to sustainability and to agriculture. The adoption of Option 1 would 
add to the City's existing commitments and make it clear that Richmond COlU1cil supports consumer "right 
of choice" without the need to prepare a separate stand-alone resolution that could potentially increase the 
polarization of commlU1ity interests. 

This option to adopt the resolution proposed by GE Free Be and Richmond Food Security Society is 
not recommended as it is likely to set unrealistic expectations and polarize community interests. This 
option will a/so mean that limited local government resources will likely be used to reduce confusion 
about the resolution rather than supporting initiatives that build local knowledge and support 
individual choice. 

The option to adopt a revised resolution based on what the City supports is not recommended as the 
City has policies and planning processes in place which serve to integrate community interests through 
collaborative-based approaches and convey the directions and actions of what Richmond Council 
supports. 
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Option 3: Take no action (not recommended) 

In this option, the City would not take any specific action pertaining to the management of genetically 
engineered plants, trees and crops. All management would be left to senior levels of government who 
have jurisdiction. A significant advantage of this option is that it does not add a new service area to 
local government and thereby, it enables the City to focus on delivery of core City services. However, a 
key disadvantage of this option is that it does not support the City nor the community to become better 
informed about how to respond to a rapidly expanding industry. 

This option has no direct cost implications for City services. 

This option is not recommended because illeaves the City of Richmond and the Richmond community 
ill-informed and less equipped to contribute to decision-making in the expanding area of 
biotechnology. 

Community Comments 

The proposed resolution was brought forward by the Richmond Food Security Society and GE Free 
BC. Richmond Food Security Council has requested that community members sign an on-line petition 
asking that: "Richmond City Council support a resolution to ban the growing of genetically modified 
crops within City limits". At the time of report preparation, there were approximately 850 people who 
had signed the petition. It is not possible to identify the number of Richmond residents who had signed. 

As requested by Council, the proposed resolution was brought to the City's Advisory Committee on 
Agriculture (AAC) and Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE) for their input. The resolution 
was discussed and upon request, staff identified alternative action options that were being considered. 
A summary of key recommendations from the two advisory committees is provided belows. Additional 
comments provided by AAC and ACE are provided in At tachment 2. 

The AAC adopted the fo llowing two motions at their meeting on April 12,2012: 

1. AAC is in favour of education initiatives in relation to GE product awareness. 

2. AAC supports initiatives by appropriate federal agencies to move towards labelling of food 
and related products that contain GE ingredients. 

At their April 18, 2012 meeting, ACE adopted the following two motions: 

I. ACE supports the City in taking action that supports individual choice and strengthens 
senior government management, including mandatory labelling and strengthened 
assessments. This includes educational programs. 

2. ACE also recommends that a study be conducted on the economic impacts and benefits to 
Richmond. 

The action being recommended in this report (i.e., Option 1) is consistent with the recommendations by 
the City's advisory committees. Staff have not included a commitment to undertake a local economic 
study as suggested by ACE given the current lack of data pertaining to identifying OE products. 

Upon request, Vancouver Coastal Health provided a letter to the City (Attachment 3). 

S It is noted that the minutes from AAC and ACE will be adopted during the May meetings. A copy of this report and 
Council resolutions will be provided to both City advisory committees. 
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Financial Impact 

None with the service levels and timeframe contained within Option 1. If the City elected to expand the 
delivery of outreach over longer timeframes, costs would be assessed and finances sought through 
subsequent budget processes. 

Conclusion 

There is a rapidly growing use of genetically modified plants in the production of feed and food crops 
and for other purposes. Unfortunately, there is major controversy over the relative benefits and risks. 
Significant barriers exist in the implementation of regulation at the local government level as a result of 
the matter being within senior (i.e., FederallProvincial) government jurisdiction. This report 
recommends that the City of Riclunond advance initiatives that empower individuals to make their own 
choices and advocate for strengthened management at senior government levels. 

Margot Daykin, M.R.M. 
Manager, Sustainability 
(604-276-4130) 

MD:md 
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ATTACHMENT I 

Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the 
Regular meeting of Richmond 
City Council held on Monday. 
June 28. 20 I O. 

Resolution for The Municipality of Richmond to be 
Free of Genetically Engineered Plants, Trees and crops. 

WHEREAS, the City of Richmond Councilors retain the right and responsibility to "Impose- requirements In relallon to: 

(8) the health, safety or protecllon of persons or property: 
(b) the protection and enhancement of the well-being of lIs community In ralallan to nuisances, disturbances and other 

objectionable situations; 
(e) public health; 
(d) protection of the natural environment and animals; 

WHEREAS, The CHy of Richmond's OHlclal Community Plan states as a Goal In saellon 1.1 • VISION: 

1. "The City of Richmond be the most appealing, livable, and well-managed community In Canada." 

2. Statement from Richmond Resident: "I will enjoy a meallhat features RIchmond produce, and wonder why 
anyone would want to live anywhere elsel... Yes, this may be Utopia, but a Journey starts with a single step - In 
the right dlrect!onl" 

3. Productive agricultural land to Justify retainIng farmland; Improvements to farming viability through betler 
agricultural services; measures to reward productive farm use .. . 

WHEREAS, genetically engineered (G.E.) foods have not been adequately tested by any federal agency for long-term 
Impacis on human and environmental health; 

WHEREAS, Health Canada has nelther the ability or resources to test for long term Impacls on health and environment, 
and relies on Ihe data presented by the Corporations that hold the aM patents; 

WHEREAS, It Is currently not possible to prevent genetically engineered seeds and pollen flow from contaminating 
non-a.E. conventional and organIc plants and trees, and wild plants. 

WHEREAS, contamInation from patented genellcally engineered seeds undermines local farmers' Independence and 
exposes them to legal challenges from biotechnology companies; 

WHEREAS, the prohibition of genetically engineered plants and trees would ensure the Integrity of conventional and 
organic plants and trees and give local producers access to a developing and prosperous Non-GE market; 

WHEREAS, the regulation of genetically engineered plants and trees Is a municipal and/or regIonal affair and In the publJc 
Interest; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that The MunicIpality of Richmond hereby opposes the cultivation of genetically engineered 
plants and trees In the Municipality of Richmond, with the exception of 3 existIng dairy farm GMO corn crops found prior to 
this Resolution, and that from this Resolullon forward, no further GM crops, trees, or plants will be grown in The 
MunicIpality of Richmond. This also Includes GM fruit trees, all GM plants and shrubbery, aM vegetables, aM commodity 
crops and any and all field tests for medIcal and experimental GM crops. 
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Resolution for The Municipality of Richmond to be 
Fl1!e of Genetically Engineel1!d Plants, Tl1!es and crops. 
Page20f2 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the The City of Richmond agrees to revlslllhis resolution 89 pertinent new 
Information becomes available that affects this resolullon. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thai The City of Richmond shall forward copies of this resolution to the Federatlon of 
canadian MunlclpaUlles, The Union of B.C. MunIcipalities, Interior Health. B.C. Ministry of Health. B.C. Ministry 
of Agriculture and lands, B.C. Provincial Heallh Officer. the Prime Minister of Canada, the Canadian Food Inspection 
Agency, Health Canada. CropUfe Canada, Agriculture and Agrl·Food Canada, local MLA and MP offices and any 
Interested and related g-oups. 

Definitions: 

For the purposes of this resolution the following terms Bre del lned accordingly: 

(8) -Genetic Engineering and Modification I Genetically Engineered and Modified (G.E., G.M., G.M.O.)~ refers to the 
direct manipulation of an organism's DNA using recombinant DNA teChnology. For the purposes 01 this resolution 
genetic engineering does NOT Include traditional selective breeding, conJugation, fermentation, hybridization, in vitro 
fertUlzation. tissue cuHure, or marker assisted selection. 

CONTACT: 
April Reeves: 604 233 0781 
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A IT ACHMENT 2 

Additional Comments from City's Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) and Advisory 
Committee on the Environment (ACE) 

City's Agricultural Advisory Committee(AAC) 

AdditionaJ comments provided by ACE members' include the following: 

• the proposed OE free resolution unfairly targets producers and does not address other 
sectors which have much higher OE content (e.g., grocery stores, restaurants) 

• even ifadopted symbolically, the proposed resolution could have the potential to put 
agricu ltural producers out of business. 

education and awareness is supported over prohibition cfGE products and concern 
was expressed about singling out fanners and/or producers through this approach. 

rather than looking at a negatively worded resolution (Le. prohibition of GMO 
products), a better approach might be for the City to support a reso lution that supports 
non~GMO product inputs and food 

• the proposed GE free resolution, based on limited information and understanding of 
the issue and implications, is premature 

• there should be agreement to: 
• oppose cross contamination between non~GE and GE crops; and 
• support improved education through labelling 

City's Advisory Committee 0 0 the Environment (ACE) 

Additional comments provided by ACE members' include the following: 

3~23 13 5 

• biotechnology is a new science, at the forefront of technology and is growing rapidly 

• there have been reports of significant benefits and significant problems associated 
with biotechnology 

• it is important to move carefully 

• as a fust step, before regulating GE plants, trees and crops, we need to be more 
knowledgeable and informed, and get information out to the community. This 
includes gaining a better understanding of the economic implications for Richmond, 
both the economic benefits of using GE products and economic impacts to farmers 
who are not. 

educational programming should be done with the guidance of experts and should 
focus on providing information on all aspects of the issue so that the community is 
fully informed of all aspects of the issue 
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Vancouver ~ 
~ , -ta Health 

Promoting wel/ness. En.~uring CON!. 

April 26, 2012 

Margot Daykin 
Manager, Sustainability 
Sustainability Unit 
City of Richmond 

6911 No 3 Road 
Richmond, Be 
V6Y2C1 

Dear Ms. Daykin, 

ATTACHMENT 3 

VCH-Richmond Public Health 

Health Protection 
3rd Floor 8100 Granville Avenue 

Richmond, Be V6Y 3T6 

Re: Resolution for the City of Ri chmond t o be Free of Genet ically Engineered Trees, Plants 
and Crops 

You requested comments from Health regarding the above resolution that was presented to 
council. 

Genetically engineered food products were first approved by Health Canada for use in Canada 
in 1994 - 18 years ago. It is estimated that currently at least 60% to 70% of the food products in 
grocery stores have some ingredients derived from genetically engineered organisms. The 
public has expressed concerns ever since their introduction. Underlying many of these concerns 
is an implied lack of confidence in the regulatory capacity of governments to safe guard human 
health and the environment with respect to genetically engineered organisms. However, there 
is no evidence that Health Canada approved GE foods and food crops are any less safe for 
human health than non-GE varieties. 

There is no public health reason for a ban of genetically engineered trees, plants and crops as 
proposed in the resolution presented to Council. Deliberations regarding local policy actions 
are more appropriately framed around environmental and economic sustainability, as well as 
community choice. In addition, the possibility of unintended consequences from any course of 
action needs to be assessed. 

We note in the resolution presented to Council that the proponent requested Council to 
forward a copy ofthe passed resolution, to Interior Health. While several communities in the 
Kootenays have passed similar resolutions, it is our understanding that Interior Health had no 
part in either drafting or endorsing those resolutions. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Dalton Cross 
Senior Environmental Health Officer - Richmond 
Vancouver Coastal Health 

3521708 

Or. James lu 
Medical Health Officer · Richmond 
Vancouver Coastal Health 
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To: 

From: 

Re: 

City of Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 

:/0." /%&,7/;'3 Cb/77/n " /'1/17""3, ..fp /-f 
Date: April 24, 2012 

Brian J. Jackson File: 
Acting General Manager, Planning & 
Development 

AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 201 1 ANNUAL REPORT AND 
2012 WORK PROGRAM 

Staff Recommendation 

That the 20 12 Agricultural Advisory Committee work program be approved. 

Jackson, MCIP 
Acting General Manager, Planning and Development 

A ll. 

FOR ORIGINATIN ION USE ONLY 

ReVI EWED BY TAG YES NO 

~ 0 
ReVIEWED BY CAD YES NO 

0 
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Staff Re po rt 

Origin 

The Riclunond Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAe) was established in 2003 upon 
completion of the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy (RA VS). A primary role of the 
AAe is to provide advice from an agricultural perspective to Council, City staff and other 
stakeholders on a range of issues and projects that impact agricultural activities in Richmond and 
to help implement recommendations contained in the RA VS. 

This report summarizes the activities of the AAC in 2011 and recommends a 2012 work plan for 
Council consideration and approval. 

Summary of 2011 Annual Report and Proposed 2012 Work Program 

20 II Annual Report 
Highlights of AAC activities in 2011 is summarized as follows (refer to Attachment 1 for a 
detailed summary): 
• Reviewed and provided comments on a variety of development proposals in and adjacent to 

the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) relating to buffering developments (residential and 
industrial) adjacent to agricultural areas, proposed soil fill operations and other ALR 
applications related to non~farm uses and minor ALR exclusions. 

• Received updates from staff on various policy planning initiatives and provided feedback 
when necessary (i.e., 2041 OCP Update, Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy Update). 

• Provided feedback on documents and initiatives being undertaken by the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Lands and Metro Vancouver along with regulations being implemented that 
impact agricultural areas and/or activities. 

• Received regular updates on major projects within the ALR and other infrastructure works 
related to improving agricultural viability throughout the City. 

Proposed AAC 2012 Work Program 
Highlights of the AAC 2012 Work Program is summarized as follows (refer to Attachment 2 for 
a summary): 
• Review and comment on development proposals in and adjacent to the ALR, fOf\varded to 

the AAC by City staff. 
• Organi~e and host a Farm Tour in early fall 20 12 to highlight agricultural related projects, 

initiatives and issues in Richmond with the objective of promoting agricultural awareness 
and education. 

• Continue to provide feedback for ongoing policy initiatives (i .e., 2041 OCP Update; 
Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy Update) and any new agricultural policy works 
that arise. 

• Comment and receive regular updates on major projects and operational issues that enhance 
agricultural viability (i.e., drainage/irrigation) or impact use of agricultural land (i.e ., road 
improvement projects). 
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AAC Review of the Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy 
Through the 2041 ocp Update, the AAC undertook a comprehensive review of the Richmond 
Agricultural Viability Strategy (RA VS), including the Strategy's 64 recommendations through 
2011 and early 2012. The reason for the review was that it has been nine years since Council 
approved the RA VS in 2003 and it is important for the AAC to review progress and examine 
existing recommendations in the Strategy and their priority moving forward and ensure 
coordination with the 2041 OCP update . A consolidated list of comments and feedback to 
update the RA VS has been agreed to by the AAC. Staff are currently working to update the 
RA VS and anticipate a report will be forwarded to Council for consideration by July 2012. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The 20 11 Annual Report for the AAC is submitted for information purposes and a work program 
for 2012 is recommended for approval. 

T rowe 
Manager, Policy Planning 

KE:cas 

15!?976 

1---
Kevin Eng 
Planner I 
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2011 ANNUAL REPORT 
AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

ATTACHMENT 1 

Agricultural Advisory Committee 2011 Accomplishments 

PrOiects Results Exnected AccomDlishments and Comments 
Major Agricultural • Reviewed 7 development proposals related to proposed 
Development perspective and road opening in the ALR; developing buffers and review of 
Proposals advice to Counci l adjacencies between residential and industrial project 

adjacent to agricultural lands; minor ALR exclusion; non-
farm use proposals involvinCl soil fill . 

Richmond Policy Agricultural • Undertook a comprehensive review of the Richmond 
Initiatives perspective and Agricultural Viability Strategy and related 64 

advise to Council recommendations to update the Strategy based on 
comments and priorities identified and agreed to by the 
MC. 

• Received regular updates on the 2041 DCP Update. 

• Received zoning information updates to clarify accessory 
uses (Le., tennis court) as an accessory structure. 

• Preliminary feedback on the existing No. 5 Road Backlands 
Policy . 

• Provided feedback on new zoning regulations proposed for 
farm-based wineries. 

• Provided feedback on Richmond protocol for 
telecommunications antenna and reQuired consultation . 

External Agency Provide agricultural • Reviewed and commented on the Ministry of Agriculture 
Policy Initiatives comments and and Land initiative to review residential uses in the ALR and 
Requests for perspectives to the ultimate residential bylaw standard guideline developed by 
Feedback agency (through the Ministry. 

council) when 
renuested . 

Drainage/ l rrigation Provide comments • Received regUlar updates from Engineering Planning and 
Program for from an agricultural Public Works on drainage and irrigation works undertaken 
Agricultural Areas perspective in 2011 based on the approved Agricultural 

Drainage/Irrigation program in East Richmond. 
• Information provided on available funding , proposed 

design/scope of works and construction timing and 
oroaress. 

Major Provide comments • Received regular construction updates on the Nelson Road 
Transportation and feedback from Interchange project until completion and opening in late 
Projects an agricultural summer 2011 . 

perspective • Received updates and provided feedback on the proposed 
works to widen Nelson Road (b/w Blundell Road and 
Westminster Highway) and W:~~~inster Highway (b/w 
Nelson Road and McMillan Wa . 
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PrOiects Results Expected Accomplishments and Comments 
Public Awareness Improved • Received information about the demand for residents in 
and Local Food awareness and Richmond and Vancouver as well as other institutions looking 
Initiatives understanding of for vacant. available farmland to undertake a variety of 

agriculture and its agricultural activities ranging from small plot agriculture to 
role in the incubator plots for new farmers. 
community • Support provided to the Richmond Food Security Society to 

pursue grant funding to develop a "Richmond Foodlands 
Strategic Plan". 

• Received information on local food events and initiatives as 
well as Provincial programs aimed at promoting and 
marketing Be agricultural products. 

General Identify specific • Received updates on activities of the Metro Vancouver 
Agricultural projects and Agricultural Advisory Committee. 
Related Issues initiatives that • Received updates on the progress of the Metro Vancouver 

impact agriculture Regional Growth Strategy. 

List of Development Proposals eviewe in R d 2011 
Application No. Address of property Proposed use 

N/A 13160 Westminster Hiahwav Non-farm use proposal involvinq fill. 
DP 11-566011) Ecowaste industrial lands (East • Proposal to open roads in and adjacent to 

Richmond) the ALR to service the proposed light 
industrial development. 

• Proposed ALR landscape screen to buffer 
industrial land uses from adjacent 
agricultural land. 

DP 11 -584282 9791/9811 Ferndale Road & 6071 Landscape buffer screen for a multi-family 
to 6131 NO. 4 Road residential development adjacent to the ALR. 

AG 11-579881 16880 Westminster Highway Non-farm use to permit an accessory food and 
beverage service lounge to the existing farm-
based winery facilitv. 

DP 10-556907 6311 to 6371 NO. 4 Road Landscape buffer screen for a multi-family 
residential develooment ad'acent to the ALR. 

AG 10-556907 11120 & 11200 NO. 5 Road Minor ALR exclusion for a commercial 
development at the southeast corner of 
Steveston Highway and NO.5 Road. 

N/A 21660 River Road Non-farm use proposal involving fill. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
2012 WORK PROGRAM 

AAC Role in the Work Program 
• Provide comments and feedback, from an agricultural perspective, to Richmond City 

Council and staff on works and services, development and major projects being 
undertaken in and adjacent to the ALR. 

• Receive for information, reports and materials forwarded from external agencies 
(Ministry of Agriculture and Lands, Metro Vancouver, ALe, NOD etc.). Provide 
comments and feedback (through Council) when requested. 

• Participate in public meetings and consult on work program projects. 
• Continue to improve local agricultural awareness and education initiatives and take the 

lead role in organizing agricultural showcase events (i .e., Farm Tours). 
• Receive regular updates on projects and works related to agriculture. 

• Ensure that all City Divisions liaise with the AAC as early as possible on works deemed 
to have an impact on farming so that the Committee can be consulted. These proactive 
initiatives will help to inform agricultural stakeholders of forthcoming works and enable 
comments and feedback to be given where appropriate. 

AAC Proposed 2012 Work Program 
Th~Il" d e a owmg Items are pro ose to compnse th AAC e k 1< 2012 war ~ program or 

Pro'ects Results Expected Oblectives and Deliverables' 
Major Development Projects Agricultural perspective • Review development proposals 

and advice to Council forwarded to the MC from Council or 
staff. 

• Ensure that the MC is aware of all 
works (existing and proposed) in the 
ALR so that agricultural impacts can be 
examined and comments given where 
appropriate. 

• Request monitoring of Westminster 
Highway traffic by Transportation in 
response to opening of the Nelson 
Road interchange in summer of 2011 
and follow-up with related projects (Le. , 
improved transit infrastructure along 
Westminster Highway), 

• Continue to receive updates and 
provide feedback to the City's project 
team for the Nelson Road and 
Westminster Highway widening project. 

• Review and comment on non-farm use 
(soil fill) applications forwarded to the 
AAC by Community Bylaw staff. 
Provide support to Community Bylaws 
and ALC staff to prevent unnecessary 
olacement of fill on aariculturalland. 

3517976 CNCL - 72



- 2 - ATTACHMENT 2 

Pro'ects Results Expected Objectives and Dellverables 
Richmond Policy Updates Agricultural perspective • Provide comments on the OCP 2041 
and Initiatives and input update as required along with other 

concurrent policy studies and 
documents related to the update (Le. , 
ESA Update). 

• Receive, for information purposes, the 
updated Richmond Agricu ltural Viability 
Strategy and recommendations based 
on AAe comments provided previously. 

Drainage and Irrigation Agricultural perspective • Receive regularly scheduled updates 
and input on funding , design and construction for 

proposed works in 2012 and 2013 
related to agricultural drainage and 
irrigation. 

• For 2012, review proposed drainage 
and irrigation works involving: 
• Granville Road allowance between 

Sidaway to No.6 Road. 
• Sidaway culvert crossing. 
• No.8 Road lift station. 

• Engineering to undertake additional 
modelling based on existing works 
completed since the drainage/irrigation 
program was initiated in 2006 to help 
inform future projects. 

• Works are guided by the East 
Richmond Agricultural Water Supply 
Study. 

Public Awareness and local Improved awareness and • Continue to receive information on and 
Food Initiatives understanding of promote local food events and 

agriculture and its role in initiatives. 
the community • Organize and host a Farm Tour 

tentatively scheduled for early 
September 2012 

Agricultura l Data System • Update agriculture • City staff to obtain latest information 
related statistics based from various sources and report trends 
on current data and findings to the MC for information 
figures . purposes. 

• Identify latest trends • Obtain updated land use inventory data 
re lated to agriculture from 2010 study undertaken by Ministry 
and how they impact of Ag. & lands/Metro Vancouver staff. 
the Richmond 
Agricultural Viability 
Strategy. 
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Pro'eets Results EXDected Results Exoected 
General Agricultural • Me perspective and • Where necessary, support the 
Initiatives input. Richmond Food Security Society to 

develop a "Richmond Foodlands 
Strategic Plan" as a resource to help 
identify vacant agricultural land for farm 
use (i.e., small plot agriculture, incubator 
plots'> 

Agricultural Advisory • Me perspective and • Review committee membership and 
Committee Membership input. composition in conjunction with meeting 
review operations. 

• Report to Council on any recommended 
changes to Me membership 
comoosition if needed. 
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To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MelP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

File: RZ 06-344606 

Re: Application by Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. for Rezoning at 22560, 22600 and 
22620 Gilley Road from Single Detached (RStfB) to Town Housing (ZTtt)
Hamilton 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8750, for the rezoning of22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road from "Single 
Detached (RS lIB)" to "Town Housing (ZTlI ) - Hamilton", be referred to the June 18, 2012 
Public Hearing. 

Brian 1. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

BJ:ke 
At!. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTEOTo: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF ACTING GENERAL 

Transportation Y~O AN~N 
Engineering Planning Y~O 
Sustainability Unit Y NO I/{/ 
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May 7, 2012 - 2 - RZ 06-344606 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 22560, 
22600 and 22620 Gilley Road (Attachment 1) from Single-Detached (RSI /B) to Town Housing 
(ZT Il) - Hamilton zoning in order to pennit development ofa 35 unit townhouse project. 

Public Hearing Referral - May 16, 2011 

At Public Hearing on May 16,2011, Riclunond City Council referred the subject rezoning 
application back to staff and the applicant to review the fo llowing as it related to the proposed 
townhouse development: 

"That fh e application by Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. f or a rezoning at 22560, 22600 
and 22620 Gilley Road be ref erred back to staff f or furth er review o/Ilte f ollowing: 
(i) ROlitillg o/traffic 'hrollgh tire neighbourhood; 
(ii) Soil alldfill conditions in tlte neigltbourltood generally, and specific to tlt e 

proposed project; 
(iii) Veh icle access to tlt e site from Gilley Road during construction and Oil a 

permanent basis; 
(iv) Otlter options for development of tit is site, including tlte pros and cons of the 

type offill requiredf or a townhouse project compared to cOlIStruction of a 
single-jamily houses,' and 

(v) Parking andfill arrangements ill ex istillg townhouse developments in the 
Lower Westminster A rea tltatltave incorporated parking on the first level, 
IInderueath tlte residences." 

Purpose 

This report responds to and presents new information related to the May 16, 2011 Council 
referral and brings forward a revised townhouse rezoning proposal. 

Revised Project Description 

The proposal involves development of a 35 unit townhouse development in the Lower 
Wesuninster Sub-Area contained in the Hamilton Sub Area, which permits a variety of low
density residential land uses (single-fami ly; multi -family). 

Vehicle access to the subject site has been revised with all access to be from Gilley Road. The 
vehicle access is located at the northeast comer of the development. No vehicle access for the 
proposed townhouse development will be provided from either Turner Street or Rathburn Drive 
in response to the concerns from neighbourhood residents. The developer is required to dedicate 
land and design/construct the Turner Street and Rathburn Drive connection as part of the 
development proposal, which will complete the neighbourhood road system that services the 
single-family dwellings in this area. Therefore, the Rathburn Driveffurner Street connection 
will be a significant upgrade to the local road system enabling improved access and traffic 
ci rculation fo r res idents in the neighbourhood. 
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Gilley Road is able to accommodate all vehicular traffic generated from the development. Minor 
works will be undertaken along Gilley Road, which will be discussed in latter sections of this 
report. 

Internal traffic circulation for the townhouse development is arranged to enable traffic flow 
through the development site and around a centrally located outdoor amenity space. A public 
walkway is also being secured through this development to provide pedestrian linkages from 
Rathburn Drive to Gilley Road that will improve neighbourhood connections in Hamilton. 

Townhouse building typologies consist of3 storey massing (2 levels over parking) in duplex, 
triplex and fourplex configurations. Duplex unit types are concentrated along the Rathburn 
DriverTumer Street frontage to be consistent with the existing fonn and character of existing 
single-family homes in the area. Due to the existing grade difference on the subject site (lower 
elevations along Gilley Road with higher elevations at Rathburn Driverrurner Street), uni ts that 
front onto Rathburn Driverrurner Street will exhibit 2 storey massing as the first level parking 
will be concealed as a result of the grade difference. Please refer to Attachment 2 for a 
preliminary site plan and elevations. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the proposal is contained in 
Attachment 3. 

A copy of the staff report considered at May 16, 2011 Public Hearing is contained in 
Attachment 4. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Properties zoned Agricultural (AG 1) in the ALR to the west and properties zoned 
Single-Detached (RS11B) to the east on the north side of Gilley Road 

To the East: A low-density townhouse development zoned Town Housing (ZT l l) - Hamilton 
and properties zoned Single-Detached (RSllF). 

To the South: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RS11B). 

To the West: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RSllB). 

Project Response to Public Hearing Referral Items 

This section responds to the referral arising from the May 16,2011 Public Hearing. 

1. Routing of traffic through the neighbourhood 
The access/egress to the townhouse site previously proposed from Rathburn DriverTumer 
Street has been removed, with all access to the development from Gilley Road. This 
development will still be required to dedicate land and complete all necessary road works to 
complete the Rathburn Driveffurner Street connection, which improves traffic circulation to 
the existing single-family neighbourhood only. Works to complete the Rathburn 
Driverrurner Street connection will be designed and constructed to meet the existing 
standard in the neighbourhood. The proposed townhouse development will not result in the 
routing of additional traffic through existing neighbourhoods and the proposed road 
improvements will benefit the neighbourhood. 
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2. Soil and fill conditions in the neighbourhood generally, and specific to the proposed project 
The entire Hamilton Sub Area Plan (including the subject site and neighbouring residential 
areas) is in an area that requires a Flood Construction Level (FCL) for residential habitable 
space at 3.5 m. For existing residential developments in the surrounding neighbourhood, this 
results in two primary responses to accommodate residential development: 

• Placement of fill on a development site to raise the overall grade elevation so that the 
concrete slab of the building/dwelling is able to be at or above the minimum 3.5 m 
FCL. This approach to development is predominant for existing single-family 
residential lots developed and constructed in the early to mid 1990's in the residential 
neighbourhood surrounding the subject site. As a result, single· family dwellings in 
the area utilize a combination of fi ll to raise the grade of the site and construction of 
crawl spaces to comply with the necessary FCL. 

• Low·density residential townhouse developments in the Lower Westminster Area 
portion of the Hamilton Area Plan have minimized the placement of fill on sites as 
these projects have garages at grade, which enables habitable space for the remainder 
of the dwelling unit to occupy the second and third floors. This approach involves 
minimal placement offill on the development site to permanently raise the site grade. 

The surrounding neighbourhood also contains a number of sites and single-family dwellings 
that have minimal modifications to the grade elevation as these buildings were developed 
prior to the establishment of minimum flood construction level requirements. 

A majority of the site is at or near the elevation to Gilley Road and minimal soil fill has 
occurred. Existing structures and dwellings on the site were demolished in 2007 and a thin 
layer of sand has been placed and graded level. At the south edge of all three development 
parcels (fronting onto the future Rathburn Driveffumer Street connection), the elevation 
increases significantly to meet the existing grade of the road and single-family residential 
subdivision (i.e., approximately 4.1 m geodetic). 

The proposed 35 unit townhouse development is not undertaking any significant soil filling 
activity. As the townhouse building typology enables garages to be situated at grade, FCL 
requirements are complied with as the second floor (containing habitable space) meets or 
exceeds the 3.5 m FCL. The townhouse scheme utilizes the grade difference along the south 
adjacency of the site along the future Rathburn Driveffumer Street connection by concealing 
the ground level parking for units fronting the future road and presenting two storey massing 
similar to surrounding single-fami ly dwellings. Please refer to Attachment 5 for an 
illustration of this grade difference. 

3. Vehicle access to the site from Gilley Road during construction and on a pennanent basis 
A traffic and road impact study has been undertaken by the developers' Transportation 
Engineer to review use of Gilley Road as the subject site' s means of access/egress during 
construction and on a permanent basis. This study confirmed that Gilley Road can 
accommodate construction traffic, vehicle traffic generated by the townhouse development 
and existing traffic generated from the 12 existing single-fami ly lots that have direct access 
along this portion of Gilley Road west of Westminster Highway (Gilley Road is not a thru 
road west of Westminster Highway). 
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To address neighbourhood concerns about construction traffic, the developer is required to 
submit a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to be reviewed and approved by 
City Transportation staff. In response to specific concerns raised, the following measures 
will be included in the plan: 

• No construction related parking or staging of trucks on Gilley Road or in the 
surrounding neighbourhood. 

• Dedicated areas for construction staff parking on sites/areas secured by the developer 
for this purpose. 

• Dedicated construction loading/staging areas on the subject development site only. 
• Construction vehicle access/egress is prohibited from utilizing Rathburn Drive or 

Turner Street. 
• Construction vehicles will be required to travel at a reduced speed down Gilley Road. 

The portion of Gilley Road west of Westminster Highway has designated Riparian 
Management Areas (RMA) (5 m) on both sides of the road in conjunction with the existing 
watercourses. The existing 5 m RMA designations on both sides of Gilley Road place 
limitations on the extent of road upgrades that can be implemented without having significant 
impacts to the watercourse and related habitat. 

As a result, the following cross-section is proposed along Gilley Road that will be 
implemented from Westminster Highway to the development's entrance on Gilley Road 
(northeast comer of site). This cross-section minimizes impacts on the existing RMA's and 
facilitates upgrades to Gilley Road to accommodate minor road widening and an interim 
walkway. 

• Minimum 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface. 
• Minimum 1.5 m wide asphalt pedestrian pathway (interim) along the south side of the 

road and north of the existing watercourse with appropriate pavement markings 
and/or delineators for the walkway and tie-in to the top-of bank of the canal. 

• Minimum 0.6 m wide gravel shoulder tie-in to the existing watercourse on the north 
side of Gilley Road. 

• The detailed design and construction of identified works to Gilley Road from the 
development site's access to Westminster Highway will be completed through a 
Servicing Agreement. 

4. Other options for development of this site, including the pros and cons of the type offill 
required for a townhouse project compared to construction ofa single-family houses 
All three properties under rezoning application have existing Single-Detached (RS lIB) 
zoning. Therefore, the lots have existing subdivision potential and could be developed into 
single-family lots similar to the pattern established in the neighbouring residential 
subdivision (which is also zoned RSI/B). Based on the size of the three subject properties, 
development ofa minimum of 12 new single-family lots can be created based on existing 
zoning (i.e., 6 lots fronting Gilley Road and 6 lots fronting the future Rathburn Driveffumer 
Road connection). 

If single-family subdivision occurred as described, a significant amount of soil fill would be 
placed on the subject site in order to raise the elevation so that the habitable space for the 
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dwelling meets the 3.5 rn FeL requirement. In conjunction with fill to raise the site's 
elevation, some habitable space may be situated over a crawl space to meet FeL 
requirements. The benefits associated with a single-family subdivision and raising the site 
significantly with fill is that Ule grade of the lots would be clqse to matching the existing 
residential lots fronting Rathburn Drive and Turner Street and FeL requirements would be 
met. Associated costs would be a resulting grade difference between the raised development 
site and existing lots fronting Gilley Road. Extensive amounts of fill to be placed on the 
development site to permanently raise the grade of the site also has the potential to settle over 
time due to the combined weight of the buildings and additional fill compressing underlying 
soils. This potential settling, over the long-term, could have negative impacts on the 
foundations and buildings developed on the subject site or on properties adjacent to the 
development site, The soil fill approach for single-family development may also result in the 
implementation of retaining walls adjacent to single-family developments to deal with the 
grade difference. 

For a townhouse project, minimum additional fill is required to be placed on the development 
site permanently as the first level containing the garage and off-street parking would enable 
the second level , containing the habitable living space, to be situated at the 3.5 m FCL 
requirement. An advantage to this development approach is that new grade differences will 
not be introduced between the subject site and surrounding properties. The townhouse 
proposal will also be able to utilize the existing grade difference along the south edge of the 
site, which enables two storey building massing to be presented to the surrounding single
family neighbourhood as the first floor parking is concealed due to the subject sites lower 
elevation compared to Rathburn Driverrurner Street. In summary, a townhouse proposal 
results in a significantly smaller amount of permanent fill to be placed on the site when 
compared to a single-family development. 

In addition to any permanent fill to be placed on the development site for either a single
family or townhouse development, temporary preload materials will need to be placed in 
addition to fill to raise the site as part of the required site preparation prior to construction. 
An alternative means of site preparation utilized in Hamilton has been the placement of piles 
throughout the development site. However, concerns have been raised by residents through 
this rezoning application about the potential impacts site piling will have. As a result, the 
applicant will not be undertaking piling as a method of site preparation. For the townhouse 
proposal, the applicant plans to: 

• Minimally raise the base elevation of the site from approximately 0.8- 1.0 m 
(existing) to 1.75 m. 

• Temporarily place 2- 3 m of materials on top of the base elevation as part of the site 
preload preparations for townhouse development. This material will be removed 
once preload activities are completed. 

5. Parking and fill arrangements in existing townhouse developments in the Lower Westminster 
Area that have incorporated parking on the first level. underneath the residences 
Virtually all of the recent townhouse developments in the Lower Westminster Area of 
Hamilton have implemented parking/garage space (i,e., tandem parking configuration) on the 
first level, with second and third levels containing the livinglhabitable space. For this type of 
residential townhouse development, the amount offill placed on property is minimal. In 
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most cases, townhouse development sites will match the existing elevation of the fronting 
street/sidewalk; therefore resulting in minimal differences in grade. 

This model of townhouse development in the Lower Westminster Area has deve loped 
adjacent to existing single-family dwellings, City parks and other townhouse developments. 
Each development integrates well with surrounding land uses as elevation increases to the 
site are kept at a minimum and the site transitions to the public road/sidewalk or 
neighbouring development are achieved without the need for retaining walls/terraces or 
sloping of grade. In some cases, townhouse developments are next to existing retaining walls 
that have been implemented as a result of pennanent fill placed on properties to increase 
elevation. 

Public Correspondence Received Since May 16, 2011 Public Hearing 

One piece of correspondence has been received from the property owners ofland whose 
backyard is adjacent to Gilley Road (north side), which has vehicle access to Fraserbank Place 
(refer to Attachment 6). In the emails to City staff, the resident notes concerns about the 
following land use issues related to the rezoning proposal: 

• Concern about the change in the proposal to enable vehicle access to the development 
from Gilley Road. 

• Concerns about the existing width of Gilley Road and no sidewalks. 
• Lack of parking on Gilley Road when compared to an abundance of parking available in 

the Rathburn Drive/Turner Street neighbourhood. 

The revised development proposal proposing vehicle access from Gilley Road has been reviewed 
and approved by Transportation Division staff. Minor upgrades involving 6.1 m road widening 
and provisions for a 1.5 m paved pathway (interim) on the south side of Gilley Road are 
proposed along Gilley Road, which also does not involve extensive modification to the existing 
watercourses and habitat. 

Staff Comments 

Policy Planning 
The revised 35 unit townhouse development, with vehicle access provided from Gilley Road, 
complies with the Hamilton Sub Area Plan (Lower Westminster Area) designation for residential 
redevelopment on the subject site. 

Transportation 
The appl icant's transportation consultant reviewed the establishment of a vehicle access to the 
development from Gilley Road in coordination with Transportation Division staff. As a result of 
this review, minor upgrades are proposed to Gilley Road, which is supported for use by the 
proposed development. 

Engineering Planning 
A servicing capacity analysis to review City systems has been completed and approved by the 
City with no upgrades identified. All works to tie-in to City stonn, water and sanitary systems 
are required to be done in accordance with the approved capacity analysis . A Servicing 
Agreement is required to be completed as a rezoning consideration for the proposed development 
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for the design and construction of off-site road works and upgrades (i.e., Rathburn Driverrumer 
Street cOIUlection; Gilley Road works) and on-site pedestrian pathway works. 

Environmental Sustainabi lity 
Along the subject site's Gilley Road frontage, there is an existing 5 m wide RMA associated 
with watercourses on both sides of the road. The development's on-site pathway and off-site 
Gilley Road works has been located and designed to incur minimal disturbance to existing 
RMA's. 

As the above works will be undertaken within the 5 rn RMA, the developer is required to engage 
a professional environmental consultant to review all proposed works and include 
recommendations for mitigation and enhancement of the RMA where applicable. All works 
within the RMA and proposed mitigation/enhancement measures is required to be approved by 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans. The Servicing Agreement will include the RMA 
mitigation/enhancement strategy, as approved by DFO. 

Description of Works and Requirements for Revised Development 

The following sections highlight new works and rezoning considerations associated with the 
proposed 35 unit townhouse development and summarizes the original rezoning considerations 
to remain in place (based on the rezoning considered at Public Hearing on May 16,20 II) . 

Gilley Road Upgrades 
Completion of a Servicing Agreement (prior to final adoption of the rezoning) is required to 
design and construct the following road cross-section along Gilley Road from the development's 
vehicle access to Westminster Highway: 

• Minimum 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface. 
• Minimum 1.5 m wide asphalt pedestrian pathway (interim) along the south side of the 

road and north of the existing watercourse with appropriate pavement markings 
and/or delineators for the walkway and tie-in to the top-of bank of the canal. 

• Minimum 0.6 m wide gravel shoulder tie-in to the existing watercourse on the north 
side of Gilley Road. 

On-Site Pedestrian Pathway 
A new east-west running pedestrian pathway along the north edge of the subject site (adjacent to 
the Gilley Road frontage) is proposed. This will be a permanent pathway established on the 
development site connecting to the proposed north-south running pathway proposed along the 
western edge of the site. The "L" shaped walkway will facilitate a connection from the 
completed portion Rathburn Dri ve, through the development site and onto the interim pathway 
established along Gilley Road through the associated upgrades . 

To secure this pathway through the development site, a 4.5 m wide public-rights-of-way 
statutory right-of-way is required as a rezoning consideration along the entire west and north 
edge of the subject site and the Servicing Agreement will address design and construction. The 
pathway design will consist of a minimum 2.5 m wide hard surface pathway with appropriate 
landscape buffering. The public-right-of-passage statutory right-of-way wi ll be required to be 
registered with Land Titles to allow public access for pedestrians, cyclists, scooters, wheelchairs 
(motorized and non-motorized) and similar types of non-vehicle related means of transport. The 
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agreement will also specify that the maintenance of the surrounding landscaping and related 
elements (fencing) along with the general upkeep of the pathway (i.e., snow, ice, debris removal; 
walkway upkeep in a safe condition) will be by the future strata corporation. The City will 
maintain the hard surface portion of the walkway. 

To accommodate this walkway along the north edge of the development site, townhouse units 
are setback 7.5 m from Gilley Road to allow sufficient space for the 4.5 m pathway right-of-way 
and front yard space for the residential units. 

The 1.5 rn wide pathway established off-site along the south side of Gilley Road that provides a 
connection from the public pathway established on the subject site out to Westminster Highway 
is a interim measure to facilitate improved connections (for pedestrians and other non-motorized 
means of transport) to the area east of Westminster Highway/Gilley Road intersection 
(containing the community centre, elementary school and commercial services). The long-term 
solution is to establish a pathway located solely on development sites to the east that would run 
adjacent to Gilley Road between the subject properties and Westminster Highway (similar to the 
east-west running public pathway proposed in this townhouse proposal). Once a contiguous 
public pathway has been established on development sites that connect from the north-south 
running walkway (from Rathburn Drive) to Westminster Highway, the interim pathway on 
Gilley Road can be removed and the entire paved road width can be utilized for vehicle travel. 

New Rezoning Considerations 
The following is a summary of new rezoning considerations resulting from the current 
townhouse proposal (refer to Attachment 7 for a consolidated list of new and existing rezoning 
considerations for the proposed development). 

• Through the City's Servicing Agreement process, design and construct road upgrades 
along Gilley Road from the vehicle access to the site to Westminster Highway to 
establish a 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface, 1.5 m wide asphalt pathway, appropriate 
delineation measures between the road and pathway and gravel shoulders on both sides of 
the road. 

• Registration of a legal agreement to secure the 4.5 m wide public-rights-of-passage 
statutory right-of-way for a pedestrian pathway running along the entire north edge of the 
site along with design and construction of the pathway to the appropriate standard 
through the City's Servicing Agreement process. 

Rezoning Considerations that Remain Unchanged from May 16, 2011 Public Hearing 
The following is a summary of existing rezoning considerations that remain unchanged and 
attached to the development (see Attachment 7). These rezoning considerations are required to 
be completed prior to final adoption of the rezoning amendment bylaw. 

• Consolidation of the three subject sites and land dedication (approximately 12.2 m wide) 
for the southern portions of22560 & 22600 Gilley Road for the Rathburn DrivelTurner 
Street connection. 

• Registration of a legal agreement to secure the 4.5 m wide public-rights-of-passage 
statutory right-of-way for a pedestrian pathway rulming along the entire west edge of the 
site. 

• Submission and approval of a Servicing Agreement to design and construct: 
o The Rathburn Drive/Turner Street connection. 
o Public pathways (north-southleast-west). 
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o Removal of all existing driveway culvert crossings along the subject site's Gilley 
Road frontage and installation of a new culvert crossing along Gilley Road for the 
townhouse development. 

o Installation of an oil grit sump infrastructure associated with the on-site drainage 
system to filter storm water from the development site . 

o RMA mitigation and enhancement for all works in or adjacent to the RMA along 
Gilley Road, based on the environmental consultant's recommendations and 
approved by the Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans. 

• Voluntary contributions (in the applicable amount) to the City's affordable housing, 
public art and cash in lieu of indoor amenity space fund. 

• Registration of the appropriate legal agreements to: 
o Secure a Flood Plain Covenant (with a minimum FCL of3.5 m). 
o Secure the ALR landscape buffer along Gilley Road. 
o Restrict the conversion of off-street tandem parking areas to habitable space. 

• Approval from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure. 

Summary Analysis 

Modifications to the townhouse site plan have been undertaken to remove the access from 
Rathburn DrivelTurner Street, implement an access to Gilley Road at the northeast comer of the 
site and provisions for a public pedestrian pathway running along the north edge of the site 
(adjacent to Gilley Road) connecting to a public pathway proposed along the west edge of the 
site. 

Revisions to provide access to the development from Gilley Road responds directly to 
neighbourhood concerns about routing of traffic through the single-family residential area south 
of the site. This townhouse project will not result in any additional traffic volume in this 
neighbourhood and improves the existing road network through the new Rathburn Driveffurner 
Street connection to be completed by this development. 

Use of Gilley Road for vehicle access to the townhouse site has been reviewed and approved by 
Transportation Division staff. Minor upgrades will be undertaken to slightly widen the paved 
driving area and create a interim public walkway on the south side of the road while also taking 
into account the existing RMA's to ensure road works result in minimal impact to the 
watercourses. 

In response to comments arising from the May 16, 2011 Public Hearing, the following has been 
confirmed: 

• 2-3 m of temporary fill material will be placed on the subject property as part of the 
preload site preparation for the proposed townhouse development. 

• No piling will be undertaken as part of the site preparation. 
• A townhouse development will result in less permanent fi11lsoi l materials placed on the 

site when compared to a single-family subdivision and redevelopment. 
• The existing grade difference of the subject site being approximately 3 m below the 

higher grades of the road and dwellings to the south along Rathburn Drive and Turner 
Street benefits the proposed townhouse site plan as the change in elevation enables tile 
first floor of the units fronting the future Rathburn Drive to be concealed; therefore 
resulting in 2 storey massing immediately adjacent to existing residential dwellings. 
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• This approach to site preparation and minimum amounts of permanent fill placed on 
property to raise elevation responds to concerns from the neighbourhood about impacts of 
fill and piling methods and related disturbances to surrounding properties. 

Conclusion 

The proposal to rezone the subject site to Town Housing (ZTII) - Hamilton zoning to pennit a 
35 unit low-density residential development has been revised to respond to the neighbourhood 
concerns and Council referral arising from the May 16, 2011 Public Hearing. Staff support the 
revised rezoning application. 

Kevin Eng 
PlaIUler 1 

KE:cas 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Preliminary Site Plan and Building Elevations 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attaclunent 4: Copy of Staff Report Considered at May 16, 2011 Public Hearing 
Attachment 5: Diagram of Grade Differences on Subject Site 
Attachment 6: Public Correspondence 
Attachment 7: Rezoning Considerations 
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RZ 06-344606 
Original Date: 08/23/06 

Amended Dale: 05104/ 12 

Note: Dimensions arc in METRES 
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City of Richmond 
69 11 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 06-344606 Attachment 3 

Address: 22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road 

Applicant: Kaiman Enterprises Company Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): Hamilton Sub Area Plan - Lower Westminster 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: Kaiman Enterprises ltd. No change 

Site Size 1m2): 6,441 m for combined three 5,776 m (consolidated lots minus 
properties road dedications) 

l a nd Uses: Single-family zoned lots - vacant Low-density townhouses 

Small and Large Lots Single- • Complies with Townhouse 

OCP Area Plan Designation : 
Family Residential; Two Family Residential. 
Residential; Townhouse • Complies with 25 units per 
Residential; & Institutional acre maximum 

Zoning: Single-Detached (RS1/B) Town Housing Hamilton (ZT11) 

Number of Units: N/A - Vacant 35 units 

Other Designat ions: Riparian Management Area - 5 m 
No change alonQ Gillev Road frontaQe 

On Future 

I 
Bylaw Requirement 

I 
Proposed Variance 

Subdivided Lots 
25 upa identified in 

Density (units/acre): Hamilton Area Plan - 24 upa none permitted 
Lower Westminster 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.6 FAR 0.6 FAR none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 35% 35% none 

Setback - Gilley Road Front Yard 
Min.6m 7.5 m none (m): 

set~~~~) : Rathburn Drive Front 
Yard m : 

Min. 6m 6m none 

Setback Side & Rear Yards (m): 
None 4.5m 

West none 

Setback - Side & Rear Yards (m): 
None 3m none East 

Height (m): 10.6 m 9.73 m none 

Off-strere!~~rking ~~~~~s 
ReQular R / Visi tor V : 70 (R) and 7 (V) per unit 70 (R) and 7 (V) per unit none 
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Tandem Parking Spaces: No provisions 
35 stalls parked in variance 

Amenity Space - Indoor: nla Cash-in-lieu none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 6 m2 per unit none 

Other: ~N~/A~ ________________________________________________________ __ 
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COPY OF MAY 16 2011 PUBLIC HEARING 
ATTACHMENT 4 

To: 

From: 

STAFF REPORT 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

Date: March 30. 2011 

File: RZ 06-344606 

Re: Application by Kalman Enterprises Co. Ltd. for Rezoning at 22560,22600 and 
22620 Gilley Road from Single Detached (RS1/B) to Town Housing (ZTll)
Hamilton 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8750, fo r the rezoning of22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road from "Single 
Detached (RS liB)" to "Town Housing (ZT1I) . Hamilton", be introduced and given first 
reading. 

Director of Development 

BJ:ke 
Atl. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: C ONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL M ANAGER 

Afford,able Housing Y~ND ~/ /. /AZ , / 

/ 
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March 30, 2011 - 2 - RZ 06-344606 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Kaiman Enterprises Co. Ltd. has applied to the City of Richlllond for permission to rezone 
22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road (Attachment 1) from Single-Detached (RS lIB) to Town 
Housing (ZT11) - Hamilton zoning in order to permit development of a 35 unit townhouse 
project. 

Project Descript,ion 

The subject propclties, located in the Hamilton Area, are contained in the Lower Westminster 
Sub-Area where land uses permit a variety aflow-density residential developments. This project 
facilitates the completion of Ralhburn Drive and Turner Street that would service the proposed 
townhouse project and surrounding single-family residential subdivision in the neighbourhood. 
Vehicle access to the proposed townhouse development will be from the newly constructed 
Rathburn Driverrurner Street connection, No vehicle access will be provided from Gilley Road, 
The project will have townhouse uruts fronting Gilley Road to the north and Rathburn . 
Driveffurner Street to the south. Townhouse buildings range from duplex to fourplex 3 storey 
building typo logies that are arranged around a centrally located outdoor amenity area, Please 
refer to Attachment 2 for a preliminary site, building elevation and landscape plan, 

A public pcdestrian pathway along the wcst side of the subject site is being secured through this 
development. This Will enable a direct connection between the residential subdivision and Gilley 
Ro'ad, which will faci litate improved pedestrian movements to the community services and 
shopping centre located to the. east of Westminster Highway and Gilley Road intersection. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details"about the proposal is contained in 
Attachment 3, 

Su rrounding Development 

To the North: Properties zoned Agricultural (AG 1) in the ALR (0 the west and properties zoned 
Single-Detached (RS liB) to the east on the north side of Gilley Road 

To the East: A low~density townhouse development zoned Town Housing (ZTI 1) -Hamilton 
and properties zoned Single~Detached (RSt/F), 

To the South: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RSI/B). 

To the West: Properties zoned Single-Detached (RS1IB). 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan - Hamilton Sub Area Plan 
The subject sites arc located in Hamilton and subject to the land use policies and designations 
applicable to this sub area, Residential growth and redevelopment is pennitted in the area of 
Hamilton that is generally located south of Gilley Road along Westminster Highway, 
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This area is contained in the Lower Westminster Area Plan of Hamilton (Attachment 4), which 
identifies a variety of permitted residential land uses ranging from single-fAmily. duplex and 
townhou~e. The low~density townhollse project complies with the land use designation for this 
Area of Hamilton. 

The Lower Westminster Area Plan includes additional density limitations that range from 11 to 
25 units per acre (upa). The subject site's proposed density is 24 units per acre 'developed at a 
floor area ratio of 0.6: This complies with the area plan and is consistent with the development 
density of a number of recent townhouse projects that have been constructed in the area. 

A 700 unit maximum is also identified in the Lower Westminster Area Plan applicable to all new 
residential development. CW1'ently, there are a total of 532 units that have been built (or 
approved for development through rezoning) in the Lower Westminster Area Plan. Based on 
this figure, the development proposal complies with the overall unit maximum and permits 
additional growth (approximately 133 units) on the remaining properties that have not 
redeveloped. 

Agricultural Land Reserve Buffer 
The OCP also contains guidelines for providing an appropriate buffer to developments that are 
adjacent to or across from the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). For this proposal, Gilley Road 
separates the subject site from the ALR area. The OCP guideline for buffers where there is a 
separating road requires a minimum 5 m (16.5 ft.) buffer distance measured from the edge of the 
curb or road. The subject proposal's frontage along Gilley Road will generally be maintained 
with upgrades to install a 1.5 m walkway (existing open ditchIRiparian Management Area to 
remain). All buildings are also setback a minimum of 6 m (20 ft.) from Gilley Road. The 
combined width of the building setback and existing frontage to be maintained along the south 
side of Gilley Road enables sufficient space to meet eCI' ALR buffer guidelines. The 
Development Peml.it application will detail the on-site landscape scheme to be implemented on 
the development site. 

Riparian Management Area 
A 5 m Riparian Management Area (RMA) exists along the subject site's Gilley Road frontage. 
The 5 m RMA is associated with a watercourse/canallocated on the north. and south sides of 
Gilley Road. The watercourse consists of an open canal where storm water drains from the road 
and fronting properties. Immediately fronting the development site, the open canal contains 
some existing mature trees, driveway crossings and existing sluubbery and vegetation. 

A survey has confirmed the location of the 5 m RMA setback line (measured from top of bank). 
The site plan indicates that no works associated with the townhouse development (buildings 
andlor landscaping) encroaches into the 5 m RMA. 

Forthcoming works along Gi lley Road will likely be located within the 5 m RMA. These works 
are associated with the following: 

• Pedestrian walkway works on the south side of Gilley Road and associated walkway 
crossing over the watercourse at the northwest comer of the development site . 

• Removal of existing driveway crossings. 

• Potential removal of trees and vegetation. 
3170734 PH .. 275 
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Further review of the impact of these works along with any measures of protection during 
construction on the RMA will be undertaken along with the necessary consultation with and 
approval from external agencies (Department of Fisheries and Oceans) through the Development 
Permit and Servicing Agreement process. Recommended mitigation measures will also be 
examined as part of the RMA assessment. 

Consultation 

Agricultural Advisory Committee CAAC) 
The rezoning proposal was referred to the AAe for review and comment ill July 2007 as the 
subject site is located adjacent to the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) to the n011hwest. Gilley 
Road currently consists of a paved road, gravel/grass shoulders and ditches on both sides that 
separates the existing residential development to the south and agricultural areas to the north. 
The AAC had no objections to the project and suppOited the proposed buffer area within the 6 m 
setback along Gilley Road. Some concerns were noted about the alignment of the proposed 
pedestrian pathway running along the west edge oflhe development, which would increase the 
potential amount of pedestrian traffic adjacent to ngricwtural areas. 

Staff reviewed the location of the pedestrian pathway through the site based on AAC concerns 
and recommend that the public walkway be maintained on the west side of the site for the 
following reasons: 

• Gilley Road provides an existing separation between the development and ALR 
lands. The road, in conjunction with open ditches on both sides, serves as a 
significant buffer to discourage potential trespassing onto farmland for pedestrians 
walking along Gilley Road. 

• An existing walkway approximately 100 m west of the subject sites already provides 
pedestrian access for the single-family residences south of Gilley Road. The 
provision of a publicly accessible walkw!lY through the development site will 
potentially reduce the exposure distance between farmland and pedestrians walking 
along Gilley Road, which will further minimize opportunities to trespass onto 
agdcultural areas. 

• The proposed location of the walkway on the west edge of the site is the optimal 
location to ensure maximum visibility and usage by pedestrians. 

Further details about the composition of the walkway and ALR landscape buffer will be 
determined through the forthcoming Development Permit application, which will also be 
reviewed by the AAC. 

Public Input 

Correspondence Rcceived 
Correspondence identifying questions and concerns about the land use proposal and related 
impacts is contained in Attachment S. Throughout the processing of the rezoning application, 
staff responded to a number of inquiries relating to the status of the application and concems 
about site works and preparation activities on the subject properties. 
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Staff Response to Pyblic Comments 
The following are staff responses to concerns raised in the received correspondence: 

l110134 

• Land use issues and growth - The subjcct site is located in an area where rcs,identiai 
redevelopment has been approved in accordance with the density and unit/per acre 
figures identified in Ule Lower Westminster portion of the Hamilton Sub Area Plan. 

• Routing of traffic through single-family residential neighbourhood - 'Ibe 
proponent has submitted a Traffic Impact Assessment in relation to the rezoning 
application, which has also been reviewed and approved by the Transportation 
Division. 

The assessment concluded that the proposed access (from the newly constructed 
Rathburn Drivetrurner Street) and surrounding road network is sufficient to 
accommodate the townhouse development. 

Concerns were also noted about the intersection at McLean Avenue and Westminster 
Highway, which is one of the access/egress points to and from the neighbourhood and 
townhouse site. The signal at McLeun A venue and Westminster Highway was 
recently upgraded to a fully signalized intersection to minimize queuing along 
McLean"Avenue and improve traffic improvements in and out of the neighbourhood, 

• G illey Road (Access, parking And pedestrian walkway) - Concerns were noted 
about usc of Gilley Road as an access and parking to the townhouse development. 
The vehicle access will be from the south of the subject site through the newly 
constructed Rathburn Drive and Turner Street. Vehicles will not travel down Gilley 
Road to access the townhouse site. The subject development also has 7 on-site visitor 
parking stalis, which complies with City requirements. 

A pedestrian pathway will be provided along the Gilley Road fronlage that connects 
to the north~south pathway located on the west side of the site. These works will 
facilitate improved pedestrian infrastructure for travel from the single-family 
residential neighbourhood and townhouse site to the commercial shopping centre, 
community centre ~nd elementary school located on the east side of Gilley 
Road/Westminster Highway intersection. 

• Forthcoming Cons truction Activities - Concerns were also noted about the impact 
of construction activities, geo-technical issues, site preparation and construction 
related traffic. 

In relation to concerns ahout vibrations and related impacts to surrounding propcrties 
due to construction activities associated with site foundation work, thc proponent has 
consulted a geotechnical engineer. There is a significant drop in elevation 
(approximatcly 2.5m) from the grades of Rathburn Drive at the southern portion of 
the site to Gilley Road to the north. As a result, the overall development plan utilizes 
the existing gradc difference to minimize significant modifications to the subject 
site's elevation. The proponent has indicated that the foundation for the townhouses 
will involve a concrete base pow'ed over piles. To address these concerns, the 
applicant has indicated that piling activities will be monitored by a geotechnical 

PH - 277 
CNCL - 98



March 30, 2011 -6- RZ 06-344606 

consultant who will also work with concerned neighbours to set up appropriate 
sensors. Depending on vibration generated from construction nctivities, measures can 
be taken to minimize impact (Le., pl'e·auger pile holes). 

Neighbourhood residents-also noted concerns related to the condition ofpropel1ies 
and site preparation activities that occurred through the processing afthe rezoning 
application. In 2007, the applicant obtained the necessary perm its to demolish the 
existing three single-family dwellings on the subject site due to site security. 
vandalism and trespassing. 

Construction traffic and parking will be addressed through the "Traffic and Parking 
Plan During Construction" plan that is required to be submitted and approved to the 
Transportation Division prior to issuance of the building permit. This plan will 
address construction parking, deliveries and loading along with any requested road 
closures. 

Examination of Issues and Analysis 

Land Use Adjacency 
The surrounding land uses consist of a mix of single-family dwellings and townhouses. Public 
road setbacks along Gilley Road and Rathbw11 Drive (to be co.nstructed) will be a minimum of 
6 m, which is consistent with surrounding residential developments. Side and rear yard setbacks 
throughout the townhouse site range from 3 m (for side yard adjacencies) and 4.5 m (for rear 
yards), which provide sufficient setbacks to neighbouring sites. 

Transportation 
The project will facilitate the completion and connection of Rathbum Drive to Turner Street, 
which will also be the primary vehicle access to the townhouse development site at the south end 
of the property. A Traffic Impact Assessment was submitted and approved by the Transportation 
Division in SUppOit of the townhouse development that concluded that the existing surrounding 
road network was sufficient to accommodate traffic generated by the project. 

The townhouse project provides two parking stalls for each townhouse unit with a total of 
7 visitor parking stalls, which complies with zoning bylaw requirements. 70 parking staUs are 
proposed in tandem arrangement, which will require a variance to "be reviewed through the 
Development Permit. A restrictive covenant to ensure that tandem parking spaces are not 
converted to living spaces is required to be registered all titJe as a rezoning consideration. The 
internal drive-aisle is arranged to accommodate loading and fire-truck turning movements 
throughout the townhouse project. 

Road Improvements 
Completion and cOlmection of Rathburn Drive and Turner Street will also be facilitated twough 
this project The southern portion (approximately 12.2m wide) of22560 and 22600 Gilley Road 
will be dedicated to allow for construction of the necessary road works. The dedication and 
works will facilitate completion of a municipal standard road within a 17 m wide road right-of
way (8.5 m paved road, curb and gutter, I.S m sidewalk and related City services). The design 
and construction of the road works will be through the City's standard servicing agreement. No 
Development Cost Charge (DCC) credits are applicable to the identified road works. Land 
dedication and roadwork construction (through a Servicing Agreement) are rezoning 
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considerations to be completed as part of this development (Attachment 6 - Consolidated list of 
Rezoning Considerations) 

An undeveloped road end currently exists adjacent to the southeast corner of the subject site. 
This road end is not required for the connection of Rathburn Drive or Turner Street or for the 
extension of the street further to the east. Upon redevelopment, dedication and roadwork 
associated with the subject site, this dedicated road end wiIll'cmain with the potential to develop 
into a single-family dwelling (currently zoned RS lIB), If initiated in the futuTe, disposition of 
this dedicated road end will be undertaken by the Real Estate Services Division in accordance 
with the applicable Council process. 

Pedestrian Improvements 

North~South Public Walkway 
A public pedestrian pathway on the west side of the development site is be-ing secured through a 
public rights~of~passage (PROP) statutory right-of-way (ROW) to facilitate the implementation 
of a north-south walkway connecting Rathburn Drive with Gilley Road. The public rights-of 
passage statutory right-of-way will be 4.5 ill wide and secured as a rezoning consideration. 
Implementation and constnlction of the public walkway will be thro\lgh a Servicing Agreement 
(secured as a rezoning consideration). The walkway design will consist of a minim\un 2.5 m 
wide hard surface pathway with landscape buffering on each side. The public right-or-passage 
statutory right-of-way will be required to be registered with Land Titles to anow public access 
for pedestrians, cyclists, scooters, wheelchairs (motorized and non-motorized). and similar types 
of non-ychicle related means of transport. The agreement will also specify that the maintenance 
of the surrounding landscaping and related element10i (i.e., fencing) along with general upkeep of 
the \\Ialkway (i.e., snow, ice, debris removal; walkway upkeep in a safe condition) will be by the 
future strata corporation. The City will maintain the hard surface portion of the walkway. 

Public Walkway - Gilley Road 
Works along the subject site's Gilley Road frontage are also proposed as part of this 
development proposal to improve pedestrian relatcd infrastructure. Establishment of a separated 
pedestrian walkway along Gilley Road will connect to the public north-south numing walkway 
through the development site. Pedestrian related upgrades along Gilley will facilitate improved 
movements to the area east of Gilley Road/Westminster Highway intersection, which is a focus 
of commercial, community and school activities for the Hamilton Area. 

Along the subject site's frontage, works will involve development of a 1.5 m wide asphalt 
walkway on the south side of GiUey Road, which -wiLl be separated from traffic by an appropriate 
concrete extruded curb. These works are contained within the City's existing road allowance 
and will be completed through a Servicing Agreement. When the ru:ea to the west of the subject 
properties redevelop, the remainder of the pedestrian walkway works along Gilley Road to the 
intersection at Westminster Highway will be implemented. 

Engineering Capacity Analysis 
Engineering capacity analyses have been completed and approved. for City storm, water and 
sanitary sewer systems. Based on the-findings capacity analyscs. existing City systems have 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed development. All works to tie-in to City stonn, 
water and sanitary systems arc required to be done in accordance with the approved capacity 
analysis. 
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Flood' Construction Leyel 
The Flood Construction Level is 3.5 m on the subject site. As a result, a Flood Plain Covenant is 
required to be registered on title that identifies a minimum Flood ~onst1Uction Level of 3.5 m. 

Servicing Agreement 
Completion and approval of a Servicing Agreement is a rezoning consideration attached to the 
project. This servicing agreement will address works associated with the design and construction 
of: 

• Roadwork associated with the Rathburn Drive and Turner Street connection. 

• A 4.5 m wide public pedestrian pathway along the development site's west property 
line (with appropriate culvert crossing), 

• A 1.5 m wide separated public peoestrian walkway along the south side of Gilley 
Road. 

• Removal of any existing driveway culvert crossings along the subject site's Gilley 
Road frontage. 

• Installation of an oil and grit sump infrastructure associated with the on-site drainage 
system to fi lter storm water from the development site. 

• Any additionallUv1A mitigation and enhancement works based on the review by the 
appropriate professional consultant and conditions associated with environmental and 
Depaltment of Fisheries and Oceans approval. 

ALR Landscape Buffer 
A landscape buffer is proposed along the subject site's Gilley Road frontage as a result of the 
ALR adjacency to the northwest. A more detailed landscape buffer scheme will be developed 
through the forthcoming Development Permit application. As a condition of rezoning, a 
restrictive covenant will be registered on title that indicates landscaping implemented along the 
north side of the development site's Gilley Road frontage cannot be removed or modified 
without City approval. The covenant would identify that the landscape plantlng is intended to be 
a buffer to mitigate the impacts of noise, dust and odour generated from typical farm activities. 
A 6 m setback along Gilley Road enables sufficient space to implement the necessary landscape 
buffer, 

Tree Retention and Remoyal 
A tree survey and accompanying arborist report was submitted and reviewed by City staff. A 
summary of tree removal and retention is provided in the following table: 

On-slte bylaw 
sized trees 

31701H 

17 o 34 trees removed have been 
recommended for removal 
by the consulting arborist. 

• 6 trees recom'mended (or 
removal have been identified 
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suitable for retention. 
• 11 trees recommended for 

removal have been identified 
in poor health and within the 
orooosed buildina locations. 

Off-site Trees B TBD .TBD Trees within City road allowance 
(Gilley Road) also within RMA. To be . 

reviewed through Development 
~~~~it and Servicing Agreement 
a lieation. 

Off-site Trees Cedar To be N/A Tree protection zone fencing to 
(Neighbouring 
lotsi 

hedgerow retained be installed 

Based on the condition of trees, supporting arborist repOIi and overall site plan, a majority of on
site trees will be removed. A tota1 of 34 trees will need to be replanted for compensation. A 
preliminary landscape plan has been submitted to indicate that the minimum number of 
compensation trees can be accommodated within the development site. Review and finalization 
of the landscape plan will be undertaken in the forthcoming Development Permit application. 

Affordable Housing 
The subject rezoning was submitted in 2006 prior to the approval of the City's ClU1'ent 
Affordable Housing Strategy in May 2007, As a result, the City's Interim Affordable Housing 
Strategy applies to the development proposal that requires a voltmtary contribution of $0,60 per 
square foot of developable density. The developer has agreed to submit a voluntary contribution 
for cash-in lieu in the amount of $22,388 based on the provisions of the Interim Affordable 
Housing Strategy, which will be secured as a rezoning consideration for the subject application. 

Indoor and Outdoor Amenity Space 
An outdoor amenity space is provided in a central location on the development site and meets 
size requirements based on the number of units in the project. Further design refinement and 
landscaping details will be reviewed through the forthcoming Development Permit application. 

A voluntary contribution has been agreed to by the developer to provide cash-in-lieu of dedicated 
indoor amenity space. The contribution is based on $1,000 per unit ($35,000 total contribution 
based on 35 units). The voluntary contl'ibution is being secured as a rezoning consideration. 

Public A11 Program 
The developer has agreed to a voluntary contribution to the City'S Public Art Fund. The 
contribution is based on $0.60 per square foot of developable density ($22,388 total 
contribution). The volwltary contribution is being secured as a rezoning consideration. 

Development Permit Application 

A Development Permit application will be required to undertake a review of the overall 
architectural form and character of the project, landscaping and urban design. The Development 
Permit application is required to be processed to a satisfactory level to fulfil the rezoning 
considerations attached to the proposaJ . 
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Specific issues for this project to be examined through the Development Permit application are 
as follows: 

• Finalized design of the ALR landscape buffer along Gilley Road. 

• Finalized design of the public walkway running along the west edge of the site. 

• Opportunities to implement measures to improve sustainability (Le., permeable 
pavers, native plantings. enhancements to the RMA). 

• Minor variances for any proposed building projections into setbacks. 

• Ellvil'orunentai and Department of Fisheries and Oceans approval for works within 
RMA and recommended mitigation/enhancement measures. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The application to rezone 22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road to permit the development of 35 
townhouse units complies with the OCP land usc designation for the area and is similar to other 
forms of multi-family housing in the Hamilton Area. Staff recommend support of the rezoning 
application. 

Kevin Eng 
Planner 1 

KE:cas 

Attaclunent 1: Location Map and Ai r Photo 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development and Landscape Plans 
Attaclunent 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4; Hamilton - Lower Westminster Sub Area Plan 
Attachment 5: Public Correspondence 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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Eng, Kevi n 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Wendy, 

Eng, Kevin 
Friday, 15 July 201 1 13:48 
'Wendy Walker' 
MayorandCouncillors 
RE: 22560/22600122620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Thank you for the email emphasizing your previous concerns and the additional comment about stability of home 
foundations in the neighbourhood. 

At the public hearing, these concerns were brought up by other residents and as a result, the issues surrounding soil and 
fill conditions in the neighbourhood and specific to the proposed project are to be reviewed by staff and the applicant and 
addressed in any forthcoming application to be considered by Counci\. 

Regards, 
Kevin Eng 
Policy Planning 
City of Richmond 
P: 604-247-4626 F: 604-276-4052 
keng@richmond.ca 

From: Wendy Walker [mailto:wgwalker@shaw.ca] 
Sent : Friday, 15 July 2011 11: 20 AM 
To: Eng, Kevin; Wendy Walker 
Cc: MayorandCounciliors 
Subj ect: Re: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 

Dear Kevin, 

Sorry - I meant to also mention that another main concern that brought everyone together at the 
meeting mentioned below wa5 potential damage to homes in the area that might occur during the 
bui lding proceS5. Those present stated there are homes in their area that are sinking and some 
owners have had their homes slab jacked to 5tabili2e them while others have visible signs of 
si nking. It was also mentioned that some properties have their homes and or yards sinking down 
towards the proposed development. During the parts of the discu5sion I was able to be part of this 
was discussed as a major concern far more than traffic flow or parking. This is definately a concern 
for us as stated in earlier communications. 

Regard5, 

Wendy Walker 

----- Original Message ----

From: Wendy Walker 
To: Eng. Kevin 
Cc: MayorandCouncillors 
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 4:05 PM 
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Subject: Re: 22560/22600/22620 Gi lley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 

Dear Kevin, 

Thank you for your reply. I was very disappointed when I learnt that the local residents who came 
to the last meeting focused their concerns only on the traffic routing. Just prior to the meeting at 
City Hall, there were a group of residents including myself that came together via email as we all 
had concerns about the townhouses. It was agreed we should all meet and I was asked by Carrie 
Murray to hold it at my house. 

It was originally meant to discuss concerns that the the size of the townhouse development in the 
middle of single family homes was inappropriate. The question of access onto Gilley Road came up 
as an option to Turner and I said I was advised that access would definitely be via Turner which was 
also noted on the documents you had forwarded. There were many comments from those present 
about lack of parking in front of their homes when more than one neighbour had a family gathering 
at the same time. In addition, they all commented on the great many secondary suites in the homes 
in that area. As we live on a cui de sac I didn't see this as a major concern to perhaps have friends 
park 1/ 2 block away - it is a fact of life for us and many. 

Even though everyone present spoke great English and I was the only person in the group that did 
not speak Chinese, the conversation switched largely to Chinese. I was asked if I thought the city 
would listen if they were vocal enough and I said I believed yes. I was than asked if I would draw 
up a petition as they said most people in the area would not come out or may not have enough 
English to understand the issue but they could get them to sign something. In good faith I did this. 
The final petition was translated to Chinese but the wording was also changed from what I put 
together and of course I don't know what the actual translation says. I don't know how many 
signatures were turned in via the petitions but I would question the validity of these. 

Again, when I walk or drive through the area in question around Turner, there is always has plenty 
of street parking, easy access for passing, and very little pedestrian traffic. I have also noticed 
most driveways are also usually empty though they have room for at least 2 cars each. 
Given how quiet this area is, the width of the streets, sidewalks and available parking it is hard to 
believe that Gi lley could ever be considered an option . I would suggest that everyone in concern 
take a road trip to see this section of Gilley Road if they haven't already done so. Especially when 
school is back in and the foot traffic increases, I cannot invision how Gilley could ever work as an 
option. 

Regards, 

Wendy Walker 

----- Original Message --
From: Eng. Kevin 
To: wgwalker@shaw.ca 
Cc: MayorandCounciliors 
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 3:06 PM 
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Subject: RE: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 

Hi Wendy and George Walker, 

Thank you for the email and communicating your observations about the streets in the area and concerns about use of 
Gilley Road by the proposed townhouse development 

The rezoning application was referred by Richmond City Council at the May 16, 2011 Public Hearing with the direction 
to address a number of the concerns raised at the meeting. Two specific issues raised at Public Hearing are the routing 
of traffic through the neighbourhood and providing access to the proposed development from Gilley Road. 

Staff and the applicant are in the process of reviewing these issues raised at Public Hearing by area residents and 
Council. 

The rezoning application is required to proceed through the statutory rezoning process (including a Public Hearing). 

Your email will be included in any forthcoming report on the application so that Council is aware of you r comments and 
concerns . 

Regards, 
Kevin Eng 
Policy Planning 
City of Richmond 
P: 604-247-4626 F: 604-276-4052 
keng@richmond.ca 

From: Wendy Walker [mailto :wgwa lker@shaw.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, 13 July 2011 12:02 PM 
To: Eng, Kevin 
Cc: MayorandCounciliors; PlanningDevelopment 
Subject: Re: 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road Rezoning (RZ 06-344606) 
Importa nce: High 

Dear Kevin, 

We were shocked to re<:entlv hear from a realtor that the rezoning of 22560/22600/22620 Gilley Road (RZ 06-34'1606) Is going ahead with the traffIC now 

being diverted to Gilley Road. This is complete ly contrary to what we have been sent In attachments from the city, We have been 
verbally told in the past that Gilley was not an option. 

The original doo..ments state that al traffic will be diverted via Tumer Street. In speaking with the ety they also advised that once the dead end near 
Turner was completed it would actually aeate a greater traffic flow on Turner. 

We have heard complaints from residents on Turner and surrounding streets not wanting the 
additional traffic. They stated it was because many of their homes have secondary suites and in 
addition the majority have regular, large family gatherings that place a demand on parking. 
We have made it a point over the past several months to walk and drive through that area at 
various times of day and night on a very regular basis. It is a very quiet street and area. There 
is always has plenty of street parking, easy access for paSSing, no traffic blocks and very little 
pedestrian traffic. 

Turner and other streets in that subdivision are 29.9 feet wide AND in addition they 
also have sidewalks that add to the safety of pedestrians. 
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Gilley Road is only 16 feet wide with no sidewalks and virtually no parking. It is difficult 
for two vehicles to often pass each other especially if one is a truck or such. I live on Fraserbank 
Place but my kitchen window looks over Gilley. Over the years I have witnessed many close calls 
as pedestrians have no choice but to walk on the roadr There is a lot of foot traffic on Gilley from 
the sub division above especially during the school season and there are no sidewalks and minimal 
shoulders to walk on. It is a dead end street and also popular with people racing mini bikes and 
such and most vehicles travel above the speed limit - garbage trucks are amongst the worst. 

The ditches are full of wi ld life including beavers and a year ago we found a dead beaver on the 
should that had been hit by a car. Gilley is already so unsuited to the amount of foot traffic given its 
width and other conditions it is unimaginable it could become a main access for the new homes. 

We would like to request an update on the status of the development and do understand it is likely 
to go ahead. However, Gilley Road at a mere 16 feet, with no sidewalks, the ditches etc. is 
absolutely the wrong street for access. We live on a cui de sac where many neighbours also have 
family gatherings and we manage. These events do not refiect the true traffic/parking conditions. 

Regards, 

Wendy and George Walker 
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Rezoning Considerations 
22560, 22600 and 22620 Gilley Road 

RZ 06-344606 

ATTACHMENT 7 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8750, the developer is required to complete 
the following: 

1. Consolidation of the 3 subject properties into one development parcel. 

2. Provide a 12.2 m wide land dedication along the southern most portions 0[22560 and 22600 
Gilley Road to facilitate a road right-ofway with a minimum width of 17 m. 

3. Registration on title ofa 4.5 m wide public rights-of-passage statutory right-of-way along the 
consolidated development site' s west and north property line for the purposes ofa public 
pedestrian walkway that includes the following provisions: 

a. A minimum 2.5 m wide hard surface walkway is to allow public access for 
pedestrians, cyclists, scooters, wheelchairs (motorized and non-motorized) and 
similar types of non-vehicle related means of transport. 

b. Maintenance of the surrounding landscaping and related elements (i.e. , fencing) along 
with general upkeep of the walkway (i.e. , snow, ice, debris removal ; walkway upkeep 
in a safe condition) will be by the future strata corporation. 

c. The City will maintain the hard surface walkway. 

4. Submission of a report by a professional environmental consultant to review all proposed 
works in or adjacent to the existing 5 m RMAs. All works and mitigation/enhancement 
measures recorrunended by the developer' s environmental consultant must be approved by 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans prior to final approval of the Servicing Agreement. 

5. Submission and approval ofa Servicing Agreement· for the design and construction of the 
following works (No Development Cost Charge Credits available): 

3519618 

a. Rathburn Drive and Turner Street connection - works include, but are not limited to 
8.5 m pavement width, curb & gutter on both sides of the road, 1.5 m wide sidewalk 
and boulevard. Road works are required to match and connect with existing road 
standard implemented for Rathburn Drive and Turner Street. 

b. Pedestrian pathway within the 4.5 m wide public rights-of-passage statutory right-of
way running along the west and north edge of the consolidated development site to 
consist ofa minimum 2.5 m wide hard-surface pathway, appropriate landscape 
buffering and fencing (i.e" 4 ft. maximum height). The design is also required to 
include a culvert crossing to Gilley Road at the northeast comer of the site in 
conjunction with the vehicle driveway access to the site. 

c. Gilley Road upgrades between the vehicle access to the subject site and Westminster 
Highway to achieve the following road cross section: 

1. Minimum 6.1 m wide asphalt driving surface. 

11 . Minimum 1.5 m wide asphalt pedestrian pathway (interim) along the south 
side of the road and north of the existing watercourse. The pathway would be 

CNCL - 109



- 2-

delineated with pavement markings or other traffic devices (i.e., delineators or 
raised pavement markers). The 1.5 m wide pathway is required to be 
designed to accommodate vehicle traveL 

Ill. Appropriate tie~in to the top-of bank of the canal on both sides of Gilley Road. 

l V. Minimum 0.6 m wide gravel shoulder tie-in to the existing watercourse on the 
north side of Gilley Road. 

d. Removal cfall existing culvert crossings along the subject site's Gilley Road frontage 
and installation of a new culvert crossing along Gilley Road for the townhouse 
development. 

e. Installation of an oil and grit sump infrastructure associated with the on-site drainage 
system to filter storm water from the development site. 

f. Inclusion of mitigation and enhancement works to the RMA along Gilley Road as 
recommended by the professional environmental consultant's report and approved by 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans. 

6. Registration on title of a Flood Plain Covenant identifying a minimum Flood Construction 
Level of 3.5 m. 

7. Registration on title of a covenant that restricts the conversion of off-street parking areas to 
habitable space. 

8. Registration on title of a restrictive covenant that prevents the removal or significant 
modification of the 6 m wide landscape buffer screening along the development site's Gilley 
Road frontage, which is to be adequately maintained by the property owner for the purposes 
of mitigating against typical noise, dust and odour activities associated with adjacent 
agricultural operations. 

9. City' s acceptance of a voluntary contribution of $22,388 ($0.60 per square foot of 
developable density) to the City's affordable housing fund. 

ID. City's acceptance of a voluntary contribution of $22,388 ($0.60 per square foot of 
developable density) to the City's public art fund. 

I I. City'S acceptance of a voluntary contribution of$35,000 ($1,000 per unit) for cash-in-lieu of 
on-site indoor amenity space. 

12. Approval from the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure. 

13. Submission and processing ofa Development Permit completed to a level deemed acceptable 
to the Director of Development. 

Prior to issuance of the Development Pennit·, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
1. Submission of a letter of credit for the appropriate amount based on the approved 

Development Pennit landscape plan for the subject site. 
2. Installation of tree protection fencing to the City's specification for the hedge located on the 

neighbouring property at the north-west comer of the site and engage a certified professional 
arborist to oversee, inspect and approve the installed tree protection fencing. 
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Prior to issuance of the Building Permit*. the developer is required to complete the following: 

1. Submission and approval of a construction parking and traffic management plan to be 
provided to the Transportation Division that includes location for parking for services, 
deliveries, loading, application for request for any lane closures (including dates, times, and 
duration), and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for Works 
on Roadways (Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure). The construction parking and 
traffic management plan is required to include the following provisions: 

a. No construction related parking or staging of trucks on Gilley Road or in the 
surrounding neighbourhood. 

h. Dedicated areas for construction staff parking on sites/areas secured by the developer 
for thjs purpose. 

c. Dedicated construction loading/staging areas on the subject development site. 

d. Construction vehicle access/egress is prohibited from utilizing Rathburn Drive or 
Turner Street. 

e. Construction vehicles will be required to travel at a reduced speed down Gilley Road. 

*Requires separate application submission 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8750 (RZ 06-344606) 

22560, 22600 & 22620 GILLEY ROAD 

Bylaw 8750 

The Council of the City ofRichrnond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fonns part of 
Riclunond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it TOWN H O USING (ZTll) - HAMILTON. 

P.I.D.003-9 11-985 
Parcel "A" (Explanatory Plan 29178) Lot 2 Section 2 Block 4 North Range 4 West New 
Westminster District Plan 5334 

P.J .D. 003-558-622 
Parcel A (RDI4733E) Lot I Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 79860. Section 2 Block 4 
North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 5334 

P. l. D.OIO-724-915 
Easterly Half Lot I Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 79860, Section 2 Block 4 North 
Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 5334 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8750" . 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT A TION 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

DEVELOPMENT REQ UIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 
31 88232 

APR 2 6 2011 

MAY 1 6 ZOl1 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

;Jz 
APPROVED 
by Director 
",SoIl ()( 
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City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department Report to Committee 

To: 

From: 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

7o:!1/q/7/7r~9({)#?4J./ny-?:,! _ <0/ <
Date: ../April 26, 2012 

File: RZ 11-582830 

Re: Application by Arnrit Maharaj for Rezoning at 4820 Garry Street from Single 
Detached (RS1/E) to Single Detached (RS2/A) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8825, for the rezoning of 4820 Garry Street from "Single Detached (RS I IE)" to 
"Single Detached (RS2IA)", be introduced and given first reading. 

J .1I1.l:ks<m, MelP 
Director of Development 

EL: rg 
Atl. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY ~(/(/~ 
ROUTED TO: C ONCURRENCE CON& RENCE OF'bENERAL MANAGER 

Affordable Housing YUr:O 
,~.,~ .,J-'hI 

V/J 
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April 26, 2012 -2- RZ 11-582830 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Amrit Maharaj has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 4820 Garry Street 
(Attachment I ) from Single Detached (RSI/E) to Single Detached (RS2/A) in order to pennit 
the property to be subdivided into two (2) single-family residential lots. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 2). 

Surrounding Development 

The subject site is located on the south side of Garry Street, west of Railway Avenue. The 
surrounding area is an establi shed residential neighbourhood consisting predominantly of newer 
single-family dwellings on small lots created through subdivision, with a few remaining older 
single-family dwellings on large lots. Other land uses also exist further west in the 
neighbourhood (i.e. institutional, multi- fami ly, public open space). 

Related Policies & Studies 

Lot Size Policy 5471 

The subject site is located within the area covered by Lot Size Policy 547 1 (adopted by Counci l 
July 29, 2002) (At tachment 3). This Policy pennits rezoning and subdivision oflots on thi s 
section of Garry Street in accordance with "Single Detached (RS2IA)". This redevelopment 
proposal would enable the property to be subdivided into two (2) lots, each approximately 
9.75 m (32 ft.) wide and 387 m' (4 ,165 fi') in area. 

Affordable Housing 

The Richmond Affordab le Housing Strategy requires a suite on at least 50% of new lots, or a 
cash-in-lieu contribution of$I.00 per square foot of total building area toward the Affordable 
Housing Reserve Fund for single-family rezoning applications. 

The applicant has agreed to provide a voluntary cash contribution for affordable housing based 
on $1 per square foot of building area for single-family developments (Le. $ 4,582). Should the 
applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected (prior to final 
adoption of the rezoning bylaw) to providing a legal secondary suite on one (1) of the two (2) 
future lots at the subject site, the applicant will be required to enter into a legal agreement 
registered on Title, slating that no final Building Permit inspection will be granted until the 
secondary suite is constructed to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the BC Building 
Code and the City' s Zoning Bylaw. This legal agreement will be a condition of rezoning 
adoption. This agrecment will be discharged from Title on the lot without the secondary suite, at 
the initiation of the applicant, after the requirements are satisfied . 
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April 26, 2012 -3- RZ 11-582830 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required prior to rezoning bylaw 
adoption. 

Public Input 

There have been no concerns expressed by the public about the development proposal in 
response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the property. 

Staff Comments 

Tree Protection 

A Certified Arborist 's Report was not required as the site survey provided by the applicant 
confirmed that there are no trees on site. The three (3) trees on the adjacent property to the west, 
as shown on the topographic survey (Attachment 4), have been removed by the property owner 
of adjacent site as part of the redevelopment of 4800 Garry Street (RZ 10-508885 and 
SD 10-508886). The three (3) trees were approved for removal as part of the rezoning 
application. 

Tree Planting 

Council Pol icy 5032 encourages property owners to plant a minimum of two (2) trees per lot in 
recognition of the benefits ofmban trees (minimwn 6 cm calliper deciduous or 3 m high 
conifer). The applicant has agreed to plant and maintain a total of four (4) trees on the future lots 
[two (2) per future lot]. Prior to rezoning adoption, the applicant must submit a security in the 
amount of$2,000 ($500/tree) to ensure new trees are planted and maintained on-site. 

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access 

There are no servicing concerns with rezoning. 

Vehicular access to the site at future development stage will be from Garry Street. The existing 
pedestrian cross walk on the frontage of the east half of the site will require some modifications 
in order to accommodate driveway access to the proposed east lot. The road works that will be 
required at future subdivision stage include, but not limited to, relocating the crosswalk and 
wheelchair ramps, curb extension reconstruction (north side of Garry Street), eradicating the 
ex isting crosswalk and restriping with thermoplastic paint at the new location, and relocating a 
street tree in front of the site. All of these works wi ll be done through a City Works Order at the 
developer's cost. 

Subdivision 

At future Subdivision stage, the developer will be required to pay Development Cost Charges 
(City and GVS & DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing 
Costs. 
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Analysis 

This is a relatively straightforward redevelopment proposal. This development proposal is 
cons istent with Lot Size Policy 5471 and is located within an established residential 
neighbourhood that has a strong presence of small lots zoned Single Detached (RS ItA and 
RS2/A), created from larger lots. All the relevant technical issues have been addressed. Several 
remaining lots zoned Single Detached (RSllE) along Garry Street have the potential to rezone 
and subdivide. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application to permit subdivision of an existing large lot into two (2) smaller lots 
complies with Lot Size Policy 5471, all applicable policies and land use designations contained 
within the Official Community Plan (OCP), and is consistent with the direction of redevelopment 
in the surrounding area. The list of rezoning conditions is included as Attachment 5, which has 
been agreed to by the applicant (signed concurrence on file). On this basis. staff recommend 
support of the application. 

Edwin Lee 
Planner I 
(604-276-4121 ) 

EL:rg 

-

Attachment I : Location Map! Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Lot Size Policy 5471 
Attachment 4: Topographic Survey/Proposed Subdivision Layout 
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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City of Richmond 
691 J No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2CI 
www.richmond.ca 
604-276-4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 11-582830 Attachment 2 

Address: 4820 Garry Street 

Applicant Amrit Maharaj 

Planning Area(s): Steveston (Schedule 2.4) 

I Existing I Proposed 

Owner: Amrit T MaharaJ, Arti R Maharaj, To be determined Ambalika Maharaj 

Site Size (m2
) : Approx 774 m2 (8,332 ftZ ) Two lots each approximately 

387 m' (4 165 W) ' 

Land Uses: One (1) single-family dwelling Two (2) sing le-fam ily dwellings 

Generalized land Use Map 
OCP Designation: designation - "Neighbourhood No change 

Residential" 

Area Plan Designation: Single-Family No change 

Policy 5471 permits subdivision to 
702 Policy Designation: ·Single Detached (RS2/At along 

this section of Garrv Street. 
No change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS 1/E) Single Detached (RS2IA) 

Number of Units: 1 2 

On Future 
Bylaw Requirement 

I 
Proposed Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Bu ilding: Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous: Max. 70% Max. 70% none 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 20'% Min. 20% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 270 m2 387 m 2 none 

Setback - Front & Rear Yards (m): Min. 6m Min. 6m none 

Setback - Side Yard (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none 

Height (m): Max. 2 Y, storeys max. 2 y" storeys none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of sign ificant trees. 
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RZ 11-582830 
Original Date: 07/20/11 

Amended Dale: 04126/12 

Note: Oim\:T1sions a~ in MeTRES 
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Attachment 3 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

Page I of2 

File Ref: 4045-00 

POLICY 5471: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes for properties along Garry Street, between No. 1 
Road and Railway Avenue (in a portion of Section 2-3-7): 

82295) 

That properties located along Garry Street between No.1 Road and Railway Avenue, in 
a portion of Section 2-3-7, be permitted to subdivide in accordance with the provisions of 
Single-Family Housing District Subdivision Area A (R1/A) in Zoning and Development 
Bylaw 5300 provided that no new accesses are created onto Railway Avenue and No.1 
Road; and 

That properties located at 4771,4109,4111,4211, 4160,4180,401 1 Garry Street and 
the north-westerly portion of 4200 Garry Street be deemed eligible for townhouse 
development; and 

That this policy be used to determine the disposition of future single-family and 
townhouse rezoning applications in th is area for .a period of not less than five years , 
unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the Zoning and Development 
Bylaw. 
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Rezoning would be permitted to RI tA. 
(9 m or 29.527 ft. Wide lots) 

Townhouse or single-fami ly lots. 

16 detached townhouse units that 
resemble single-fami ly homes. 

Policy 5471 
Section 02-3 -7 

Original Date: 07129/02 

Revision Date: 

NOIe: Dimens iorul are in METRES 
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BLOCK 3 NORTH RANGE 7 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT PLAN 31520 
,"820 GAARY STREET. 
R~HI.4ONO. B.C. 
P.I.O 004-041 - 682 

") dena' .. dec~ 

(0) d"",,\e. eonlf., 

• de"" ... _or por. 

• d......t .. ""'.... <Gte;, ba..., 00. de."" .. dM-.t 

• doroDl .. __ met .. 

Un - Iotn4> ,tor.danI 
• do_ top 01 '>01 
~ d onot.. bolt ...... of ..... 

1",,,,, (W'W"i . 
~N.c>i.!,\,) ,~~lIOti 

K2 iO-,"o3f?' 

LOT 

© eopy .... ht 
J. C. Tom and Msoclot •• 
c..nodo and B.C. Land Su.-..y", 

11~ - 88JJ Odlll\ C",ce"t 
Richmond. B.C. V6X J17 
T_phone: 214-8928 
Fox: 214-8929 

-0.47 (cl 
TO<): '610 

SCAlE: 1 :200 

• , .. " 
ALL DtsTA..'fCES ARE fN .IlETRES .\ND DEtDfALS 

THEREOF UNLESS OTHtRWlSE INDICATED 

LOT A 

LOT A LOT B LOT 1 

"'"" 
CERTlFlED CORRECT: 
LOt OIWEHSIOH ACCOI!DItIC TO 
~~. 

AITACHMENT 4 

[-mal: I>fficeOjctom.com 
.,.,.l»lt., " ... ;Clom.com 
Job tW. 4469 
fl! - 181 P58-60 
0.0" " By: MY 

OWG No. 4469-TOPO 

Elevationo ._n Of. boNd On City of 
Richmond HPH S.""hmort Mh.on.. 
aonchmonc: HPN 1205, 
Con\tol ).\on""",,,1 77H. 827 
I..ocoted 01 CL Roil.Qy A,.. ok Co rry SI 
ElevoUon _ 1.044 m.tr .. 

@b,~ 'm . 
MAY 16th. 2011 . 

CNCL - 122



City of 
Richmond 

Address: 4820 Garry Street 

ATIACHMENT 5 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No. : RZ 11-582830 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8825, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
1. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

2. The City's acceptance of the applicant's voluntary contribution of$I.00 per buildable square foot of the singie·family 
deve lopment (i.e. $4,582.00) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

Notc: Shou ld the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Hous ing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a proposal to build a secondary su ite on one (\) of the two (2) fu ture lots at 
the subject site. To ensure that a secondary su ite is built to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the 
Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant is requ ired to enter into a legal agreement registered on T itle as a 
condition of rezoning, stating that no final Building Permit inspection will be granted until a secondary suite is 
constructed to the sati sfaction ofthe City, in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

3. Submission of a Landscaping Security to the City of Richmond in the amount of $2,000 ($SOO/tree) for the planting 
and maintenance of four (4) new trees (minimum 6 em ca lliper deciduous o r 3 m high conifer, including a mix of 
coniferous and deciduous trees) on site. 

Prior to Subdivision Approval, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Payment of Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DO), School Site Acqu isition Charge, Address Assignment 

Fee, and Servicing Costs. 

2. Roadworks to be done at the developer's sole cost via City Work Order. Roadworks include, but not limited to, 
re locating the crosswa lk and wheelchai r ramps, curb extension reconstruction (north side of Garry Street), erad icating 
the existing crosswalk and restriping with thermoplastic paint at the new location, and relocating a street tree in front 
of the site. 

Note: If on-site street tree relocation is not possible, a 2: I replacement compensation will be required. 

Note: 

• Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not on ly as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of me Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development detennines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
ronn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

[signed orig inal on file] 

Signed Date 

3519623 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8825 (RZ 11-582830) 

4820 GARRY STREET 

Bylaw 8825 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as fo llows: 

I. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, wh ich accompanies and fonns part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existi ng zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS21E). 

P.I.D.004-041 -682 
Lot 57 Section 2 Block 3 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 31520 

2. This Bylaw may be ci ted as " Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8825" . 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

lS20319 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

crrvOf 
RlCHMONO 

APPROVED 

" 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

From: Brian J. Jackson 
Director of Development 

File: RZ 12-601319 

Re: Application by City of Richmond for Rezoning at 23591 Westminster Hwy. from 
Single Detached (RS1/F) to School & Institutional Use (SI) 

Staff Recommendation 

That: 

I. That Bylaw No. 8880 to amend the Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100, by 
repealing the existing land use designation in Schedule 2.14 (Hamilton Area Plan) for 
23591 Westminster Hwy. and by designating it "Community Facilities" , be introduced 
and given first reading. 

2. That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in conjunction with: 

• the City' s Financial Plan and Capital Program; 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste 

Management Plans; 

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

3. That Bylaw No. 8880, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw 
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further 
consultation. 

4. That Bylaw N o. 8881 , for the rezoning of23591 Westminster Hwy. from "Single 
Detached (RS1/F)" to "School & Institutional Use (SI)" be introduced and given first 
reading. 

Brian 1. Jackson 
Director of Development 

BJ:dcb 
At!. 6 

348271 4 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

VKlK-0" F ,zr;::,..,GENERAL MANAGER 
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May 7, 2012 - 2 - RZ 12-601319 

Staff Report 

Origin 

The City of Richmond has applied for permission to rezone 23591 Westminster Highway from 
Single Detached (RS I IF) to School and Institutional Use (SI) in order to develop a new daycare 
facility. The subject property (see location map in Attachment 1) was dedicated to the City as 
part of the community contributions provided through the rezoning for the Translink Operations 
and Maintenance Bus Facility at 411 1 Boundary Road (RZ 09-484669 adopted Oct 8, 20 I 0). 
Translink also provided significant funds toward the site preparation and construction of the 
daycare facility. 

Accommodating the proposed daycare use at the subject property necessitates an amendment of 
the land use designation in the Hamilton Area Plan (Land Use Map) to redesignate the site from 
"Residential (Mixed MUltiple and Single· Family)" to "Community Facilities". 

Project Description 

The 2,287.5 m2 site will be developed to accommodate a licensed child daycare facility 
approximately 315 ml (3,400 ftl) in size to provide care for up to 33 children: (e.g., one group of 
up to eight infants and toddlers and another group of up to twenty·five children of thirty months 
to school age). The site will remain City owned but the facility will be leased at nominal cost to 
a licensed non-profit chi ld care provider to operate the facility. 

The main building will consist of wood· frame modular units installed on a pennanent concrete 
foundation with a crawlspace. A wood truss roof will be constructed on site. The site will be 
raised to ensure that the underside of the floor structure is above the flood plain elevation of 
305m GSC. 

In terms of site planning, the applicant's submission notes "the site will be developed with 
retaining walls, fencing, planting, site furniture, and hard and soft landscaping surfaces to 
provide play areas for children attending the daycare. Sidewalks and ramps graded to 
appropriate slopes will be provided to ensure the accessibility of the building and the play areas." 
Special attention has been given to minimize any grade differences between the building and the 
play areas. 

The site plan provides for both covered outdoor play areas (approx. 573m2 total) and open 
outdoor play areas (approx. 658.6 m2 total). These play areas well exceed the BC Child Care 
Licensing requirements. The site will be fenced and landscaped to ensure child safety is 
maintained. 

Bylaw requirements for both vehicle parking and bicycle parking are fully satisfied under the 
proposed site plan. The site will include ten regular sized parking stalls, one loading bay and a 
handicapped stalL Four of the stalls are in a tandem arrangement. Transportation staff are 
supportive of this arrangement since the tandem stalls will be used for drop off parking and will 
abut stalls used by the facility's employees. This arrangement will be self managed. 
Collectively, these stalls will accommodate the facility employees, the parent's drop offneeds 
and on·site waste pickup I delivery needs of the facility. One Class I (indoor) and two Class 2 
(outdoor) bicycle stalls are also provided. 
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The operation will conform to the Be Child Care Licensing Regulation in terms of the number of 
employees to children ratios. It is anticipated that the facil ity will typically operate with five 
employees with a maximum of eight employees on site at anyone time to faci litate continuous 
care from 7:30 am to 6:00 pm subject to demand. 

The construction program is being managed by the City's Project Development & Facility 
Services Department. Facilities staff are targeting the daycare facility to be operationally open 
by September, 2013 . 

The conceptual site plan is provided in Attachment 2. Although the building will be done 
through a design build process which could result in modifications, preliminary conceptual 
design plans are also included in Attachment 2. 

No significant trees are located on the site. The conceptual landscape plan indicates that 16 trees 
are planned to be installed on site. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing detai ls about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 3). No Zoning variances are being requested with this application. 

On December 19,2011, Council resolved "That the Society of Richmond Children's Centres 
(SRCC) be endorsed as the operator of the City-owned child care facility to be constructed at 
23591 Westminster Highway." The SRCC is a non-profit society. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: A 30m wide treed linear park strip connecting to the North Arm of the Fraser 
Ri ver. North of the park strip is the 73.259m2 Translink Operations and Maintenance Bus 
Facility (RZ 09-484669 adopted Oct 8, 2010; DP 10-535726 in circulation). The Translink site 
is zoned Light Industrial (IL). 

To the East: Westminster Highway and Highway 91A. 

To the South: Westminster Highway and a large 6,673m2 vacant lot owned by the BC 
Transportation Financing Authority and zoned Single Detached (RS IIF) . 

To the West: Two large single family residential lots zoned Single Detached (RSIIF). 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan Amendment 
The Land Use Map in Schedule 2.14 (Hamilton Area Plan) of the Official Community Plan 
(OCP) currently designates the subject property for "Residential (Mixed Multiple and Single
Family)". As the intended use of this City owned site is to accommodate a licensed child 
daycare facility the more appropriate land use designation within the Hamilton Area Plan 
accommodating the use is "Community Facilities". The Staff recommendat ions include an 
amendment to the Land Use Map in the Hamilton Area Plan to redesignate the subject site to 
"Community Facilities" . No other amendments to the Hamilton Area Plan are required . 
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Council Resolution 
On June 28, 20 I 0, Council adopted the fo llowing resolution related to the proposed child daycare 
fac ility: 

That the Community Amenity Benefits negotiated through the TransLink site rezoning be used, as 
proposed In the Director of Development's report to Planning Committee dated December 10, 
2009, for the establishment of a City-owned child care facility on the Community Amenity Lands 
given that, prior to opening the facility, staff have addressed safety concerns raised by the 
Hamilton Community Association in the following ways: 

1. vehicular access to the Community Amenity Lands be situated at the north-east corner of 
the site on Westminster Highway; 

2. an asphalt walkway with extruded curb be provided on the north side of Westminster 
Highway, from the western edge of the Community Amenity Lands to Smith Crescent, at 
the estimated cost of $45,000; 

3. a special crosswalk with advanced warning signage be installed on Westminster Highway 
at Smith Crescent, at the estimated cost of $40,000,' 

4. an extruded curb be installed between the existing eastbound travel lane and shoulder on 
the east side of Westminster Highway, from Smith Crescent to Gilley Road, to create a 
delineated walkway and cycling path at the estimated cost of $70,000; 

5. a new bus stop for the westbound bus be located in close proximity to the Community 
Amenity Lands on Westminster Highway; and 

6. staff comment on the issues surrounding the pedestrian improvements on the north side 
of Westminster Highway. 

Although a response was provided for each of the above parts of the Council resolution in the 
report by the General Manager - Community Services (dated June 10, 20 I 0, REDMS #2907876) 
the updated status of each part of this reso lution is further addressed in the Analysis section of 
this report. 

Consultation 

Hamilton Community Association 
City staff from Project Development and Facility Services, Transportation and Planning and 
Development met with the board members of the Hamilton Community Association (HCA) on 
March 20, 2012. Staff presented the proposed site plan to the Board members, discussed planned 
fac ility capacity and planned road/pedestrian improvements both in front of the site and in other 
locations along Westminster Highway within Hamilton. Staff also provided infonnat ion and 
responded to questions on how each of the safety concerns previously identified by the HCA 
were being addressed. 

School District 
Although thjs development project will not result in any increase in the number of new children 
to the area, basic infonnation about the project was provided to the Richmond School District 
staff with a request for contact should they require any further information. To time of writing, 
no requests for additional information have been received from the School District. 
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Vancouver Coastal Health 
Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH) representatives have indicated that they are aware of this 
project and are familiar with the proposed operator whom they know to be informed of the 
criteria for operating a licensed child daycare. VCH staff will continue to work with the City and 
the operator as this project develops but to date of correspondence VCH had no concerns with 
the project as proposed (pers. comm. Feb 28 ili

, 2012). 

Richmond Advisory Design Panel 
Although a Development Pennit is not required for this daycare facility as it is considered an 
"institutional use" the project was taken to the Advisory Design Panel on April 18,2012, for 
informal comments and feedback primarily focused on the facility site planning. Comments 
provided by the Panel are shown in Attachment 4. The project Architect's responses to each of 
the ADP comments are provided in Attachment 5. 

Facilities staff have agreed to include the Panel's comments with the Design Build Terms of 
Reference which will be put out to tender so that the prospective builder will have the 
opportunity to incorporate appropriate design changes into their submission to the extent possible 
given the project budget. 

Overall, the ADP comments were complementary and focused on ideas to tweak the plans 
should the budget and site conditions permit. 

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MaTI) 
Preliminary Approval has been granted by MoTI (letter dated February 29, 2012) for one year 
pursuant to section 52(3)(a) of the Transportation Act. No other concerns or restrictions have 
been made by the Ministry. 

Consultation with Adjacent Neighbour 
City staff from Project Development and Facility Services met with the only adjacent residential 
neighbours (i.e. 23551 Westminster Hwy.) to the subject site on March 20, 2012. The expected 
development plan, site plan and construction schedules were outlined for the neighbours. As the 
subject site is being raised, up to a 2.24m (approx.) grade difference will exist between the 
daycare ' s s lab elevation and the existing grade of the neighbour's property to the west. 

Concerns for the neighbours include: 
• Managing drainage impacts during preload and post construction given the expected 

grade differences between the properties. 
• Ensuring that fencing on top of the retaining wall and the retaining wall itself will not 

look unattractive and meet both property' s needs. 
• Potential impacts on their sanitary septic field. They had questions as to whether a 

sanitary connection to the City'S system was anticipated in the future. 
• Whether the new linear park along their northern property line would be fenced. 

Recognizing that each property owner is responsible for managing drainage on their own site, 
Facilities staff will be exploring options that would benefit both properties by incorporating 
perimeter drainage on the daycare site at the base of the future retaining wall . 
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Fencing at the top of the retaining wall must meet child safety requirements. Given that 
constraint however, Facilities staff have committed to meeting with the adjacent neighbours to 
look at some options for the fencing material that will address both parties needs. The retaining 
wall itself will consist of decorative Allen block to create an attractive appearance from the 
neighbour's property. 

The neighbours have been advised that, at this time, there are no immediate plans to extend the 
sanitary sewer system to their property nor are there any plans to add new fencing along the 
linear park. Parks Staff have noted that there will be a defined pedestrian trail through the Park 
and that natural understorey growth within the 30 m wide strip will help confme pedestrian 
movements to the trai l. Park Staff wi ll, however, monitor the use of the area over time and 
reassess this issue if required in the future. 

Project Development and Facility Services staff have, and will continue to work cooperatively 
with the neighbours to ensure that their concerns are addressed to the extent possible. They have 
also conveyed to the neighbours that, with their pennission, a pre-construction bui lding and 
property survey will be undertaken at the C ity ' s expense to ensure that any impacts upon the 
adjacent property as a result of the daycare site's construction can be readily identified and 
addressed. 

Public Input 

With exception to the above noted agencies and individuals, no further public input was sought 
for this application. It is noted, however, that the rezoning application is subject to a Public 
Hearing as part of the normal rezoning approval process. To time of writing, no correspondence 
has been received from the public regarding the project. , 

Staff Comments 

No significant technical concerns were identified by staff regarding this project. As noted 
earlier, frontage works are to be completed by Translink under their rezoning considerations 
agreement. The timing for these works wi ll need to be coordinated and completed prior to 
occupancy of the daycare site. Staff are working with Translink to ensure this is done. 

The utility capacity analysis indicates that the development wi ll not require stonn, sanitary or 
water upgrades. Fire flow analysis will be required at bui lding permit stage. 

Analysis 

Response Status To Council's Resolution 
The text below provides the status responses to each of the six parts of the Council resolution of 
June 28, 2010. 

I. Vehicular access to the Community Amenity Lands be situated at the north-east corner of 
the site on Westminster Highway; 

3482714 

Status: As indicated on the site plan in Attachment 2, the vehicle access has been 
located adjacent to the property line at the northeast edge of the site. Transportation staff 
have indicated that this location provides acceptable sight lines to traffic in both 
directions. CNCL - 130
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2. An a~phalr walkway with extruded curb be provided on the north side of Westminster 
Highway, from the western edge a/the Community Amenity Lands to Smith Crescent, at 
the estimated cost 0/$45,000; 

Status: This is a Capital Project that is scheduled to be completed later in 2013. 

3. A special crosswalk with advanced warning signage be installed on Westminster 
Highway at Smith Crescent, at the estimated cost of $40, 000; 

Status : The special crosswalk with advanced warning signal was installed in 20 11 and 
was operational in March, 2012. 

4. An extruded curb be installed between (he existing eastbound travel lane and shoulder on 
the east side afWestminster Highway, from Smith Crescent to Gilley Road, to create a 
delineated walkway and cycling path at the estimated cost 0/$70,000; 

Status: The segment between Fraser Gate to Gilley Road is a Capital Project that will be 
completed later in 2012. The segment between Fraser Gate to Smith Crescent is a Capital 
Project that will be completed later in 2013. 

5. A new bus stop/or the westbound bus be located in close proximity to the Community 
Amenity Lands on Westminster Highway; and 

Status: The new bus stop will be implemented in consultation with the Coast Mountain 
Bus Company. This is anticipated to be completed in late 2013. 

6. Staff comment on the issues surrounding the pedestrian improvements on the north side 
0/ Westminster Highway. 

Status: Included with the Rezoning Considerations for the Hamilton Translink 
Operations and Maintenance Facility (RZ 09-484669) was a requirement fo r frontage 
improvements on the north side of Westminster Highway to be undertaken as part of the 
Servicing Agreement. The frontage improvements are to include a 1.8m westbound bike 
lane and 2.0m paved and de lineated walkway with extruded curb on the north side from 
Boundary Road to the western edge of the proposed daycare centre. Staff are currently 
working with Translink to ensure these elements are incorporated in their Servicing 
Agreement (SA 10-532629). 

Flood Covenant I Flood Event Release 
As the subject site will remain under City ownership a rezoning requirement for registration of a 
flood covenant was determined not to be required. 

The submitted plans indicate that the proposed buildings will fully meet the City'S current Flood 
Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw No. 8204 and the prescribed minimum 3.5m GSC Flood 
Construction Elevation. 

Geotechnical Review 
A geotechnical review was undertaken for the subject site. Based upon the findings from the 
geotechnical drilling, the site will required approximately 8 to 9 months of preloading to 
accommodate the facility. 
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Site Contamination 
A site investigation report was undertaken by Golder Associates on September 2, 2010. Based 
upon their historical review of the site they concluded that the site is not an area of 
environmental concern with regard to the Environmental Management Act. No further 
investigation was warranted. 

Tree Survey 
The tree survey was undertaken as part of the overall site survey. A single tree of bylaw size was 
identified on the site under the survey. A review by the City' s Tree Protection Officer indicated 
that the species was actually a multi -branching shrub species in very poor condition. A tree 
removal permit was not required for its removal and retention would affect site preloading 
activity. The landscaping plan for the site indicates approximately 16 trees will be added to the 
property. 

Frontage Improvements and the Provision of Utility Services 

Frontage improvements on Westminster Highway in front of the subject property are the 
responsibility ofTranslink as one of the conditions attached to the rezoning of the Hamilton 
Translink Operations and Maintenance Facility at 4111 Boundary Road (RZ 09-484669 adopted 
November 8, 2010). Translink representatives have been working closely with City staff on their 
Servicing Agreement (SAIO-532629) submissions and are aware of their obligations regarding 
the daycare frontage works. 

Per Translink's rezoning requirements, the frontage improvements along the daycare site on 
Westminster Hwy. wi ll include a 1.8m westbound bike lane and 2.0m paved and delineated 
walkway with extruded curb on the road to the western edge of the daycare property. Utility 
connections will also be required as part of the Translink Servicing Agreement. 

Based upon the submitted capacity analysis undertaken for the daycare project, storm, sanitary 
and water analyses were determined not to be required. A 75mm sanitary sewer forcemain is at 
the property line and can be connected to via a private pump station by the future contractors 
completing the site servicing. Connections for both water and stonn sewer will come from the 
south side of Westminster Hwy. This design is to be included in the offsite works being done by 
Translink. 

Staff have worked with Translink to coordinate the timing of the offsite works with the opening 
of the proposed child care facility. 

Additional fire flow analysis is to be undertaken at the Building Permit stage once the building 
design has been confirmed. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 
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Conclusion 

Staff are recommending support for the proposed daycare facility at 23591 Westminster Hwy. 
The proposed layout meets and exceeds the Be Child Care Licensing requirements and will help 
address a need for child care resources in the infant-toddler and pre-school age groups in 
Hamilton. The site has been will designed given the constraints of the site shape and the need to 
meet the flood construction elevation requirements and has been given general support by the 
Advisory Design Panel members. 

David Brownlee 
Planner 2 

DCB:cas 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Draft Minutes Advisory Design Panel April 18, 2012 
Attachment 5: GHMA Response to ADP Comments April27, 2012 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 

34821 14 CNCL - 133



-. " " 

P
R

O
P

O
SE

D
 

R
E

Z
O

N
IN

G
 

.' 
'i~l

>o;;
 

.,
,~
~ 

",
. 

~Oi
\',

 

. ~'
(,~

 
<p

 

• 

'''
'' 

W
E

S
T

M
IN

S
T

E
R

 H
W

Y
 

"
.
.
,
 

R
Z

 1
2-

60
13

19
 

#"
 

O
ri

gi
na

l D
at

e:
 0

2/
23

11
2 

R
ev

is
io

n 
D

at
e:

 

N
o'

" 
D

irn
<n

sl
om

 "
'"

 "
~
I
E
l
R
E
S
 

~ ;!
 

("
) 

I s: m
 

Z
 

-
i 
~
 

CNCL - 134



RZ 12-601319 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 3 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 12-601319 Attachment 3 

Address: 23591 Westminster Hwy. 

Applicant: City of Richmond 

Planning Area(s ): Hamilton 

I Existing I Proposed 

Owner: City of Richmond Same 

Site Size (m 2
): 2,287.5 m2 same 

Land Uses: vacant Child Daycare Facility 

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential same 

Area Plan DeSignation : Community Facilities Use 

Zoning: Sing le Detached (RS1 /F) School & Institutional Use (SI ) 

Floor Area Ratio : No maximum 0.14 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: No maximum 15% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): No minimum 2,287.5 m2 none 

Setback - Front Yard (m) : Min. 6.0 m Greater than 6.0 m Min. none 

Setback - Side & Rear Yards (m): Min. 3.0 m Greater than 3.0 m Min. none 

Height (m): 12 m Approx. 6.0 m none 

space per 
1 space for each 

in care 11 includ ing 1 handicapped 
0.75 x 8 employees = 6 space 

none Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 

33 children = 3.3 
II 

Loading Bay 1 medium 1 medium none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: permitted 5 stalls for dropoff none 

Bicycle Spaces 
spaces spaces 

none 

Other: 

.::~mond 
34827 14 
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DRAFT -Advisory Design Panel 

Wednesday, April 18, 2012 

Excerpt of Minutes 

ATTACHMENT 4 

2. RZ 12-601319 - HAMILTON CHILD DAYCARE FACILITY 

34827 14 

APPLICANT: City of Richmond 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 23591 Westminster Highway 

Applicant's Presentation 

Mark Mathiasen, OHM Architects, Janet Whitehead and Martin Younis, City of 
Richmond Project Development and Facility Services, presented the project on behalf of 
the applicant. 

Panel Discussion 
Comments from the Panel were as follows: 

• appreciate the accommodation for toilet requirements for daycare staff and chi ldren in 
wheelchairs or with mobility impainnent; 

• due to grade issues, give attention to ramping as it is necessary to provide continuous 
surfaces within the site; 

• no problem with Britco-style building; understand the budget constraints of the 
project; 

• landscaping seems active and interesting; lots of activities in different areas are 
appropriate for small children; 

• information provided on the edge detai ls of the building could use more resolution; 
concrete crawlspace kind of finish below the hardie panel is not visually interesting; 
consider adding a different material, e.g. corrugated metal; no space for berm or 
planter; 

• overall , a reasonably planned project given the limitations of the site; 
• question the location of the play area which is adjacent to Westminster Highway; why 

not locate it adjacent to the park to the north of the site?; may have shadow issues but 
would be more more removed from the road; 

• retaining wall at the west property line should be treated nicely in consideration of the 
neighbouring residential property to the immediate west; 

• very interesting scheme from a daycare perspective; fairly well-resolved project 
notwithstanding the challenges in grading; 

• a hill is a great play surface; look at opportunities to create a sloped surface from the 
covered deck edge down to grade to integrate the areas, e.g. through on-grade 
landscaping instead of lattice barrier; 
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• large verge at the edge of Westminster Highway could be treated to soften the street 
and provide buffering from the street; consider a reforestation plan (i.e., planting of 
small trees that eventually grow into big ones) to integrate cost-effective planting into 
boulevard to assist in screening noise and traffic coming from the highway to the play 
area; 

• sidewalk location needs to be separated from the street/curb to set better precedent for 
the neighbourhood; 

• would appreciate if proposals from the Panel could be integrated into the project's 
terms of reference; 

• consider providing temporary cover or tent-like structure for outdoor play areas to 
provide opportunities for outdoor play during rain; 

• consider more playfulness in window pattern, e.g. lower windows for toddlers; 

• consider using roof fence/vents or stronger changes in roof lines and fOnTIS to break 
up the massing of the roof and add playfulness to it; 

• consider adding another colour to add more playfulness to the project considering that 
it is a daycare facility; 

• understand the budget constraints of the project; however, consider improving texture 
of the paving corning out into the parking area; 

• notwithstanding the budget constraints, the terms of reference should encourage 
innovation by the proponents in terms of landscaping, building massing, articulation, 
window elements and roof fonn; 

• comments of Panel members may provide interesting solutions to challenges faced by 
the project; 

• ensure that there is sufficient tree planting in the northern edge of the site to provide 
sun shade for children during sunny days; 

• modular structure has successful precedents; ensure that wooden members are sized 
to be visually proportional and chunky; should tie-in with landscape elements; 

• ensure that there is sufficient buffering if the primary play area is on the highway 
side; 

• in view of the location of the play area, look at some serious buffering along the edge 
of Westminster Highway to address the noise issue; and 

• building is raised and there is a fair amount of space underneath; consider the 
possibility of a storage area in the crawlspace; could be incorporated under the 
building at minimal cost. 
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April 27. 2012 

City of Richmond 
Development Applications 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, British Columbia 
V6Y 2Cl Canada 

Sutte 203 
10 190 152A street 
SUlrcy.8.C, 
V3R 1J7 

tel: (604) 581-8128 
fax: 1604J 561-61 48 

Attn: David Brovmlee 
Special Projects Planner 

Dear Sir: 

Re: RZ 12·601319 - Hamilton Child Doycore Facility 
Response to ADP Minutes of AprJl18 2012 

Project No.: 11285 

As requested. here Is our response to recommendations mode by the Design Advlso", Ponel meeting held 
on April lB. 2012. The thoughtful comments ore aCknowledged, and apprecIated for their Intent In helping 
to Improve the Hamilton Daycare project. 

The following response Is Intended to provide context and bacl::.ground to comments suggesting chol1g€ls, 
and to Indicate a proposed course of action for tile Design-Builder, Responses ore Indicated by Italics. 

• due to g rade issues, give attention to ramping as it is necessary to prOvide continuous surfaces within 
the site. 

This issue has been addressed. The site Is gently graded to the front doors so as not to require romps 
for prlmoryaccess to the building. In addition, the Infont/Toddler access to the exterior Is prOlldedw/th 
a romp to foeilitate rncNlng Infants and toddlers In stroJlers from both front ond rear access points. 

• Information provided on the edge details of me building could use more resolufion: concrete 
crawispoce kind of finish below the hardie ponel is not visually Interesting; consider adding a different 
molerial, e.g. corrugated metal; no spoce for berm or planter; 

The building finishes will be changed to conceal the concrefe crawlspace foundation walls. 

• Question the lOcation of the ploy area which Is adjacent to Westminster Highwoy; why not locote it 
adjacent to the porl::: to the north of the site?; may hove shodow Issues but would be more mole 
removed from the rood; 

The building siting 'NOS rliNlevved In detollin consuJtotlon wtth City of. Richmond Planning, Engineering, 
Project Development and Social Services Deportment staff. A number of factors led to the placement 
of the building tClNOrds the rsor of the site: 

1] There Is a Jorge grade change required to meet flood plain elevations - the floor elevation Is 3.8m 
compored to a current CNeroge site elevation of 1. 1 - 1. 2m. Distance is necessary to help mitigate 
the visual and loglsflCOI effects of sHe grading transitions. Including planning considerations around 
the vlsuallmpoct to the public of high retaining walls along the front of the property. as well as 
traffic engineering concerns around traffic sight lines olong the curve of the odjoeent {oocJwcrt . 

.., ""'," 
I'Ichtlec1 Inc .. 9.l'IcIl" MAJ8C 

Page 1 014 
Mark Malhkli9f1 
I'ICIlIIect Inc .• II, !VeIl .. MAJ8C 

A 
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April 27 , 2012 
RZ 12·601319· Hamilton Child Doycare Facility 
Response to ADP Minutes of April 18 2012 

2) Placement towards the rear of the site mitigates impacts to the adjacent neighbour due to lower 
retaining wall heights and better views towards the front of the propertywtlere the C1C!/ocent house 
Is located, 

3) licensing requirements. for sofelyond operational reasons, stipulate a physical separation betvveen 
the Infont/loddler and 3-5 ege group ploy areas. 

4] set bock requirements combined wlttl access to the sunny south side, grading Issues, sight lines. 
publiC presence, and the requirement (or separate ploy areas 01/ helped leod to the decision to 
place the Jorgest playoreo, deSigned for 25 3-5 year olds, on the sunny south side. The smaller plCtf 
area, designed for B Infants and rocJdlers, was determined to be best lOCated on the Shadier and 
quieter north side. 

• retoining wall at the west property line should be treated nicely In consideration of the neighbouring 
residential property to tne Immediate west: 

Comment/requIrement will be passed along to the DeSign-Builder. Product such as "AJlan Bloc/{, a 
smaller scale architectural concrete product, Is proposed. 

• a hili Is a great play surface; JoOk. at opportunities to create a sloped surfoce from me covered deck 
edge down to grade to Integrate 1t1e OIeas. e.g . through on-grade landscaping Instead of lattice 
barrier: 

The suggested hll/ls likely not poSSible, as City stoff provided Instructions through earlier reviews to 
reduce Slapes In the play aroo for safety reasons. Other landscape opportunities, such as plant 
screening, would mitigate the v/suollssue thai Is mentioned. 

• large verge at 'tt1e edge of Westminster Highway could be treated to soften 'tt1e street and provide 
buffering from the street: consider a reforestation plan (I,e" p lanting of small trees 'tt1ot eventually grow 
Into big ones) to Integrate cost-effective planting Into boulevard to assist In screening noise and traffic 
coming from the highway to the play area: 

Off-site work Is determined by the prior re-zonlng (JfQlY3SS corrlad out for this site by B.C. Transit, and Is 
outSide the scope of this application. For Information purposes, It Is noted that Input from traffic 
engineering and planning during file site planning phose suggests that this Is not on option for traffic 
safety reasons due to required Sight lines around the CUNeo 

• sidewalk location needs to be separated from the street/curb to set better precedent for the 
neighbourhood: 

Off-site work Is determined by the prior re-zonlng process corried out for thIs site by B.C. Transit, and Is 
outSide the scope of this application. 

• wooid appreciate if proposals from the Panel could be integrated into the projecfs t8fms of reference; 

Design Panel proposals will be addressed In consultation with City staff for IncluSion In the Design-Build 
Request for Proposals terms of reference. 

Page 2 of 4 
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April 27. 2012 
RZ 12·601319· Hamilton Child Doycore Facility 
Response to ADP Minutes of April 18 2012 

ATTACHMENT 5 

• consider prOVIding temporary cover or tent-like struc1ure for outdoor ploy areas to provide opportunities 
for outdoor play during rain; 

Covered ploy space Is already provided for both play areas at the front and bock of the property. A 
small tent-like structure In addition to tnese could be beneficial and playful on the street SIte, ond may 
be conslcJered If budget and City of Richmond planning considerations allow for It. 

• consider more p layfulness In windOw poltem, e ,g.lOwerwindaws for toddlers; 

All wlnck:tws for children's OCfAl/ty areas ore placed at the child appropriate sll/ height o( 1' -10' , 
Windows for adult areas ore placed of appropriate heights to coordinate with mlltwork fum/tura, and 
function. 

• consider using roof fenceNents or stronger changes In roof lines and forms to break up the massing of 
the roof and add playfulness to it; 

Comment wl/l be passed along to the Design-Builder. 

• consider adding another colour to odd more playfulness to the project considering that it Is a doycore 
focllrty; 

Comment will be passed along to the DeSign-Builder. 

• understand the budget constraints of the project: however, consider improving texture of the paving 
coming out Inlo the parldng orea; 

Comment will be passed along to the Design-Builder. 

• notwithstanding the budget consfralnts, the terms of reference should encourage Innovation by the 
proponents in terms of landscaping. building massing. articulation, window elements and roof form; 

Comment will be passed along to the Design-Builder, 

• ensure tIlat there is sufficient free planting in the nortnem edge of tile site to provide sun shade for 
children during sunny days; 

Comment Will be passed along to the DeSign-Builder. 

• modular structure has successful precedents; ensure that wooden members ore sized to be visually 
proportional and chunky: should tie-In with landscape elements; 

Comment will be passed along to the DeSign-Builder, 

• ensure that there Is sufficient buffering if the primoIY play o reo is on the highway side: 

Comment will be passed along to the Design-Builder. Note that transparency In the fencing on the 
street side \NOS a requirement of Planning. and will require review with City staff. 

Pege 3 of 4 
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RZ 12·601319· Hamilton Child Doycore Facility 
Response to ADP Minutes of April 18 2012 

ATTACHMENT 5 

GRAHAM I-IOFFAAT tAATH~N AACHTECTS 

• In ¥lew of the location of the ploy area, look 01 some serious buffering along the edge of Westminster 
Highway to address the noise Issue; 

See previous comment, 

• building Is rolsed and there Is a fair amount of space underneath; consider the possibility of a storage 
o reo In the crawlspace; could be incorporated under the building at m inimal cost. 

Comment will be passed olong to the DeSign-Builder. Storage under the bUilding will require the 
additiOn of a fire sprinkler protectiOn system Which may not be supported by the budget. 

Thank you for the opportunity to p resent this project to the City of Richmond Design Panel. I trust the 
preceding comments o re helpful. Please do not hesitate to coi l me undersigned should you hove further 
Queries o r comments arising out of the above noted comments. 

Sincerely. 

Graham Hoffart Mathiasen Architects 

Mark MOItliasen, MAlBC. lEED"AP 

cc: Janet Whitehead. Project Manager, City of Richmond Project Development & Facilities Services 
Martin Younis, Project Coordinator, Clfy of Richmond Project Development & Facilities Services 

F~1121l5 _on 0cr,c<H\1.0f'l&.O:lrd\.cl1Orl\1 ,4 Oy {SctIecUoL COOl """""'" lP .. O.P.~ """"",""O).Qi -21.-.pd 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address : 23591 Westminster Hwy. 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 12-601 319 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8881, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
I. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaw 8880. 

2. Provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure Approval. 

3. Submission of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Development. 

Pr ior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
1. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 

Plan shall include location for parking for services, de liveries, workers, loading, app lication for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

(For more infonnation refer to : http ://www.richmond .ca/services/ttp/special.htm). 

2. Additional fire flow analysis are to be undertaken at the Building Permit stage once the building design has been 
confirmed . 

3. Obtain a Bui lding Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily 
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated 
fees may be requ ired as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approva ls 
Division at 604~276~4285. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 

34&27 14 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8880 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
Amendment Bylaw 8880 (RZ 12-601319) 

23591 Westminster Highway 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as fo llows: 

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by repealing the existing 
land use designation in Schedule 2. 14 (Hamilton Area Plan) thereof of the following 
area and by designating it "COMMUNITY FACILITIES". 

P.I.D.028-376-650 
Lot B Section 36 Block 5 North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 
BCP46528. 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as " Richmond Official Community Plan ByJan' 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8880". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

348791Q 

CITY OF 
RlCHMDND 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8881 (RZ 12-601319) 

23591 WESTMINSTER HIGHWAY 

Bylaw 8881 

The Council of the City or Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

I. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it SCHOOL AND INSTITUTIONAL USE 
(SI) 

P.W.028-376-650 
Lot B Section 36 Block 5 North Range 4 West New Westminster District Plan 
BCP46528. 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as " Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8881". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3486618 

CITY Of' 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
\-\~ 

APPROVED 
by 01.0<:10, 
0< SoIicilor 
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City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department Report to Committee 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Acting General Manager, Planning and Development 

File: 08-4045·20· 
10/2012·Vo101 

Re: City Centre Area Plan (eCAP) Text Amendments: Density Calculation 
Clarification for Minor Streets, lanes, Mews, Parks, and Open Spaces Not 
Identified in Richmond's Development Cost Charge (DeC) Program 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8888, which amends Official Community 
Plan Bylaw No. 7100 by making text amendments to Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) to 
clarify the intent of the Plan in respect to lands voluntarily dedicated or otherwise transferred to 
the City by developers for use as "minor streets" (i.e. , as designated under the Plan), lanes, 
mews, parks, and open spaces not identified in the Development Cost Charge (DeC) program for 
land acquisition purposes, and make clear that the City may, in its discretion on a project-by
project basis, include such lands in the calculation of "net development site" for the purpose of 
determining the maximum permitted floor area, be introduced and given first reading. 

2. That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in conjunction with: 

• the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

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

3. That Bylaw No. 8888, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further consultation. 

Bria ackson, MelP 
Acting General Manager, Planning and Development 

BJ:spc 
Att 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CON~ENCE c;;;-,;;: : TING GENERAL MANAGER 
Law y~ NO 
Parks y~ NO 
Transportation Y NO I (j, 
REVIEWED BY TAG 

~ 
NO REVIEWED BY CAO YE~ NO 

D ~ D 

""--
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Staff Report 

Origin 

The purpose of this staff report and bylaw is to propose text amendments to the City Centre Area 
Plan (CCAP) for the purpose of: 

• Clarifying the intent of the Plan in respect to lands that are voluntarily dedicated or otherwise 
transferred to the City (i.e., fee simple lot) by developers for use as "minor streets" (i.e., as 
designated under the Plan), lanes, mews, parks, and open spaces, but are not identified in the 
Development Cost Charge (DeC) program for land acquisition purposes; and 

• Making clear that the City may, in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include such 
lands in the calculation of "net development site" for the purpose of determining the maximum 
permitted floor area. 

Findings of Fact 

The CCAP identifies new parks and roads to be secured as voluntary developer contributions via 
Riclunond's development approval processes. In cases where the contributors of these features are 
not eligible for financial compensation via the DCC program (i.e., most "minor streets", lanes, 
mews, and some parks are not identified for land acquisition purposes on the DCC program); the 
CCAP permits such features to be secured via means that do not reduce the contributing developer ' s 
buildable floor area. Typically, a statutory right-of-way is used for this purpose, but there is 
increasing concern among City staff that this may result in unclear ownership responsibilities (e.g., 
maintenance standards, liability), hardship for private owners (i.e., long-term maintenance of 
statutory right-of-way areas), and related development and administrative challenges. The CCAP 
pennits non-DCC features (i.e., features not identified on the DeC program) to be dedicated or 
otherwise transferred to the City (i.e., fee simple lot) without any loss of buildable floor area (i.e., no 
reduction in "net development site" area upon which density is calculated), and such means are 
easier to administer than statutory right-of-ways. Unfortunately, however, to date the effective use 
of the relevant CCAP provisions for this purpose has been hampered by the Plan's lack of clarity and 
transparency. 

Related Policies & Studies 

CCAP Policy Review 

Key CCAP directions requiring consideration include the following: 
a) Density is calculated on "net development site" area, which is defined as site area "net of street 

and park dedications required to satisfy the intent of Area Plan and other City policies"; and 
b) Dedication is not required to satisfy the intent of the Plan in respect to: 

• Non-DCC park and open space (policy 4.1.m); and 
• Non-DCC "minor streets", lanes, and mews, provided that securing such features via an 

alternate means results in an outcome equal 10 or better than what could otherwise have 
been reasonably achieved under the Plan (policies 4.1.j and 4.1.k). 

Based on the above, it is understood that the CCAP does not require the exclusion ofnon-DCC 
parks, open spaces, "minor streets", lanes, or mews from "net development site" area for the purpose 
of calcubting buildable floor area, regardless of how such features are secured (i.e ., statutory right
of-way, dedication, or fee simple lot). Furthermore, given that the current Plan allows for density to 
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be calcu lated on non-DeC features, how those features are secured (i.e., statutory right-of-way 
versus dedication or fee simple lot) is of no consequence to the City Centre's projected total 
bui ldable floor area, population, anticipated demand for services/amenities, or related considerations. 

Consultation 

OCP Bylaw preparation Consultation Policy No. 5043 provides direction with regard to 
consultation requirements for an OCP amendment. As the proposed OCP amendment is limited to 
text changes clarifying existing CCAP policy and will not increase development nor change 
existing land use policy, no consultation is required with the Vancouver International Airport 
Authority (VIAA) or School District No. 38 (Riclunond). Notice published in Richmond 
newspapers and the statutory Public Hearing will provide Richmond residents and interested 
parties with an opportunity to comment. 

Analysis 

Proposed CCAP Text Amendments 

To make it clear that the City may, in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include lands 
dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City for use as non-DCC features in the calculation of 
"net development site" for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted floor area within 
the City Centre, text amendments are proposed to the definition of "net development site" and 
implementation strategies in respect to transportation features (policies 4.1.j and 4.1.k) and park 
and open space features (4.1.1 and 4.1.m), as shown in Attachment 1 and summarized below: 

1. Net Development Site (Definition) - The existing definition is expanded to make clear that 
"net development site" can include parks, open spaces, "minor streets", lanes, or mews 
provided that the feature is not identified on the DCC program for land acquisition purposes 
and the outcome would be equal to or better than what could otherwise have been reasonably 
achieved under the Plan, as determined to the satisfaction of the City and in accordance with 
criteria set out in Section 4.0 Implementation and Phasing Strategies of the Plan (as per items 
2 and 3 below). 

2. Transportation Features (Implementation Policies 4. I.j & 4.1.k) - Two existing 
implementation policies are replaced with one new policy that makes clear, among other 
things, that "minor streets", lanes, and mews may be secured via means that do not reduce "net 
development site" area for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted floor area, 
provided that this contributes towards: 

• Equal or better results in respect to built form and character, level of public amenity, 
adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability, and related 
considerations; and 

• Enhanced transportation function, specifically including, but not limited to, expanded 
network continuity (e.g., the introduction or completion ofa "minor street" connecting two 
or more existing public streets and constructed to its full functional width as determined to 
the satisfaction of the City). 

3. Park & Open Space Features (Implemenlation Policies 4. 1.1 &4. I.m) - Information 
regarding the DeC program is redundant and is, thus, repealed. In addition, as with the 
transportation policies (above), two existing park policies are replaced with one new policy 
that makes clear, among other things, that park and open space may be secured via means that 
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do not reduce "net development site" area for the purpose of determining the maximum 
permitted floor area, provided that this contributes towards: 

• Equal or better results in respect to built form and character, level of public amenity, 
adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability, and related 
considerations; and 

• Enhanced park and open space function and amenity (e.g., equitable distribution and 
improved access). 

Zoning Considerations 

Unlike the CeAP, the Zoning Bylaw determines maximum buildable floor area based on "net site 
area" (i.e., excluding all road and park secured as dedications and fee simple lots), even in the case 
of non-DeC features. The implementation of the CeAP policies clarified via the subject text 
amendments, therefore, requires that the zoning of affected properties are drafted/amended on a 
project-by-project basis to permit "gross floor area" (based 011 site area including non-DCC 
features) to be constructed on "net site" area (excluding non-DCC features). The resulting zones 
will indicate, on a site-specific basis, that increased density is pennitted, provided that the owner 
dedicates or otherwise transfers to the City a specified amount of land for (non-DCC) park and/or 
road purposes, as determined to the satisfaction of the City. An example of such a Zoning Bylaw 
amendment, in respect to the pending rezoning of7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way 
(Onni, RZ 11-585209, first reading of Council, April 23, 2012) is provided for reference as 
Attachment 2. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The CCAP identifies new non-DCC parks and roads that may be secured without reducing "net 
development site" area for the purpose of detennining the maximum permitted floor area. 
Statutory right-of-ways are typically used for this purpose, but dedication and fee simple lots are 
preferable. To facilitate this alternate approach, text amendments are proposed to clarify existing 
CCAP policies, and guidance is provided in respect to related project-by-project Zoning Bylaw 
requirements. 

Suzanne Carter-Huffman 
Senior PlalUlerlUrban Design 

SPC:cas 

Attachment 1: Comparison of Existing & Proposed CCAP Policy 
Attachment 2: Example of a Draft Zoning Bylaw (Standard Zone) Amendment (RZ 11-585209) 
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POLICY EXISTING CCAP 

Net Development Site 

Net Development Site means the 
area of a Development Site , net of 

Definition street and park dedications 
required to satisfy the intent of 
Area Plan and other City policies. 

Major Thoroughfares, Major 
Streets & Minor Streets 

These streets are to be dedicated 
and their alignment should be 
considered fixed as per the Plan, 
except that in the case of Minor 
Streets, the City may determine 
that th is can be varied, provided 
that the alternative alignment 
andlor means of securing a 
designated Minor Street for public 
use results in a specific benefit to 

4.1.j) 
the community and a situation that 
the City considers to be equal or 
superior to what would otherwise 
have been achievable under the 
Plan with regard to: 

• the intended transportation 
functions of the street and 
related mobility and access 
networks; 

• costs, risks, and liability 
incurred by the City; 

• the form of development on 
the affected development site 
and its neighbours. 

lanes & Mews 

The alignment, the means by 
which these routes will be secured 
for public use, and Ihe nature of 

4.1.k) 
that use (e.g., vehicles, 
pedestrians, bicycles, loading, 
other public uses) will be 
determined, to the satisfaction of 
the City. through Richmond's 
development review process. 

3!171S1 

Attachment 1 
Comparison of Existing & Proposed CCAP Policy 

PROPOSED CCAP TEXT AMENDMENTS 
Net Development Site 

Net Development Site means the area of a Development Site net of 
land dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City for_street and 
park purposes, except the City may, in its discretion on a project-by-
project basis, include land dedicated or otherwise transferred to the 
City for a park, open space, Minor Street, lane, or mews in the 
calculation of Net Development Site (for the purpose of determining 
the maximum permitted floor area) if the following criteria are 
satisfied: 

• the feature is not identified for land acquisition purposes on 
Richmond's Development Cost Charge (DCC) program; and 

• the development outcome would be equal or better than what 
could otherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, 
as determined to the satisfaction of the City and in accordance 
with Section 4.0, Implementation and Phasing Strategies, of the 
Plan. 

Major Thoroughfares, Major Streets, Minor Streets, lanes & 
Mews 

These features are to be dedicated and their alignment should be 
considered fixed as per the Plan, except that, at the discretion of the 
City on a project-by-project basis, Minor Street, lanes, and mews 
may be: 

• realigned , closed, or added to enhance network continuity, 
functionality, and related characteristics of the feature for 
vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, loading, and other uses; and 

• secured such that the area of the featu re may be included in Net 
Development Site (for the purpose of determining the maximum 
permitted floor area) provided that the featu re is not identified for 
land acquis ition purposes in Richmond 's Development Cost 
Charge (DCC) program and the development outcome would be 
equal or better than what could otherwise have been reasonably 
achieved under the Plan, including: 
• equal or better results in respect to built form and character, 

level of public amenity , adjacency conSiderations, and City 
goals, objectives, costs , risks, liability, and related 
considerations; and 

• enhanced transportation function, specifically including, but 
not limited to, expanded network continuity (e.g., the 
introduction or completion of a Minor Street connecting two 
or more existing public streets and constructed to its full 
functional width as determined to the satisfaction of the 
Cily). 

INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
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POLICY EXISTING CCAP PROPOSED CCAP TEXT AMENDMENTS 

Park & Open Space 

These features are to be dedicated or otherwise transferred to the 
Park & Open Space on the DeC City (Le" fee simple lot) and their size and location should be 
Program considered fixed as per the Plan, except that, at the discretion of the 

Where specific parkland 
City on a project-by-project basis, features may be: 

acquisition and parkland • reconfigured to enhance network continuity, functionality, public 

development are in the City-Wide amenity, site-specific considerations. and related characteristics 

DeC Program, developers will be 
of the feature; and 

eligible for DeC credits or rebates • secured such that the area of the feature may be included in Net 

if they have given land for park or Development Site (for the purpose of determining the maximum 
4.1.1) constructed the park permitted floor area) provided that the feature is not identified for 

improvements, but only to the land acqu isition purposes in Richmond's Development Cost 

maximum extent of the park costs Charge (DCC) program and the development outcome would be 

in the City-Wide DCC Program equal or better than what could otherwise have been reasonably 

and the maximum extent of their achieved under the Plan, including: 

parkland acquisition and • equa l or better results in respect to built form and character, 

development DCC payments to level of public amen ity, adjacency considerations, and City 

the City-W ide DCC Program. goals, objectives, costs, risks, liability. and related 
considerations; and 

• enhanced park and open space function and amen ity (e.g., 
equitable distribution and improved access). 

Park & Open Space Not on the 
Dee Program 

Where specific park and open 
space are not on the City-Wide 
DCC Program, developers will be 
required to: 
• provide a right-of-way to 

secure the park and open 
space as privately owned 
publicly accessible areas 
(POPAs) as part of the 

4 .1.m) development approval INTENTIONALLY BLANK 
process; or 

• acquire the parkland and 
develop the parkland, or 
contribute to the acquisition 
and development of all or a 
portion of the parkland, in 
order to advance their 
development and that 
particular park and open 
space ahead of the City's 
DCC Program. 
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Attachment 2 
Example of Draft Zoning Bylaw (Standard Zone) Amendment (RZ 11-585209) 

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8884 (RZ 11 -585209) 

7731 and 7771 Alderbridge Way 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

Bylaw 8884 

I. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended by adding a new sub~section 3 to 
Section 8.12.4 Permitted Density as follows: 

"3. Notwithstanding Section 8.1 2.4.2, for the RAH2 zone the maximum floor a rea ratio for the net site 
area of the site located within the City Centre shown on Figu re 1 below shall be 2.28, provided that: 

(a) the cond itions in either paragraph 8.12.4.2(a) or 8.12.4.2(b) are complied with; and 

(b) not less than 3,538 m2 of the site is dedicated to the City as road. 

Figure 1 

2. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fonns part of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 
8500, as amended, is further amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the following lots and 
designating them High Density Low Rise Apartments (RAH2) 

P.l.D.000-859-958 
Lot 89 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 38045 

P.l.D.000-806-943 
Lot 96 Section 5 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 39888 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8884". 

FIRST READING 
A PUBLIC HEARJNG WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 
THIRD READING 
OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFLED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3517757 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
fO< to",,,,1 by 

orlglndng 

'''' 
APPROVED 
for legality 
by SoHtl!Or 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8888 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8888 
CITY CENTRE AREA PLAN 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

I. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan) 
is amended by: 

3511155 

1.1. On page A-I , repealing the definition of "Development Site - Net" and replacing 
it with the following: 

"Net Development Site means the area 'Of a Development Site net of land 
dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City for street and park purposes, 
except that the City may. in its discretion on a project-by-project basis, include 
land dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City for a park, open space, 
Minor Street, lane, or mews in the calculation of Net Development Site (for the 
purpose of determining the maximum permitted floor area) if the following 
criteria are satisfied: 

• the feature is not identified for land acquisition purposes in Richmond ' s 
Development Cost Charge (DCC) program; and 

• the development outcome would be equal to or better than what could 
otherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, as determined to 
the satisfaction of the City and in accordance with Section 4.0 
Implementation and Phasing Strategies of the Plan." 

1.2. On page 4-3, repealing policy 4.I.j) and replacing it with the following: 

"Major T horoughfares, Major Streets, Minor Streets, Lanes & Mews 

These features are to be dedicated and their alignment should be considered 
fixed as per the Plan, except that, at the discretion of the City on a project-by
project basis, Minor Streets, lanes, and mews may be: 

• realigned, closed, or added to enhance network continuity, functionality, 
and related characteristics of the feature for vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, 
loading, and other uses; and 

• secured such that the area of the feature may be included in Net 
Development Site (for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted 
floor area) provided that the feature is not identified for land acquisition 
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Bylaw 8888 Page 2 

purposes in Richmond's Development Cost Charge (DeC) program and 
the development outcome would be equal to or better than what could 
othelVlise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, including: 

equal or better resuJts in respect to built form and character, level of 
public amenity, adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, 
costs, risks, liabi lity. and related considerations; and 

enhanced transportation function, specifically including, but not 
limited to, expanded network continuity (e.g., the introduction or 
completion of a Minor Street connecting two or more existing public 
streets and constructed to its full functional width as determined to the 
satisfaction ofLhe City)." 

1.3. On page 4-3, repealing policy 4.1 .k) and leaving it intentionally blank. 

1.4. On page 4-3, repealing policy 4.1.1) and replacing it with the following: 

"Park & Open Space 

These features are to be dedicated or otherwise transferred to the City (i.e., fee 
simple lot) and their size and location should be considered fixed as per the 
Plan, except that, at the discretion of the City on a project-by-project basis, 
features may be: 

• reconfigured to enhance network continuity, functionality, publ ic amenity. 
site-specific considerations, and related characteristics of the feature; and 

• secured such that the area of the feature may be included in Net 
Development Site (for the purpose of determining the maximum permitted 
floor area) provided that the feature is not identified for land acquisition 
purposes in Richmond's Development Cost Charge (DCC) program and 
the development outcome would be equal to or better than what could 
otherwise have been reasonably achieved under the Plan, including: 

equal or better results in respect to built form and character, level of 
public amenity, adjacency considerations, and City goals, objectives, 
costs, risks, liability, and related considerations; and 

enhanced park and open space function and amenity (e.g., equitable 
di stribution and improved access)." 

1.5. On page 4-3, repealing policy 4.1.m) and leaving it intentionally blank. 
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Bylaw 8888 Page 3 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8888". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
""ICHMOND 

APP""OVEO 

!Ifo 
APPROVED .,.
or~lcllor 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

"7'i://q,#/l/1j ((;_ 41. H tyc?.f. c?O/ 2... 
Date: April 24, 20t 2 

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

File: RZ 11·596457 

Re: Application by Av ian Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 7431 Francis Road from 
Assembly (ASY) to Single Detached (RS2fE) 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8900, to redesignate 
7431 Francis Road: 

a. from "Community Institutional" to "Neighbourhood Residentia l" in Attachment I to 
Schedule I of Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Generalized Land Use Map); 
and 

b. from "Community Institutional" to "Low-Density Residential" in Attachment 2 to 
Schedule I of Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100 (Specific Land Use Map); 

be introduced and gi yen first reading; 

2. That Bylaw No. 8900, having been considered in conjunction with: 

• the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management 

Plans; 

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

3. That Bylaw No. 8900, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further consultation; and 

4. That Bylaw No. 8901 , for the rezoning of7431 Francis Road from "Assembly (ASY)" to 
"Single Detached (RS2/E)", be introduced and given first reading. 

Brian . Jackson, MCIP 
Di.rector of Development 

EL:blg 
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April 24, 20 12 -2- RZ 11-596457 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLV 

RourEoTo: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF ACTING GENERAL 

Affordable Housing vgio Mt;GER 

Policy Planning V NO r-if~ 

35 18170 
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April 24. 2012 - 3 - RZ 11-596457 

Staff Report 

Origin 

A vicn Homes Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 
7431 Francis Road (Attachment 1) from Assembly (ASY) to Single Detached (RS21E) in order 
to construct a single-family dwelling. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 2). 

Surrounding Development 

The subject site contained a small house with parking area at the back of the site, and was used 
by a church group. The site is located within an established residential neighbourhood 
consisting predominantly of single-family dwellings. Other land uses also exist further east in 
the neighbourhood (i.e. townhouses, apartments). 

To the north: Existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached (RSllE); 

To the east: Existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached (RSllE) with 
rezoning and subdivision potential (to RS2IC) under Lot Size Policy 5449; 

To the south: Across Francis Road. single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached 
(RS lIB) fronting Francis Road and single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single 
Detached (RS I /A) fronting Danyluk Court; and 

To the west: A vacant lot and an existing single-family dwelling on lots zoned Single Detached 
(RSt/E); and then newer single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached 
(RS I/C). 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan (OCP) 

Both the Generalized Land Use Map and the Specific Land Use Map contained in the OCP 
designates 7431 Francis Road as Community Institutional. An OCP amendment is proposed for 
7431 Francis Road in order to redesignate this site as Neighbourhood ResidenNal in the 
Generalized Land Use Map and as Low-DenSity Residential in the Specific Land Use Map. 

Lot Size Policy 5449 

The subject site is located within the area covered by Lot Size Policy 5449 (adopted by Council 
February 17, 1992) (Attachment 3). This Policy permits rezoning and subdivision of lots on the 
north side of Francis Road in accordance with Single Detached (RS2/C) (minimum 13.5 m wide 
and 360 m2 in lot area). 

This redevelopment proposal is seeking to rezone the subject site to another sub-category ("E" 
instead of"C") under the Single Detached (RS) zone in which a widcr lot width (18.0 m) and 
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April 24, 2012 -4- RZ 11 -596457 

larger Jot area (550 rn2
) are required. The subject application is being brought forward for 

consideration based on its own merits; a discussion is being provided under the "Analysis" 
section of this report. 

Affordable Housing 

The Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy requires a secondary suite to be contained in the 
future dwell ing on·site or a cash-in-lieu contribution of $1.00 per square foot of total building 
area toward the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for this single-family rezoning application. 

The applicant is proposing to provide a legal secondary suite on the subject site. To ensure that 
the secondary suite is buill to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the Strategy, the 
applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement registered on Titl e, stating that no final 
Building Permit inspection is to be granted until the secondary suite is constructed to the 
satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 
This legal agreement is a condition of rezoning. 

Should the app licants change their mind about the affordable housing option selected, a 
voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of providing the 
secondary suite will be accepted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. In this case, the 
voluntary contribution would be based on $1.00 per square foot oflat'al building area of the 
single detached development (i.e. $3,950). 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indenmity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required prior to rezoning bylaw 
adoption. 

Consultation 

School District 

This application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) because it does not have 
the potential to generate SO or more school aged chi ldren. According to OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, which was adopted by Council and agreed to by the School District, 
residential developments which generate less than 50 school aged children do not need to be 
referred to the School District (e.g., typically around 295 multiple-fami ly housing units). This 
application only involves one (1) single-family dwelling unit. 

Public Input 

There have been no concerns expressed by the public about the development proposal in 
response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the property. 
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Staff Comments 

Tree Retention and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist 's Report were submitted in support of the application. 
Four (4) bylaw-sized trees on site were identified and assessed: 

• A 28 em cal Douglas Fir tree and a 38 em cal Douglas Fir tree at the back of the site are 
both in good condition and should be retained as per Arborist Report recommendations. 
Tree protection for the 28 em cal Douglas Fir tree should be specified 4 m from the base 
of the tree, whereas tree protection for 38 em cal Douglas Fir tree should be specified at 
5 m out from the base of the tree. 

• A multi-branched Cedar tree has been previous ly topped at 5 m; as a result, this tree is 
not a candidate for long-term retention and should be removed and replaced. This tree 
also falls within the proposed bui ld ing envelope. 

• A dead Douglas Fir tree located at the northwest corner of the s ite should be removed and 
replaced. 

Based on the 2: I tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP), 
four (4) replacement trees are required for the removal of two (2) bylaw-sized trees on site. 
Based on the size requirements for replacement trees in the Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, 
replacement trees with the following minimum calliper sizes are required: 

# Trees Dbh # trees to be M in. calliper of M in. height of 
Removed replaced deciduous t rce or coniferous t ree 

1 20-30 em 2 6cm 3.5 m 
I 60em+ 2 llcm 6.0m 

In order to ensure that the proposed replacement trees will be planted and that the front yard of 
the lot will be enhanced, a Landscape Plan, prepared by a registered landscape archjtect, and a 
landscaping security, based on 100% of the cost estimates provided by the landscape architect, 
must be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. The landscape plan should 
comply with the guidelines of the Official Community Plan ' s Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Policy and include a landscape area in the front yard as well as four (4) replacement trees (a mix 
of coniferous and deciduous). Ifreplacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, cash-in-lieu 
($500/tree) for off-s ite planting would be required. 

Site Servicing and Vehicle Access 

No servicing concerns. 

A Covenant is required to ensure that the driveway is designed and constructed to permit a 
vehicle to turn around on site, in order to avoid backing in or out of the property. 
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Analysis 

ocp Amendments 

On May 24, 20 II , Council passed a resolution to consider redesignation of assembly lands from 
Community Institutional to other DCP designations based on the merits of the application, 
without the need to retain assembly uses. Staff are to ensure that the proposals are in compliance 
with other City's Policies and Strategies (i.e. Lot Size Policy, Affordable Housing, Flood 
Management, etc.), and that typical development elements (i.e., access, parking, layout, tree 
protection, etc.) are reviewed and evaluated. 

The subject site is located within a predominantly single-family neighbourhood. While the site is 
larger than the typical single-family family lots in Richmond, it is considered small for assembly 
use. Church groups have considered redeveloping the site for assembly use but they have 
encountered serious challenges in site design. Significant reductions in bui lding setbacks and 
parking spaces are required to facilitate any institutional development on this site. 

Surrounded by existing large lot single-family developments, the proposed low-density 
residential land use is appropriate. Redesignation of the subject site to residential use would also 
contribute to the affordable housing stock in the City as the future horne will contain a secondary 
suite . 

Single Detached (RS2IE) 

While Lot Size Policy 5449 pennits the subject site to be rezoned and subdivided as per Single 
Detached (RS2/C), the applicant is seeking to rezone the subject site to Single Detached (RS21E), 
a sub-zone of Single Detached (RS) which requires a wider lot width, as well as a larger 
minimum lot area, than what is required under the RS2IC zone. Under both RS2IC and RS2IE 
zones, there is no subdivision potential for the subject site. The maximum density pennitted 
under the two (2) sub-zones is also identical. The only differences between the RS2/C and 
RS21E zones are the provisions related to Lot Coverage of Landscaping with Live Plant Material 
and the Front Yard Setbacks: 

Minimum Minimum Lot Coverage of Landscaping Front Yard 
Lot Width Lot Area with Live Plant Materia1 Setback 

RS2IC 13.5m 360m' 25% 9m 
RS21E IS.Om SSOm' 30% 601 

The applicant proposes a 6 m front yard setback to accommodate a three (3) car garage at the 
front and a larger private yard at the back. An auto court is proposed at the front of the property 
to provide on-site tum around capability. A landscape area within the entire 6 m front yard 
setback (except for the driveway connecting Francis Road to the auto court on-site) will also be 
provided to enhance the front yard and streetscape. 

The provision of a 9 m front yard setback in the RS2/C zone, where the driveway access is on an 
arterial road, is to ensure there is adequate space to accommodate a driveway with turn around 
capability. Staff have no concerns with the proposed RS21E zone since the applicant has agreed 
to register a restrictive convent to ensure that the driveway will be designed and constructed to 
permit a vehicle to turn around on site, in order to avoid backing in or out of the property. The 
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proposed RS2/E zone with a 6 m front yard setback is consistent with the zoning and existing 
adjacent single-family developments on the adjacent property to the east and west. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed development to construct a single-family dwelling with a secondary suite 
contributes to the affordable housing stock in the City. While the proposal is not in compliance 
with Lot Size Policy 5449, the proposed RS2/E zone is consistent with the existing zoning of the 
surrounding properties and would allow a more coherent streetscape to be developed along 
Francis Road. All technical concerns related to the land use rezoning application and OCP 
amendment have been addressed. On this basis, staff support the rezoning application and 
associated OCP amendment as proposed. 

4~ 
Edwin Lee 
Planner 1 
(604-276-4121) 

EL:blg 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Lot Size Policy 5449 
Attachment 4: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Original Date: 01 /13/12 

RZ 11-596457 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimeusions are in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 11-596457 Attachment 2 

Address: 7431 Francis Road 

Appl icant: Avian Homes Ltd. 

Planning A rea (s): Blundell 

Existing I Proposed 

Owner: Avian Homes Ltd. No Change 

Site Size (m2
) : 836 rna (8,999 ftl ) No Change 

Land Uses: Assembly One (1) single-family dwelling 

Generalized/Specific Land Use Map: 
Generalized Land Use Map: 
Neighbourhood Residential 

QCP Designation: Community Institutional 
Specific Land Use Map: 
Low-Density Residentia l 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No change 

702 Policy Designation: Policy 5449 permits SUbg~~ ision to 
"Sino-Ie Detached (RS2IC • No change 

Zoning : Assembly (ASY) Single Detached (RS2IE) 

Number of Units: 1 1 

Other Designations: N/A No Change 

On Future 
I 

Bylaw Requirement 
I 

Proposed I Variance 
Subdivided lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous: Max. 70% Max. 70% none 

lot Coverage - l andscaping: Min. 30% Min. 30% none 

Setback - Front & Rear Yards (m): Min. 6 m Min . 6m none 

Setback - Side Yard (m): Min. 1.8 m Min. 1.8 m none 

Height (m): Max. 2 Yz storeys Max. 2 Yz storeys none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 550 m2 836 m 2 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees. 
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File Ref: 4045-00 

POLICY 5449: 

City of Richmond 

Attachment 3 

Policy Manual 

The following policy establishes lot sizes in the area bounded by the north s ide of Francis 
Road located between Gilbert Road and Foster Road (Section 20-4-6): 

1. That properties be permitted to subdivide in accordance with the provisions of Single
Family Housing District (R1fC) along Francis Road and as per Single-Family Housing 
District (R1/B) along Schaefer Gate in Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300; and 

2. This policy (as shown on the accompanying plan) is to be used in determining the 
disposition of future single-family rezoning applications in this area, for a period of not 
less than five years, unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the 
Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address : 7431 Francis Road 

ATTACHMENT 4 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 11-596457 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8901, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
I. Final Adoption of OCP Amendment Bylaw 8900. 

2. Submiss ion of a Landscape Plan, prepared by a Regi stered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Securi ty based on 100% of the cost est imate provided by the Landscape 
Architect, including installation costs. The Landscape Plan should: 
• comply with the guidelines of the OCP's Lane Estab li shment and Arterial Road Redevelopment Policies and 

should not include hedges along the front property linc~ 
• include a landscape area in the 6 m front yard setback (ex.cept for the 5 m wide driveway). 
• include a mix. of con iferous and deciduous trees; 
• include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached to this report; 

and 
• include the four (4) required replacement trees with the following minimum sizes: 

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Tree 0' rcM~;n~;m=Cu=m~H=e=;g~h~t=o~f~C~o=n~;f~e=,o=u='=T~,=e=e-' 

2 Scm 3.5 m 

2 11 em 6.0m 

If reqUIred replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amount of $500/tree 
to the City' s Tree Compensation Fund for off-s ite planting is required. 

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title. 

4. Registration of a legal agreement on title ensuring that the dri veway is designed and constructed to permit a vehicle to 
tum around on site. The legal agreement shall include language to ensure the driveway and/or auto court design will 
accommodate a typical passenger car to tum around on-s ite using a maximum of a 3-point tum, in order to avoid 
backing in or out of the property. 

5. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until a 
secondary suite is constructed on site, to the satisfaction o f the City in accordance with the Be Building Code and the 
City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contribution of$I.OO per buildable square foot of the 
sing le-family developments (i.e. $3,950.00) to the City's Affordab le Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of registering the 
lega l agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 

Note: 

• Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to bc drawn not on ly as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 2 19 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Deve lopment. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development detelTllines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City includi ng indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding pelTllits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shal1 be in a 
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 

JS18170 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8900 

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 
Amendment Bylaw 8900 (RZ 11-596457) 

7431 Francis Road 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by 

a. Repealing the existing land use designation in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 thereof of 
the following area and by designating it "Neighbourhood Residential", 

P.l.D. 004-081-897 
Lot 55 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 44033, Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6 
West New Westminster District Plan 26105 

b. Repealing the existing land use designation in Attachment 2 to Schedule 1 thereof of 
the following area and by designating it "Low-Density Residential". 

P.l.D. 004-081-897 
Lot 55 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 44033, Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6 
West New Westminster District Plan 26 105 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 8900". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARlNG 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3519090 

CITY Of 
RICHMONO 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8901 (RZ 11-596457) 

7431 FRANCIS ROAD 

Bylaw 8901 

The Council of the City of Richrnond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fonus part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS2IE). 

P.I.D. 004-081 -897 
Lot 55 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 44033, Section 20 Block 4 North Range 6 West 
New Westminster District Plan 26 105 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8901". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3519123 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

0"" '" RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

'" \.-I t 
APPROVED 
by Dire<:I(>I' 
~ Icllo. 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, Mel? 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

File: RZ 09-496145 

Re: Application by Timothy Tse for Rezoning at 7840 Bennett Road from Single 
Detached (RSlIE) to tnlill Residential (RI2) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8902, for the rezoning of 7840 Bennett Road from "Single Detached (RS lIE)" 
to "lntill Residential (R12)", be introduced and given first reading. 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

EL:rg 
At! . 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY nrflNG 
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE C~NCURRENCE OP'GENERAL MANAGER 

Affordable Housing yoto 'A"'~1f& 
'J 
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April 27, 2012 - 2 - RZ 09-496145 

Staff Re port 

Origin 

Timothy Tse has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 7840 Bennett Road 
(Attachment I) from "Single Detached (RSI/E)" to "Infill Residential (RI2)" in order to create 
two (2) new lots and develop two (2) front-ta-back duplexes with vehicular access from the rear 
lane (Attachment 2). A Development Penn it application is required and has been received to 
address the form and character of the proposed duplexes. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment 3) providing details about the 
development proposal is attached. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Across Bennett Road, single-family dwellings on lots zoned Single Detached 
(RSI /E); 

To the East/West: Front-ta -back duplexes with vehicle access from the rear lane on lots zoned 
Infill Residential (RII); and 

To the South: A mix of compact single-family dwellings and fronHo-back duplexes on lots 
zoned Single Detached (RS I /A) and Infill Residential (Rl I), fronting 
Acheson Road with vehicle access from the rcar laneway. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan - Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan 

The subject site is in the Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan (Schedule 2.108) of the Official 
Community Plan (OCP). This area is designated as "Residential (Mixed Single-Family and 
Small Scale Multi-Family)"(Attachment 4). The proposal for two (2) front-Io-back duplexes 
fits well within the established development pattern within the Sub-Area. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). The site is located within an arca where the minimum habitable elevation is 2.9 m 
geodetic ; however, there are provisions to permit habitable space, provided it is located a 
minimum of 0.3 m above the highest level of the crown of any road that is adjacent to the parcel. 

Affordable Housing Strategy 

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund in 
accordance to the City'S Affordable Housing Strategy. For Infill Residential (RI2) townhouse 
developments, the Richmond Zoning Bylaw (Section 5.15) specifies a voluntary cash 
contribution of $2.00 per buildable square foot directed to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund 
to achieve an increase in density from 0.4 to 0.55 FAR. A cash contribution of $8,504 towards 
the City's Affordable Housing Reserve wi ll be made. 
J4967:55 CNCL - 182
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Public Input 

The applicant has forwarded confirmation that a development sign has been posted on the site. 
Staff received an enquiry fTom the property owner of 7800 Bennett Road, Mr. Bodnar, regarding 
frontage and lane improvements. Staff have provided the relevant infomlation by email. 

Mr. Bodnar has also expressed his concerns related to parking on the block. Based on comments 
from Engineering Works and Transportation, vehicle access is to be fTom the back lane only. 
The existing driveway on Bennett Road will be removed as part of the proposed development, 
providing additional street parking on Bennett Road. Three (3) parking stalls will be provided on 
each lot, which complies with ~e zoning requirement. 

Staff have not received any telephone calls or written correspondence in opposition to the subject 
app li cation. 

Staff Comments 

Tree Retention and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's report were submitted by the applicant in support of the 
application. Four (4) bylaw-sized trees are located on site and all of them are identified as 
"moderate" to "good" condition. However, they are all located well within the allowable 
building envelope such that successful retention carmot be achieved. 

Four (4) bylaw-sized trees are located within the lane dedication area. The Scotch Pine has been 
previously topped and exhibits an asymmetrical crown due to excessive pruning. Two (2) 
Norway Maple are in very poor condition due to excessive branch die-back and branch removal. 
One (1) Norway Maple tree is in good condition but would not survive the required lane 
extension and service upgrades through the lane dedication area. All of these four (4) trees are 
proposed for removal. 

Based on the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP) 
and the size requirements for replacement trees in the Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, 
16 replacement trees are required. The developer is proposing to plant eight (8) new trees on-site 
(Attachment 2) and to provide a voluntary contribution of $4,000 to the City' S Tree 
Compensation Fund in-lieu of planting the remaining eight (8) replacement trees. 

The applicant has also agreed to protect a 15 em caliper Honey Locust tree located on the 
adjacent property to the west at 780017808 Bennett Road. A Tree Retention Plan is attached 
(Attachment 5). Tree protection fencing must be installed to City standards prior to demolition 
of the existing dwelling on the subject site, and must remain in place until construction and 
landscaping on the future lots is completed. As a condition to rezoning, the applicant is required 
to submit a proof of contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all works to be done near or 
within the tree protection zone. 
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Site Servicing 

An independent review of servicing requirements (sanitary and storm) has been conducted by the 
applicant's engineering consultant and reviewed by the City's Engineering Department. The 
Capacity Analysis concludes that storm upgrades to the existing system are required to support 
the proposed development. Prior to approval of Subdivision. the developer is required to enter 
into a standard Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of the storm upgrades as 
identified in the capacity analysis (see Attachment 6 for details). 

Frontage and Lane Improvements 

Prior to final adoption, the developer is required to dedicate a strip of property along the entire 
south property line for proposed lane extension (6.0 m wide at the west property line, tapering to 
4.5 m wide at the east property line of the site). 

As part of the Servicing Agreement for the servicing upgrades, tJle design and construction of 
frontage and lane improvements are also required (see Attachment 6 for details). 

Vehicle Access 

No direct access is pemlitted to Bennett Street. As a condition to rezoning, a restrictive covenant 
is required to ensure that vehicular access to the future lots will be from the proposed lane 
extension only. 

Subdivision 

At future Subdivision stage, the developer will be required to pay DCC's (City & GVS&DD), 
School Site Acquisition Charge, and Address Assignment Fee. Servicing connections are to be 
determined at Servicing Agreement stage. 

Indoor/Outdoor Amenity 

No common shared Indoor/Outdoor Amenity Space is required for thi s development, but each 
unit will have access to private outdoor space. 

Analysis 

The proposal to develop two (2) front-to-back duplexes (4 units total) is consistent with the 
objectives of the OCP-City Centre Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan in terms of land use, 
character, and density. The fonn of development is similar to other duplexes previously 
approved on the south side of Bennett Road and north side of Acheson Road. The proposed site 
layout provides for an attractive pedestrian-oriented streetscape along Bennett Road, which is 
consistent with the guidelines for the Acheson Bennett Sub-Area. 
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Accessibi lity/Aging In Place 

The applicant has proposed units that include substantial living areas at the ground floor. 
Accessible features will be provided to all units (e.g. , inclusion of blocking to bathrooms for 
installation of grab-bars, and provision of lever door handles.) In addition, the rear units of each 
duplex will be convertible and have the base level of accessible features described above, and 
also, widened doors, stairs and corridors throughout. and blocking! electrical installed for a 
future stair lift. Accessible features will be fully detailed on Development Permit and Building 
Permit Drawings. 

The Development Permit application will provide morc information and detail regarding the 
form and character of the proposal in addition to the landscaping and design of the private 
outdoor amenity area of each unit. 

Requested Variances 

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the lnfill Residential (RI2) Zone 
except for a small projection beyond the vertical lot depth envelope. A variance will be required 
at the Development Pemlit stage to accommodate a gable ridge projection to maintain the desired 
fonn and character encouraged by the Sub·Area Plan. 

Design Review and Future Development Penn it Considerations 

The rezoning conditions will not be considered satisfied until a Development Permit application 
is processed to a sati sfactory level. In association with the Development Permit, the following 
issues are to be further examined: 

• Building form and architectural character; 

• Unit entry design with respect to CPTED principles; 

• Location and design of the convertible unit and other accessibility features; 

• Landscaping design and enhancement of the private outdoor area to maximize use; and 

• Opportunities to maximize permeable surface areas and articulate hard surface treatment. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

14967SS CNCL - 185



Apri127,2012 -6- RZ 09-496145 

Conclusion 

The proposal to develop two (2) front-la-back duplexes (4 units total) is consistent with the 
objectives of the City Centre Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan in terms of land use, character, and 
density. Overall, the project is attractive and a good fit with the neighbourhood. Further review 
of the project design will be required to ensure a high quality project, and will be completed as 
part of the future Development Permit process. On this basis, staff recommend that the proposed 
rezoning he approved. 

~ 
Edwin Lee 
Planner I 
(604-276-4121 ) 

EL:rg 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Acheson SeMett Sub-Area Plan 
Attachment 5: Tree Retention Plan 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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RZ 09-496145 
Original Dale: 10/22/09 

Amended Dale: 04/3011 2 

Note; Dimensions are in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 09-496145 Attachment 3 

Address: 7840 Bennett Road 

Applicant: Timothy Tse 

Planning Area(s): City Centre - Acheson Bennett (Schedule 2.10B) 

I Existing Proposed 

Owner: 0866631 8e Ltd. To be determined 

Site Size (m2.): 824 m2 355 m2 to 363 m2 

land Uses: One (1) single-family residential 
Two (2) duplexes dwellinQ 

OCP Designation: 
Generalized land Use Map -

No change NeiQhbourhood Residential 

Area Plan Designation: Residential (Mixed Single-Family No change and Small Scale Multi-Family) 

702 Policy Designation: N/A No change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1 /E) Infill Residential (RI2) 

Number of Units: One (1) Four (4) 

Other Designations: N/A No change 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement Proposed 

I 
Variance 

Subdivided Lots I 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 0.55 Max. none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Build ing: Max. 45% 45% Max. none 

Lot Coverage - Buildings, 
Max. 70% 70% Max. none 

structures, and non-porous 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping Min. 30% 30% Min. none 

Setback - Front Yards (m): Min. 4.5 m 4.5 m Min. none 

Setback - Side Yards (m): Min. 1.2 m 1.2 m Min. none 

Setback - Rear Yards (m): Min. 1.2 m 1.2 m Min. none 

Max. 9.0 m, but not exceed Variance Requested 

Height(m): the residential vertical lot 
9.0 m Max. 

- projection beyond 
width and the residential residential vertical 

vertical lot deeth envelooe lot deeth envelope 

Lot Size (min.lmax. ): 312 m2/1,560 m2 355 m2 to 363 m2 none 
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On Future 
I 

Bylaw Requirement ! Proposed 
I 

Variance Subdivided lots 

On~Site Parking 1 stall per unit or 0.5 stalls (0.5 stall per bedroom x 3 
per bedroom, whichever is bedrooms) x 2 units none (Residential): 

greater = 3 stalls per lot 

On~Site Parking (Visitor): 0.2 stalls per unit on lots 
0 none containinQ 4 or more units 

Other: Tree replacement compensation reguired for loss of significant trees. 
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City of Riclunond 

Land Use Map 

TRACK 

Residential 
(Mixed Single~Family & 
Small Scale Multi-Family) 

~, Special Intersection 
~ Design 

AREA 
BOUNDARY 

"-'1 Crosswalks 

V iew and Tra il corridors 
1It1l" (locations may vary with 

development) 

---

ATTACHMENT 4 

BRlGHOUSE 
PARK 

Proposed Lane 
(location of links to 
Bennett and/or 
Acheson to be 
determined through 
development) 

Original Adoption: March 20, 1995 {Plan Adoption: February 16, 2004 
946459 I S060-10-7100 

Acheson Bennett Sub-Area Plan 9 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address : 7840 Bennett Road 

A IT ACHMENT 6 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

File No.: RZ 09-496145 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8902, the developer is required to complete the 
(ollowing: 
I. A lane dedication along the entire south property line (6.0 m wide at the west property line, tapering to 4.5 m wide at 

the east property line of the site). 

2. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $4,000.00 to the City's Tree Compensation Fu nd for 
the planting of e ight (8) replacement trees within the City. 

3. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site 
works conducted within the trce protection zone of the trees to be retained on the neighbouring property to the west 
(at 780017808 Bennett Road). The Contract shou ld include the scope of work to be undertaken, includ ing: the 
proposed number of site monitoring ins~tions, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction 
assessment report to the City for review. 

4. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on tide. 

5. Registration ofa legal agreement on title ensuring that the only means of vehicle access is to the proposed back lane 
and that there be no access to Bennett Road. 

6. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per bu ildable square foot (e .g. $8,504.00) to 
the City'S affordable housing fund. 

7. The submission and processing of a Development Pennit· completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

Prior to a Subdivis ion Approval, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Enter into a Servicing Agreement· for the design and construction of Frontage Improvements and Lane Extension. 

Works include, but may not be limited to: 

a) Frontage improvements - Storm Sewer, curb & gutter, pavement widening, 1.5m concrete sidewalk, grass & 
treed boulevard (to match existing to the west). Note: Design to include Water, Stonn & Sanitary service 
connections for both lots; and 

b) Lane Extension - Lane drainage, roll over curb and gutter, asphalt paving complete with sand/gravel base, and 
lane lighting. 

2. Pay Deve lopment Cost Charges (City & GVS&DD), School site acquisition charge, and Address assignment fee. 

3. Provide underground Hydro, Tel. & Cable to both lots . (Note: Existing underground Hydro, Tel. & Cable are capped 
off at the west property line of the site). 

Prior to Building Permit Issmmce, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 

Plan sha ll include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic contro ls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 0 I 570. 

2. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Pennit CSP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or 
Development Pennit processes. 

3. Obtain a Building Pennit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily 
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, add itional City approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional in formation, contact the Bui lding Approval s 
Division at 604-276-4285. 

34961! ! 
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Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application . 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Sect ion 2 19 of the Land Title Ac!. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development determ ines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment ofthe appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranlies, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Developmenl. 

[Signed original on fi le] 

Signed Date 

3496755 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8902 (RZ 09-496145) 

7840 BENNETT ROAD 

Bylaw 8902 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it IJI.'FILL RESIDENTIAL (RI2). 

P.l.D. 003-666-590 
Lot 29 Section 17 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 14504 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Rkhmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8902". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3521255 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

0""' '" RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

~, //,,/74'/'-7 ~ ~/?J' h~ Pi" ~_ ..('0/ 'L 
Oat"'; May 9, 2012 

File: 06-4040-01/2012-
Vol 01 

Re: Telecommunication Antennas: Amendments to Zoning Bylaw 8500 and 
Development Application Fees Bylaw 7984 

Staff Recommendation 

I. That the proposed "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8904," 
concerning maximum heights for telecommunications antennas, be introduced and given first 
reading; and 

2. That the proposed "Development Applications Fees Bylaw 7984, Amendment Bylaw 8905," 
concerning fees for Telecommunications Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol 
applications, be introduced and given first, second and third readings. 

Brian . Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On February 13,2012, Council passed the fo llowing resolution in regards to the 
Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol: 

That.' 

(I) The proposed Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol be adopted 
as a Council Policy to guide the City '5 review a/telecommunication antenna proposals 
and to facil itate commenting to telecommunication antenna proponents and Industry 
Canada under the Federal Radiocommunicalion Act as set Ollt in the staff report entitled 
"Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol" dated 
Janllwy 18, 2012; 

(2) Staff be directed to prepare the proposed amendments 10 Zoning Bylaw 8500 as set oul 

in the above staff report for future consideration by Council; and 

(3) Staffbe directed to prepare an amendment 10 Development Application Fee Bylaw 7984 
to include an application lee fO cover fhe cost 01 processing applications under the 
proposed Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Prolocol as sef OUf in the 
above staff report lor!uwre consideration by Council. 

hem 1 adopted the Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol (Protocol) as 
City Policy 5045. The purpose of this Report is to address Items 2 and 3 oflhe above resolution. 

Findings of Fact 

Richmond's Zoning Bylaw 8500 allows for "telecommunications antennas" in all zones as local 
governments are not empowered to prohibit telecommunication installations that are pennittcd and 
regu lated under Federal jurisdictional powers. However, Section 5.13.7 of Bylaw 8500 does limit 
the height of "teleconullunication antennas" to that of the maximum height fo r accessory structures 
and setbacks in cach given zone. 

The Zoning Bylaw's Agricultural and Industrial zones set a 20 m (66 ft.) maximum height for 
non-residential accessory structures. The Residential, Mixed-Usc, Commercial and Institutional 
zones have a range of9.0 m (33 ft.) to 12 m (39 ft.) for ma'(imum heights for accessory structures 
with the exception oflhe Entertainment and Athletics (CEA) and School & [nstitutional Use (S1) 
zones that have no maximum heights for accessory structures. The Zoning Bylaw's Site Specific 
zones also set various maximum heights for accessory structures. 
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Ana lys is 

Proposed Zoning Bylaw Changes 

Following the above-noted February 13, 2012 Council referral, Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment 
Bylaw 8904 is proposed to amend the maximum height provisions withi n the Zoning Bylaw in 
two ways: 

Freestanding Antennas and Towers: Following the Council referral, a maximum height 
for freestanding telecommunication antennas and towers is set at 15 m (48 ft .) or the 
current maximum height for an accessory structure in a zone, whichever is greater. This 
is consistent with the 15 ill (48 ft.) lndustry Canada consultation exemptions for 
freestanding towers that are contained within the adopted City Protocol. This would 
allow for applicants to build small towers up to 15 In (48 ft .) throughout the City without 
Development Variance PClmits (DVPs). Currently, some zones would require a DVP and 
other s imilar zones would not require a DVP for such antennas and towers up to 15 m (48 
Ii.). 

Building.Mollnled Antennas: An allowance for building-mounted antennas to extend 3.0 
m (9.8 ft.) above the maximum building height for a zone is also being proposed. This 
would apply when the roof on which the antenna is attached at or within 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) of 
the current maximum pennitted bui lding height. This is consistent with the adopted City 
Protocol consultat ion exemption for antennas extending 3.0 m (9.8 ft.) above a building 
rooftop. Thus, it would allow for some small antennas to be located on buildings without 
DVPs be ing required. This provis ion is also provided on the basis that it does not 
contravene Transport Canada's YVR maximum height zoning. 

It should be noted that existing legally- install ed antennas and towers that exceed the above·noted 
proposed height provisions would be considered as legal non·conforming (grand fathered) under 
the Zoning Bylaw. 

Proposed Application Fee 

An application fee of $2,040 for processing applications under the Protocol is proposed under 
Development Application Fee Bylaw 7984, Amendment Bylaw 8905. This fee is the same as the 
City's $2,040 fee set for Temporary Use Penn it (TUP) applications, but more than the $1,530 DVP 
appl ication fee. A higher fee is chosen given the level of review and publi c consultation 
requirements of the adopted City Protocol would often be closer to those undertaken for a TUP. It 
should be noted that the expanded Protocol consultation area (6 times tower height) for taller 
towers would usuall y involve a greater City cost than the 50 rn (164 ft.) consultation radius 
required for DVP notification areas. 
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Financial Impact 

Whi le some telecommunication antenna proposals reviewed by C ity staff and Council may 
invo lve DVPs with their own application fees, the amendment to the Development Application 
Fee Bylaw 7984 would also allow for the City to recoup the additional cost of processing 
Protocol applications where there is no DVP application. 

Opportunities for revenue and amenities resulting from te lecommunication installations in public 
places will be part of a negotiation process consistent with existing Municipal Access 
Agreements and subject to Council approval. 

Conclusion 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8904 includes a maximum height for freestanding towers and antennas 
of 15 m (48 ft.) or the maximum accessory structure height in a given zone, whichever is greater. 
Also, it is proposed that building-mounted telecommunication antennas may be allowed to extend 
3.0 m (9.8 ft.) above the maximum building height permitted in the zone. 

Development Application Fee Bylaw 8905 sets an application fee of$2,040 for antennas and towers 
being considered under the adopted City Protocol which is in-line with other City development 
application fees. 

In summary. these proposed amendments address the February 13,2012 Council referral to fully 
implement the adopted Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol. 

Mark McMullen, 
Senior Coordinator - Major Projects 
(604-276-4 173) 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8904 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8904 
(Telecommunications Antenna Heights) 

The Council of the City ofRic1unond enacts amendments 10 "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500", as 
follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended, is further amended: 

352 1929 

a) by deleting section 5.1 3.7 and replacing it with the fo llowing text: 

" 5.13.7 Wind turbines shall be allowed in all zones subject to: 

a) the maximum height for accessory structures in that zone; 

b) the accessory structure and/or principal building yards and 
setbacks in that zone; 

c) landscaping or other specific provisions in the zone; and 

d) appropriate safety and noise attenuation measures. 

5.13 .8 Telecommunications antennas shal l be allowed in all zones subject to: 

a) freestanding towers or antelU1as not exceeding the specified 
maximum height for accessory structures in that zone or 15.0 m, 
whichever is greater; 

b) building-mounted antennas may extend not more than 3.0 m above 
the maximum building height for that zonc provided that the roof 
of the building is at or within 3.0 m of the maximum huilding 
height fo r that zonc; 

c) all antennas and towers meeting the accessory structure and/or 
principal building yards and setbacks in that zone; 

d) landscaping or other specific provisions in the zone; and 

e) compliance with any covenants or caveats registered on the title of 
the land which could restrict the install ation of 
tclecommunica tions antennas, induding ai rport maximum height 
covenants (Property owncrs and tenants arc advised to check their 
current certi ficate of title fo r any covenants or caveats which may 
be registered and affect the use of the site.)." 
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Bylaw 8904 Page 2 

This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8904". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8905 

Development Application Fees Amendment Bylaw No. 7984, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8905 

The Council af the City of Richmond enacts amendments to "Development Application Fees Bylaw 
No. 7984", as foUows: 

1. By renumbering subsection 1.15 as subsection 1.16. 

2. By inserting the fo llowing new subsection after subsection 1.14: 

"1.15 Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol Fees 

1.5. 1 Every applicant under the Telecommunication Antenna Consultation 
and Siting Protocol must pay an application fee of$2,040." 

3. By inserting the following new definition within section 2. 1 immediately following the 
definition of Public Hearing: 

"Telecommunication Antenna Consultation and Siting Protocol" means the current 
policy adopted by City Council that identifies the C ity process for managing consultation 
and providing si ti ng guidelines for telecommunications antenna proposals under a 
protocol pursuan t to the Federal Radiocommunications Aer. 

This Bylaw is cited as "Development Application Fees Bylaw No. 7984, Amendment Bylaw No. 
8905". 

FIRST READING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Tom Stewart , AScT. 
Director, Public Works Operations 

Report to Committee 

TD FWI =-tV\DIb{ ::¥!-21)\2-

Date: April 24, 201 2 

File: 10-8000-01f2012-Vol 
01 

Re: Electric Vehicle - Community Charging Infrastructure Grant Funding Opportunity 

Staff Recommendation 

That an application for a community electric vehicle charging plan and infrastructure grant be 
submitted to the Fraser Basin Council upon announcement of the avai lability of provincial funding 
for thi s work. 

Tom Stewart, AScT. 
Director, Pub li c Works Operations 
(604-233-3301) 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

The Be Government has established a $ 17 million funding program to promote clean-energy 
vehicles, infrastructure, home charging stations and the Be SCRAP-IT Society. A component of 
this funding program is a point-of-sale incentive program, which provides up to a $5,000 rebate 
on qualifying new battery electric vehicles. To date, the City has received $15,000 in rebates 
through this program related to the purchase of three electric vehicles (Chevrolet Volts). The 
program also provides for rebates of up to $500 to homeowners who install dedicated charging 
stations in their homes. 

As part of the overall program, the Province recently announced a $6.28 million funding 
initiative, expected in the next month, to support planning and installation of community-wide 
electric vehicle charging stations. The objective is to achieve 570 level two publicly-accessible 
charging stations throughout the province, approximately one-half of which are anticipated to be 
in the Metro Vancouver and Southern Vancouver Island regions -- with an allocation of 
approximately $2.74 million. This portion of the funding will be managed by the Fraser Basin 
Council and staff have been advised that the timeline for submissions will be limited. In 
preparation for the funding call , this report presents a project to undertake planning for 
community-wide charging infrastructure, as well as installation of some initial conununity 
charging infrastructure points in Riclunond. Further, the report seeks approval to apply to the 
infrastructure-charging fund when the funding call is announced. 

Analysis 

Background 

Funding incentives are expected to result in 10,000 - 20,000 electric vehicles in Metro 
Vancouver by 2020. This would reduce greenhouse gas emissions (gbg) by an estimated 35,000 
tonnes by 2020, increasing to 111,000 tonnes by 2030 (.66% - 2%) as adoption of electric 
vehicles increases. Grovvth in the electric vehicle market to 130,000 vehicles by 2030 would 
reduce ghg emissions by 6.5%. Personal transportation accounts for 14% of ghg emissions in the 
province, where in the average BC household, almost half (45 .3%) of emissions come from 
personal cars and trucks. In Riclunond, transportation accounts for approximately 50% of the 
community's gbg emissions (according to 2007 data): 
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Currently, the price of an electric vehicle is approximately double that of a standard gasoline 
engine vehicle. When electricity and fuel costs are considered, an electric vehicle is 
approximately $7,400 more expensive than a gasoline vehicle over a standard eight year service 
life. Therefore, the provincial incentive program is key to encouraging growth in electric vehicle 
uptake. As electric vehicle battery technology improves and the price of the battery reduces, 
electric vehicles will compete much more favourably. 

A principal disincentive to electric vehicles is driver concern about running out of charge due to 
a lack of accessible charging infrastructure within their traveling range or while 'on the go'. 
This is commonly referred to as "range anxiety". It is expected that 80% of charging will occur 
at home, 18% at work and 2% while 'on the go'. Despite most charging being expected to 
happen at home, it will be crucial to provide access to chargi ng infrastructure in a variety of 
locations to foster growth in the electric vehicle market. This is because ready access to 
charging points will ease driver "range anxiety" issues and encourage electric vehicles to be used 
for all vehicle trips. Locations such as office, retail parking lots, public spaces, park 'n rides, 
and commercial businesses are among the charging locations targeted by the upcoming 
provincial infrastructure funding program. 

There are three levels of charging infrastructure. The cost and charge times are shown below. 
Level 2 charging infrastructure is being targeted in the upcoming funding initiative for local 
governments and businesses/institutions. In tandem, the province is developing a plan and 
implementation strategy for thirty Level 3 fast charge stations throughout the province. 

Cost Range Time to Full Charge 

• Level I: $1 ,000 or less 12 - 20 hours 

• Level 2: $2,000 - $ 10,000 4 - 6 hours 

• Level 3: $60,000 - $100,000 under 30 minutes 

In order to maximize the funding opportunity to the City associated with planning and 
installation of charging infrastructure, it is suggested that the City'S grant application address 
both local planning and infrastructure installation, as discussed below. Staffs understanding is 
that funding of up to $4,000 per charge point may be provided, or up to 75% of capital and 
installation costs. Greater clarity on the details of funding eligibi lity is expected when the 
funding call is announced. 

Community Wide Charging Infrastrllctllre Plait 

The charging infrastructure plan would identify the broader strategy and contextual overview of 
potential charging infrastructure throughout Richmond. Issues such as suggested charging 
stations and number of charge points per station throughout the City including office, retail, 
public spaces, commercial and others would be part of this plan. This could include partnerships 
or other support to encourage installation of charging infTastructure at key businesses. The plan 
would be developed by retaining a consultant who would work with an inter-departmental staff 
team. 
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There are a number afbest practices and considerations which would be addressed within the 
plan: 

• To provide a greater level of confidence to electric vehicle commuters, the general best 
practice of 1 charge point per every 5 km of major road network is suggested. 

• Locating charging infrastructure at signature sites, high pedestrian traffic areas and at 
locations highly visible from major roads is reconunended for effective marketing and 
charging. Optimizing business locations and park and rides is another consideration. 
Key criteria relating to population density, destinations (employment, retail, community 
service centres), visibility and range (even distribution, major corridors), etc. are all 
issues which will be addressed. 

• Security issues - including measures to prevent potential wire theft, vandalism, or other 
damage to charging infrastructure. 

• Charging capacity. While the provincial funding grant targets Level 2 charging stations 
for communities, the plan would also address whether a fast-charge station (Level 3) 
might be appropriate at certain locations, i.e. City Centre, No.5 RoadJSteveston area, etc. 
Staff note that while the costs for Level 3 charging stations are notably high at this time, 
they are expected to reduce substantially or by as much as one-half. By planning early, 
the City can be prepared for any potential Level 3 stations once the price point makes this 
a cost-effective installation. 

• Fees and incentives associated with charging services. There are legal limitations on the 
resale of electricity. As such, another category of fee would need to be identified (i.e. a 
parking fee) should the City wish to consider cost recovery. Alternatively, no fees could 
be applied. The City could also look to provide incentives (i.e. preferred parking). As 
part of this, it may be necessary to establish maximum time limits to allow greater access 
to the charge points. These issues would all be explored as part of the planning work. 
For example, as part of ensuring security of the charging infrastructure, it may involve 
collection of a deposit to allow access to the charging unit, which is immediately 
refunded once the plug and associated equipment is securely restored. 

In addition to the issues identified above, the plan would also include practical installation 
guidelines and templates to provide for efficient installation of charging infrastructure. Potential 
business and funding models for installation would also be identified. 

lnfonnation from this plaIUling work could be incorporated into the City's broader mobility 
objectives per the City'S sustainability framework and green fleet management strategy (e.g., 
targets could be set for both civic and community-wide electrical vehicle charging stations). 

RegiollalI"frastructure Chargillg Network Plannillg 

In addition to the plarullng work outlined in the previous section, Metro Vancouver has also 
canvassed municipal interest in a funding application to undertake regional planning work 
including mapping, education, detailed costing and other related planning activities which would 
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complement and support the Riclunond-specific planning work outlined above. Richmond staff 
have advised Metro Vancouver of our interest in participating in the proposed regional planning 
work since it would service to complement our local planning efforts (regional mapping, shared 
educational resources, technical support to businesses, ctc.). 

Initial Community CharginG Infrastructure Points 

In order to kick-start insta ll ation of Level 2 charge points at key areas throughout the City, it is 
suggested that staff begin project planning for the install ation of four charging locations at key 
City facilities, including potentiall y: 

• City HaIJ or City l-Ia11 Precinct 

• Steveston Community Centre and/or Garry Point 

• Hamilton or Cambie Community Centre 

• Thompson Community Centre 

As part of this, staff would ensure consultation and involvement with community association 
and/or School District staff. 

By fast tracking work on these Level 2 charge points, staff would be in a ready pos ition to apply 
for funding and have key detai ls such as specific install ation locations, number of charge points 
per station and preliminary security features scoped out. These locations could also serve as 
pilots to work through any challenges and help to gauge uptake/demand. Instal! ation of these 
Level 2 charge points could also serve as showcase initiatives, demonstrating City Council's 
leadership role in helping 10 promote community use of low emission vehicles and as part of 
meeting Council 's community ghg emission reduction targets (e.g. 33% reduction fTom 2007 
levels by 2020 and 80% reduet ion by 2050). 

In addition to the proposed project to install charge points at C ity facilities, it should be noted 
that the provision of electric vehicle chargi ng stations is also actively being incorporated into 
development requirements as one of the Transportation Demand (TOM) measures. Over the last 
few years, several major developments have committed to equipping 10%~30% of the on~s ite 

parking spaces with 120V (Level I) and 240V (Level 2) electric service for vehicle plug-ins with 
conduits, circuit breakers, wiring (actual outlets to be provided later by strata owners) which will 
result in a total of 660 parking stalls capable of being retrofitted readily as individual charging 
stations. As part of the OCP update, it is expected that the provision of electric vehicle stations 
would be included as a new OCP policy so that electric vehicle stat ions would be incorporated as 
part of standard requirements in all future major developments. 

Funding Plan 

The estimated cost of the infrastructure plan and installation project is $90,000. An additional 
level funding submission fo r this amount wi ll be submitted for Council 's consideration as part o f 
2011 surplus allocation. If the City is successful in obtaining provincial funding associated with 

3S14789 CNCL - 215



April 24, 20 12 - 6 -

this program and depending on the level o f funding provided, between $20,000-$36,000 could be 
rebated through grants. 

Should surplus funding not be approved the City would not be bound by the grant program. 

Financial Impact 

None. Should Council support the staff recommendations, staff wi II have the authori ty and 
support required to submit a grant funding application. 

Conclusion 

Provincial funding opportunities are be ing made ava ilable to residents, loca l governments, 
businesses and institutions to foster growth in clean energy vehicles to help meet provincial 
emiss ion reduction targets. A new funding call under the Community Infrastructure Charging 
Program for the development of approx imately 285 charging points in Metro Vancouver is 
expected to be issued shortly, to be managed by the Fraser Basin Council. This report presents a 
proposed submiss ion that would include a community wide charging infrastructure plan, as well 
as ini tial install ation of four electric vehicle charging infrastructure stations at Ci ty·owned 
faci lities. h is proposed that the City seek grant fundi ng through the Fraser Basin Council to 
offset a portion of the cost of this work. 

The City has undertaken a number of measures to acq uire fuel effi cient vehicles, including the 
recent acquisition of three electric vehicles. The planning and infrastructure project as outlined 
in thi s report would further showcase the City'S leadership ro le in promoting sustainable 
transportation choices in the communi ty and supporti ng progress toward Council adopted 
sustainability targets. 

, 
Suzanne ycra 1 
Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs 
(604-233-3338) 

SJB: 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Tom Stewart, AScT. 
Director, Public Works Operations 

Report to Committee 
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Date: April 25, 2012 

File: 10-6370-01/2012-Vol 
01 

Re: Report 2011 : Recycling and Solid Waste Management - Together We're Making 
Change Happen 

Staff Recommendation 

That the "201 J Recycling and Solid Waste Management - Together We're Making Change Happen" 
annual report be endorsed and made available to the community through the City' s website and 
other conuTIlmication medium. 

Tom Stewart, AScT. 
Director, Public Works Operations 
(604-233-3301) 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

The City has established a waste diversion target of70% by 2015, aspiring to 80% by 2020 in 
accordance with the regional Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan 
(ISWRMP). In addition, Council has established the Solid Waste Strategic Program as a key 
aspect of the corporate Sustainability Framework, with the overarching goal of a "Recycling 
Smart City, where excellence in recycling and solid waste management is continuously pursued 
to ensure waste generation is minimized and reuse, recycling and material recovery opportunities 
are maximized and accessible for the community". The 70% waste diversion target is a key 
target within the Sustainability Framework and is one often sustainability targets that has been 
adopted by Council. 

In order to track progress and report back to the community with an annual outlook on our 
programs, the Report 2011: Recycling and Solid Waste Management - Together We 're Making 
Change Happen is presented (Attachment 1). This report highlights Richmond ' s comprehensive 
programs to support residential recycling, public spaces recycling, litter control and responsible 
waste management, as well as related partner programs to facilitate safe disposal of special waste 
items and recycling through take-back programs. 

Analysis 

The City offers a progressive suite of recycling services and educational outreach programs to 
make recycling easy and convenient for residents, while at the same time, promoting waste 
reduction and reuse opportunities. Through these programs, residents in single-family homes are 
now recycling 55% of their waste, up 5% over prior years. Collectively, all residents, including 
those in single-family, townhouses and apartments are recycling 50% of their waste. As 
highlighted in the City's 2011 progress report, the City' s efforts have ensured that despite 
population growth, our overall waste disposal is decreasing, i.e. since 2009, the population has 
increased from 193,505 to 199,141 residents; yet garbage disposed has decreased from 68,300 
tonnes to 61 ,100 tonnes over the same period. 

The Report 201 J.- Recycling & Solid Waste Management - Together We 're Making Change 
Happen highlights key accomplishments including: 

• Development of the Solid Waste Strategic Program as a component of the City's 
Corporate Sustainability Framework. 

• A public spaces recycling pilot program, "Go!Recycle" - At Home or on the Go, 
Recycle! in the Steveston Business District, Garry Point Park, Hugh Boyd Park and 
Steveston Conununity Centre areas. 

• A pilot food scraps recycling program for townhomes, i.e. the "Green Cart" program. 
• Expanded collection services at the City'S Recycling Depot. 
• Increased recycling rates for residents in single-family homes, i.e. to 55%. 
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Proposed Communication 

Subject to Council approval, the Report 2011: Recycling and SoUd Waste Management will be 
posted on the City's website and made available through various communication tools including 
social media channels and as part of conununity outreach initiatives. 

Report Overview 

The 2011 report contains five chapters that summarize outcomes and accomplishments in current 
waste management and recycling services, public education/community outreach programs, and 
partnership programs. The report highlights Richmond's outlook for future initiatives and 
includes a comprehensive tips and resources section. The report content includes useful 
information such as what recycled materials are used for as new resources, tips for residents and 
did you know facts to facilitate understanding of the importance of waste diversion and increased 
participation in recycling programs. 

A swnmary overview of each chapter follows. 

Chapter 1: Annual Outlook- Let 's get 10 70% Diversion is an overview of the accomplishments 
towards the City' s goals and new programs implemented in 2011. The Annual Outlook also 
provides the context for the need to divert waste and the related policies and strategies in place to 
support achieving these goals. This overview features the importance of Richmond ' s 
sustainability initiatives and provides linkages to how recycling and solid waste management 
support these objectives. As well, the Annual Outlook provides a brief summary of the new 
initiatives and service targets for the upcoming year. 

Chapter 2: Programs and Services - Delivering Excellence in Recycling and Waste 
Management describes the City's comprehensive recycling and waste reduction initiatives and 
highlights how each program contributes to overall diversion targets and sustainability goals. 
Details on the quantities collected through programs such as Blue Box, Blue Cart, the Recycling 
Depot, Yard Trimmings Drop Off, Green Can, the Green Cart Pilot Project and the Go!Recycle 
program are provided. This section also includes helpful information on tipping fee trends, 
materials which are banned or prohibited from disposal and measures the City takes to promote 
recycling space in commercial and multi-family buildings. 

Chapter 3: Outreach alld Customer Service - Supporting Awareness and Education presents the 
City's commitment to support waste reduction and reuse by providing residents information and 
education through workshops and displays. Our extensive public education and community 
outreach initiatives aim to raise awareness and foster sustainable behaviours where recycling and 
waste reduction practices become a way of life. Free workshops on composting, waste 
reduction, eco-cleaning, reuse and more are offered throughout the year, as are outreach displays 
at various events. City staff partner with the Richmond School District to engage both high 
school and elementary school students to promote sustainable stewardship behaviours. City staff 
members mentor the High School Green Teams by hosting information-sharing meetings and 
coordinating Green Team volunteers at community events. 
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Chapter 4: Working in Partnership - To Improve Waste Management provides an overview of 
the City of Richmond's many partners in the community and the region. Working together, the 
City and its partners strive to raise awareness of safe disposal drop-off options for hazardous 
materials that are banned or prohibited from landfills, and to promote waste reduction and 
recycling efforts. This section also describes product categories under existing take-back 
programs and associated stewardship agencies as well as products being considered for expanded 
recycling. 

Chapter 5: Tips and Resources - provides a comprehensive guide to recycling. This chapter 
includes specific infonnation on how and what to recycle in the City's Blue Box, Blue Cart and 
Green Can Programs. There is infonnation on how to compost at horne, the items accepted for 
recycling at Richmond ' s Recycling Depot, what do to with many household items ranging from 
flower pots to recyclable mattresses and box-springs. The resources section also includes 
infonnation on what to do with special waste items and banned materials, including recycling 
and disposal options through take-back programs. There is also contact infonnation and locations 
for Richmond services and community partners involved in stewardship programs. 

Moving Forward 

As the City continues to grow and expand our services to further advance toward 70% waste 
diversion, key focus areas going forward include: 

• Enhance and expand recycling opportunities through options such as an Eco-Centre. 
• Expand public spaces recycling, i.e. at City facilities, events and other streetscapes. 
• Explore initiatives to increase recycling in multi-family, mixed use and potentially the 

commercial sector. 
• Expand food scraps recycling for residents in multi-family developments. 
• Expand communications to increase participation in existing and emerging recycling 

programs. 
• Continue involvement in regional planning and implementation efforts for the 

ISWRMP. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

Through the Report 2011: Recycling and Solid Waste Management - Together We 're Making 
Change Happen annual report, The City is providing its residents with a progress report of the 
many recycling and waste management programs and activities delivered in the community. The 
report also serves as a comprehensive resource and guide that supports recycling, reuse and 
reduction activities throughout the year. By tracking progress towards its goals for waste 
diversion and reporting this to the community, the City is demonstrating Richmond ' s 
commitment to responsive services, responsible government and accessible infonnation and 
conununication. 
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April 25, 2012 

~ suzanne~ 
Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs 
(604-233-3338) 
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2011 REPORT . TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION - TOGETH ER WE'RE MA KING CHANGE HAPPEN 

ANNUAL OUTLOOK 
LET'S GETTO 70% DIVERSION! 

TOGETHER, WE'RE 
MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 
In Richmond, we take pride in our community, strive to protect the 
environment and work together towards improving our City for future 
generations. Residents demonstrate this community culture in multiple 
ways, ranging from volunteering to recycling and responsible waste 
management. The City of Richmond supports residents through 
programs and services, and together we're making change happen. 

Over the past 10 years, Richmond has consistently tracked a trend towards 
increasing recycling. Richmond's Council remgnizes the importance of these 
steps towards waste diversion and the importance of achieving the City's vision 
to be a sustainable community. To help support this trend, Richmond's Council 
has consistently approved new programs such as public spaces recycling and 
Green Can food scraps recycling. Programs like these make it easy to increase 
recycling at home and when on the go in the community. Equally important 
is the trend towards reduced waste overalL Richmond's goal is to divert waste 
by 70% in 2015, aspiring to 80% by 2020, and this will be achieved through 
a combination of increased recycling and reduced waste being generated. It 
is notable that the amount of waste going to landfill in 2011 was lower than 
2010 and recycling was at about the same leveL This indicates an important 
new step in Richmond's waste management - an overall reduction 
of waste being disposed. 

Reducing waste is critical for advancing overall sustainability. It preserves 
resources and supports long-term supply. It also helps reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and decrease climate change impacts. In addition, responsible waste 
management helps ensure that toxic materials are managed appropriately to 
protect the health and safety of people and the natural environment. 

Richmond recognizes the importance of supporting residents in their efforts 
to use less and recycle more and has incorporated solid waste as priority goal 
in the City's Sustainability Framework. The Framework sets a solid waste goal 
to be a "Recycling Smart City" where excellence in recycl ing and solid waste 
management is continuously pursued to ensure waste generation is minimized 
and reuse, recyding and material recovery opportunities are maximized and 
accessible for the community. 

The Framework embeds the 70% community-wide waste diversion target 
and includes a commitment to develop a corporate waste reduction target 
to help the City measure how, as a business, its own actions are contributing 
to the larger community target. The corporate target will also help the City 
reduce its own resource consumption, corporate carbon footprint 
and operational expenditures. 

THREE EASY STEPS 

Richmond can achieve its targets with the 
help of community commitment to these 
three easy steps to reduce waste: 

8£ CHOOSY WHEN YOU SHOP-SElfCT PROOIJCI'S 
WITH MINIMAL OR NO PAClCAGINGAND ntMS 
'J1iAT CAN 8E RKYCLED. 

• 
DOHATE 8EFOR£ YOU DISPOSE- CONSIDER 
DOHAnNG OR SEWNG GENTlY USED PRODUCTS. 
SEE T1PSAtI) RESOURCES FOR A UST OF SEIMW 
AVAILABlE 10 MAKE IT EASY 10 REUSE PROOOCTS. 

RAMP UP R£CYCUNG-EXPANO YOOR 
RECYCUNG 10 INQ.UDE FOOD SCRAPS AND 
OTHER RECYClABlE MATEftlALSACCEPTEO 
THROUGH RICHMOND'S COll£Cl'1OH SERVICES. 
RECYCUNG D£POf AND TAKE BACK PROGRAMS. 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

The City's programs and services combined with community 
commitment to recycling are evident. Richmond's overall 
residential recycling is at 50%, significantly higher than the 
national average of 30%. The rate of recycling for single-family 
is even higher at 55%. In 2011, the City implemented key 
initiatives such as the Green Cart Pilot Project for townhomes 
and the region's first private/public organization partnership 
for public spaces recycling. The City's pilot public spaces 
recycling program helped to reduce waste disposed in the pilot 
area by 35%. The number of beverage containers found in the 
waste stream was reduced by 27%. Building on the successful 
introduction of food scraps recycling through the Green Can 
program in 2010, there is also an increase in the total recycled 
tonnage coming from Green Can use in 201 1. 

Looking ahead to 2012 through to 2015, Richmond will 
be worKing with residents to achieve the additional 20% 
reduction needed to reach its target of 70% diversion. 

Richmond's Sustainability Framework is designed to bring 
together the City'S individual components of sustainability into 
a unified and coherent program, including the Solid Waste 
Strategic Program. The Framework captures the multiple 
actions at various levels throughou1 the organization to provide 
a 'one-stop' overview of the City's activities as they relate to 
achieving sustainability. It also serves to collate and develop 
performance-based targets and establish an overall system for 
measuring and reporting progress across the many objectives 
of sustainability_ By having the targets clearly defined in one 
place, the City will be able to maximize opportunities for 
collective and multi-objective based action. 

SINGLE-FAMILY WASTE DIVERSION 2011: 55% 

45% 

• GARBAG~ 
• COMPOsnNG 

• RECYCLING 

This involves making full use of the existing services by 
encouraging residents to be consistent about recycling when 
they are at home or in the community. While food scraps 
recycling is increasing, the Green Can is st ill a relatively new 
service and there is room to expand the use of this program in 
single-family homes, as well as the potential for Green Cart 
service to townhomes and other multi-family residents. Other 
enhanced services to divert waste include a centralized 
recycling facility such as an Eco-Centre and more options to 
recycle in public spaces. There are also opportunities to partner 
with product stewards to bring expanded recycling services 
to the community. Richmond works with these stewardship 
partners to promote more industry take back programs 
where product stewardship partners in the community 
accept products such as hazardous waste for recycl ing 
or proper disposal. 

On January 25, 2010, Council adopted the conceptual 
structure for the Sustainability Framework which identified 
nine goal areas that span across the full breadth of 
sustainability, and on April 26, 2010, Council adopted 
the City's Corporate Sustainability Policy - the first major 
component of the Sustainability Framework. This Policy 
provides an overall vision of sustainability and establishes 
overarching sustainability princip!es to help guide City 
decision-making and activities. Since 2010, the City has been 
deve!oping strategic action programs and targets for meeting 
its sustainabi!ity goals. To date, the City has developed 10 
sustainability targets. These include the 70% diversion target 
by 2015 as well as a 33% greenhouse gas emission reduction 
target by 2020 and a 10% community-wide energy use 
reduction by 2020. 
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Encouraging increased recycling with existing services is essential to successfully achieving reduction 
targets. At the same time, Richmond is also looking at building on the success of its services: 

GOAL Enhance and expand recycling opportunities through options such 
as an Eco-Centre and expanded public spaces recycling 

GOAL Expand initiatives to increase recycling in multi-family, mixed use 
and potentially commercial sector 

GOAL Expand food scraps recycling to residents in multi-family developments 

GOAL Expand communications to increase participation in existing 
and emerging recycling programs 

GOAL Involvement in regional planning and implementation effor ts for 15WRMP 

WASTE GOING TO LANDFILL: SINGLE FAMILY AND TOWNHOUSES 
THROUGH CITY OF RICHMOND COLLECTION SERVICES 

2010 

20' 

• POPULATION • tANDF1LL WASTE 

pop.193,505 
68, 300 tonnes 

With half of waste generated by 
residents already being diverted 
from landfill, Richmond is now 
working with residents to increase 
recycling of yard trimmings and 
food scraps, expand use of take 
back programs and apply other 
waste reduction measures to 
achieve an additional 
20% diversion. 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Let's get to 70% waste diversion together, by trimming our waste 
through recycling, reduced consumption and reuse of products. 

TOWARDS OUR GOALS 
Together, the City and Richmond's community can achieve our goal for responsible and 
effective waste management and we'll establish a legacy that will benefit our community 
today and in the future. 

2011 ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
In this 2011 report, Richmond's continued progress in recycling and waste management is highlighted 
through progress charts on overall recycling program usage, diversion rates showing the amount of waste 
going to landfill and through recycling programs, and the mUltiple opportunities, programs and resources 
available to further support success in reducing waste in Richmond. There is also a comprehensive tips 
and resources section that provides a convenient guide for recycling throughout the year. 

The following are some of the key accomplishments in 2011 : 

0 Developed Strategic Framework for 0 Distributed over 172 compost bins,10,574 
Solid Waste and Recycling Program Garbage Tags. and 668 Garbage Disposal 
See Annual Oullool::, page 4. Vouchers out of the City's Recycling Depot. 

0 Conducted a successful Public Spaces 
See Re<ycling [}esxIt Services, page 14. 

Recycling Pilot Program - "Go! Recycle" 0 Collected over 3.994 loads of litter from 
At Home or On the Go, Recycle! City parks, schoo! grounds and streetscapes. 
See Public Spaces Reqding, page 24. Serviced more than 4,552 containers and 

(I Implemented Green Cart Pilot Program 
approximately 1.687 acres of parkland and City 
spaces each week, with services to high-profile 

See Green Cart Pilot Program, page 19. 
areas being provided 7 days per week. 

0 Enhanced Environmental Outreach Program See Utter Collection Services, page n 
See Outreach and Customer Service. page 27. 0 Conducted a "Clean Up Your Act Make Richmond 

0 Expanded Collection Service at City's Recycling Sparkle" contest that challenges schools to be 

Depot to accept small appliances for recycling. litter-free. Awards for "Always Sparkle" and 
See Re<ycling Depot Program, page 14. "Sparkle" were given to Whiteside and Spul'u'kwuks 

G Responded to more than 8.400 service 
Elementary schools who were judged to have the 
best litter-free performance by the City's litter staff. 

requests relating to garbage and recycling via the See Outreach and Customer Service. page 29. 
Environmental Programs Information Line . ., See Customer Service, page 29. Promoted City, regional and partner recycl ing 

service options, including the weRecycie mobi le app 

0 Implemented dedicated service for litter for quick access to recycling and take back locations, 
and recycling collection to ensure the Canada and reuse and sharing sites to help reduce waste, 
line and No.3 Road remain attractive and See Working In Partnership, page 33. 
appealing gateways to the city. 
See Customer Service. page 29 . 
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THANK YOU 
Our thanks and appreciation go to Richmond residents for recycling and 
reducing waste in our community. 
Every time you make the choice to recycle, you're helping us achieve our goal to 
be a Recycling Smart City. We value the steps being taken by residents to take 
responsibility for recycling and make it a way of life. As a City, we will continue 
to support your commitment to trim our waste by delivering programs that are 
convenient and easy to use. 

We encourage all residents to make full use of the many recycling programs and 
services available. By making a few changes and keeping recyclable materials out 
of the garbage. we will achieve our objective to divert another 20% of waste 
from the landfi ll. 

Together. we can build on our success as we make change happen and 
turn waste into resources. 

Let's Trim Our Waste! 

o ANNUAL OUTLOOK 7 • •••••••• 
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2011 REPORT . TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION - TOGETHER WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 

PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 
DEliVERING EXCElLENCE IN RECYCLING AND WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Richmond residents care about their community and are 
making recycling a way of life. By taking advantage of 
Richmond's comprehensive recycling and waste management 
services, collectively residents are consistently recycling half 
of their waste. Even with continued population growth, there 
is a downward trend in the amount of waste going into 
landfills, which indicates that residents are both recycling 
more and using less. This partnership approach to recycling 
and waste management is a formula for long-term success 
as Richmond works towards its goal to divert 70% of its 
waste from landfill by 2015. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
SINGLE-FAMILY RECYCLING SINCE 1990 

RICHMOND RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING 

• GARBAGE 
• YARD TRIMMINGS 

AND COMPOSTlNG 

• RECYCLING PROGAAMS 
• WASTE REDucnoN 
• RECYCLING DEPOT 

30,000 TONNES 

25,000 TONNES 

20,000 TONNES 

15,000 TONNES 

10,000 TONNES 

5,000 TONNES 

o 

Residents in single-family homes have 
significantly reduced the amount of 
garbage sent to landfill. from 27,236 
tonnes in 1990 to 15,334 tonnes in 
201 1. At the same time, they have 
increased the amount recycled from 
350 tonnes to nearly 20,000 tonnes. 

• TOTAL GARBAGE 

• TOTAl RECYClED 

All residents, including those in 
townhomes and multi-family residences, 
are collectively recycling 50% of total 
residential waste through the many 
programs and services offered by the 
City, including our Recycling Depot, 
waste reduction education programs, 
recycling programs, and yard and 
composting programs, 

o PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 9 ••••• • •• • 
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RESIDENTIAL RECYCLING PROGRAMS 
With weekly collection services, drop off programs, public spaces recycling 
and community take back programs, it's easy and convenient to recycle in 
Richmond. Richmond offers residents a range of services to support 
recycling at home and on the go. 

BLUE BOX RECYClING PROGRAM 
The Blue Box Recycling Program provides convenient collection services in the 
community. Residents in single-family homes and some townhome complexes use 
City-provided blue boxes, blue bags and yellow bags to recycle newspaper, paper 
products and cardboard along with tin, aluminium, and glass food and rigid plastic 
containers (8&&&). Nearly 40,000 residential units are serviced with weekly 
collection under this program. 

In 2011, more than 7,200 tonnes of materials were recycled in the Blue Box 
program. Of this, 45% was mixed paper, 40% was newspaper and 15% was 
co-mingled containers. 

Items that can be recycled through this program are listed in the 
Tips and Resources section of this publication and at www.richmond.ca/recycle. 

••••••••• 10 

BLUE BOX RECYCLING MIX 

15% 

45% 

• MIXED PAPER (3281.63 TONNES) 

• NEWSPAPER (2884.76 TONNESj 

• CONTAINERS (1098.25 TONNESj 
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2011 REPORT . TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION ~ TOGETHER, WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 

BLUE CART RECYCLING PROGRAM 
People who live in multi-family complexes can 
recycle the same products as residents who use 
the Blue Box program through the City's Blue Cart 
Recycling Program. The City provides recycling carts 
for a mini recycling depot at each complex, which 
are generally located in the garbage enclosure or 
other convenient location. This service is currently 
available to over 27,000 multi-family units, and the 
City has information tools such as Blue Cart decals, 
posters and brochures that are offered to stratas 
and property managers to help raise awareness and 
increase participation. 

In 2011, nearly 2,400 tonnes of materials were 
recycled through the Blue Cart Recycling Program. 

For a detailed list of items that can be recycled through 
the Blue Cart recycling program see the Tips and 
Resources section or visit www.richmond.cafrecycle. 

• • 

+ 

,-.. ~ , .. 
" '. . , I 

/ -, 

IIo'l 

2,400TONNES 7,200 TONNES 

--

Residents can pick up a complimentary blue box and yellow and 
blue bag supplies at the Richmond Recycling Depot and City 
Hall, or order them online at www.richmond.ca/recycle. 

Residents in multi-family complexes with Blue Cart service can 
pick up an indoor collection bag at Richmond Recycling Depot 
or order a bag online at www.richmond.ca/recycle. 

9,600 TONNES 
RECYCLED PER YEAR 

o PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 11 ••••••••• 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

TURNING WASTE INTO RESOURCES 
FROM WASTE... INTO RESOURCES! 

ALUMINIUM CANS 

TIN CANS 

NEWSPRINT 

GLASS CONTAINERS 

CARDBOARD 

PLASTIC CONTAINERS 

• •••••••• 12 

New cans, foil, pie plates, window frames and automotive components 

New tin cans, cutle ry, appliances and razor blades 

New newspapers, newspaper inserts, flyers and telephone direaories as well as 
tissue paper, paper towels, egg cartons, cereal box.es and shoe boxes 

New glass containers, fiberglass insulation, kitchen tiles, refleaive paint and 
aggregate for construaion projects 

New glass containers, fiberglass insulation, 
kitchen tiles, reflective paint and 
aggregate for construction projects 

(i).: Bottles, clothing and carpet 
&, : Picnic tables, drainage pipes and oil bottles 
&: Bags, trash cans and paneling 
&: Flower pots and pallets 

DID YOU KNOW? 
It takes 100 years for a tin can and 500 years for 
an alum,nium can to breakdown In a landfill and 
the energy saved from recycling an aluminium can 
could run your teleVISion for three hours. But it only 
takes 60 days for an aluminium can to be recycled, 
refilled and back on the shelves. 
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2011 REPORT . TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION - TOGETHER, WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 

PLASTIC RECYCLING GUIDE 
The following table outlines the types of recycling symbols used for plastics. 

CODE DESCRIPTION TYPICAL PRODUCTS RECYCLED PRODUCTS 

& 
POLYETHYLENE TEREPHTHALATE 
Clear and tough with the ability to contain carboll dioxlde. • Soft drillk bottles • Pullover sweatshirts 
Most commonly recycled plastic in North America. • Peallut blltler jars • Pillow stuffing 

PETE • Liquor bottles • Carpet bad:.ing 

& 
HIGH DENSITY POLYETHYlENE 
Excellent protective qualities alld very strong. • Milk or juice jugs • Plastic lumber 
Second most recycled plastic in North America. • Motor oils • Blue boxes & compost bins 

HOPE • Shampoo or bleach bottles • Consumer boUles 

& 
POLYVINYL CHLORIDE 
Clear. Extensive use in construction industry. • Wrapping for meat • Drainage pipes 

NOT ACCEPTED 
• Water bottles • Cable insulation 

V • Siding, doors, frames 

& 
LOW DENSITY POLYETHYlENE 
Flexible and strong. Most commonly used in • Bread bags • Plastic lumber (playgrounds) 
flexible plastic film. • Milk pouches • Compost bins 

LOPE Note: The City of Richmond accepts hard plastic LOPE, • Grocery bags 
The City does not accept soft plastics such as plastic 
film or grocery bags. 

& 
POLYPROPYLENE 
Strong with a high melting point. Good for packaging • Syrup and ketchup bottles • Ice scrapers 
'hot-filled' products. • Appliance parts • Industrial packing cases 

PP 
• luggage • Automotive battery cases 

& 
POLYSTYRENE 
Clear, can be 'foamed' and provides excellent insulation • Foam cups • Cassette & CD cases 

and protection. • Compact disk cases • Office accessories 
• Filler in concrete forms 

PS NOT ACCEPTED 

& laminates. Safety glasses Picnic tables 

ACCEPTED 
Automotive tail lights 

OTHER 

o PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 13 ••••••••• 
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CITY O F R!CHMOND 

• ••• • 
Residents can purchase compost bins, 
extra Garbage Tags and Garbage Disposal 
Vouchers at the Richmond Recycling Depot. 
Garbage Disposal Vouchers that cost $5 for 
Richmond residents are worth $20 at the 
Vancouver l andfill. 

Rain barrels and compost bins are also 
available for purchase at the Recycling Depot 

2011 Customer Service Highlights 
In 201 1, the Recycling Depot distributed: 

••••••••• 14 

RECYCLING DEPOT PROGRAM 
The Recycling Depot is conveniently located at 5555 Lynas Lane and is 
open from 9:00 a.m. - 6:15 p.m., Wednesday to Sunday. This facility 
accepts a wide range of materials including cardboard, yard and garden 
trimmings, mixed paper, newspapers and now also accepts fluorescent lights 
and cooking oil. The faci lity also accepts large appliances (e.g. fridges, stoves, 
washing machines) metal items (bike frames, barbecues, lawn mowers), 
glass bottles, jars, tin and aluminium cans, paints, pesticides and solvents. 

RECYCLING DEPOT SERVICES 
The Recycling Depot is owned and operated by the City of Richmond, with two 
ful l-time staff and additional staff support in the summer months to manage 
increased recycling volumes. Staff on site are available to answer questions and 
provide assistance with unloading awkward or heavy items. The Recycling Depot 
is a Provincial Product Stewardship (Take Back) collection site for small appliances, 
paints, solvents, flammable liquids, pesticides and fluorescent lamps. For more 
information on Product Stewardship, see the Working in Partnersh ip section. 

-

2009 
USED COOKING OIL 
AND ANIMAL FAT 

2010 
COMPACT FLUORESCENT LAMPS 
(CfL~) INCLUDING flUORESCENT 
LIGHTS AND TUBES 

'. 

SMALL APPLIANCES 

RECENT ADDITIONS TO THE RECYCLING DEPOT DROP OFF PROGRAM 
In 20 11, Richmond expanded its drop off program to include free drop off 
of small electrical and battery-operated appliances. This includes more than 
120 different types of appliance products, such as unwanted old or broken 
vacuum deaners, toasters, microwaves, electrical toothbrushes and a host 
of other electrical appliances. 

For a fu ll list of items that can be recycled at the Recycl ing Depot, 
please see Tips and Resources. 

172 
COMPOST BINS 

10,574 
GARBAGE TAGS 

668 GARBAGE 
DISPOSAL VOUCHERS 
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2011 REPORT . TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION - TOGETHER, WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 

RECYCLING DEPOT - MATERIALS AND AMOUNTS COLLECTED 

2011 RECYCLING DEPOT COLLECTION 

ClJWlCllDUMOUGH ' AKEIACK_ " I_IIKYCLED 

Paint 278,208 equivalent litres 

Aerosols 2,625 equivalent litres 

Solvents & Pesticides 12,960 equivalent litres 

Small Appliances (Started October 2011) 10lannes 

Compact Fluorescent lamps (CFLs) Recycling 

eFls 40 boxes 

4' tubes 289 boxes 

8' lubes 51 boxes 

TURNING WASTE INTO RESOURCES 
FROM WASTE .. , INTO RESOURCES! 

ELECTRONICS UKE COMPUTERS, Raw materials for new electronic products 
PRINTERS AND TELEVISIONS 

SMALL APPLIANCES Materials like glass. plastic, metal and aluminium 
are separaled and sold as new commodities for new 
products 

BATTERIES Materials like metals are separated and used for new 
batteries and stainless steel 

PAINTS Reused through Paint Exchange Program, reprocessed 
inlo painl afld coaling products, raw material in 
recycled concrete al'ld Portland cement 

PLASTICS: 34.39 

DEPOT RECYCLING: BREAKDOWN 
OF MATERIALS COLLECTED IN 2011 

In 201 1, 1,782.58 tonnes of paper, metal 
and containers were collected at the 
Recycling Depot. Yard trimmings are also 
collected at the Recycling Depot, see 
Yard Trimmings Drop·Off Programs on 
page 17 for more information, 

CARDBOARD: 225.17 

EW5PRINT: 169.97 

TIN CANS: o:: ;~ :7~!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!l GLASS: ~ 
ALUMINUM: 

TOTAL TONNAGE: 1782.58 

e PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 15 •• •• •••• , 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

COMPOSTING PROGRAMS 
Composting is a simple and organic process that can reduce household waste 
by up to 40%-significantly reducing the amount of waste that goes to the 
landfill. Fruit and vegetable peelings, along with grass, leaves and other yard 
trimmings can be added to a compost bin. In addition, composted matter 
produces a very nutrient-rich soil to keep lawns and gardens healthy. 

BACKYARD COMPOST BIN DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM 
The City of Richmond supports composting by providing free composting workshops 
from January to November, which include information on backyard and worm 
composting and how to harvest compost. The City offers compost bins for sale at 
the Recycling Depot for $25.00 each. Backyard composting is the most effective 
way to dispose of fruit and vegetable peelings, eggshells, coffee grounds, filters, 
tea bags and yard trimming materials. Since this program started in 1992, over 
10,200 compost bins have been distributed, resulting in annual waste reduction 
of over 3,000 tonnes. 

Additional tips and information on composting are provided 
in the Tips and Resources section and at www.richmond.calrecycle. 

COMPOST DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 
To help residents learn about backyard composting, the City offers a 
Compost Demonstration area in the Terra Nova Rural Park Centre located at 
2631 Westminster Highway just west of NO.1 Road. It is open from dawn to dusk 
year-round, and residents are encouraged to take a self-guided tour to learn about 
different types of compost bins and the benefits of composting . 

• • • . • • • • • 16 
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2011 REPORT . TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION - TOGETHER, WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 

composting is a great way to turn waste into a valuable 
resource. The composting cycle takes food scraps and yard 
trimmings and turns them into nutrient-rich soil. Richmond 
residents are generating their own compost to enrich their 
garden soil. With over 10,200 bins sold, home composting 
helps to divert more than 3,000 tonnes of green materials 
from the garbage disposal system each year . 
. . , . , ...... , .. , . , ... ' . , . ... , . , , . , .... . , .. , ... , ..... ... , . , .. , . , .... . , .... . , ... .. . , .. . , . , ...... , .. . 
YARD TRIMMINGS DROP-OFF PROGRAMS 
ECO -WASTE INDUSTRIES 
The City offers residents the option to drop off unlimited quantities of yard and 
garden trimmings for free at Ecowaste Industries located at 15111 Triangle Road. 
Proof of Richmond residency is required. 

Visit ecowaste.com or call 604-277-1410 for hours of operation and directions. 

RECYCLING DEPOT 

Residents may drop off limited quantities of yard and garden trimmings (up to 1 
cubic yard) at the City's Recycl ing Depot. A fee of $20 applies for each additional 
cubic yard. Commercial operators may also use the Recycling Depot for dropping 
off of trimmings for a fee of $20 per each cubic yard. The Recycling Depot is 
conveniently located at 5555 Lynas Lane and is open from 9:00 a.m. - 6:15 p.m., 
Wednesday to Sunday. 

For a detailed list of all items that can be recycled at the Depot, 
please refer to the Tips and Resources section. 

DROP OFF TONNAGE 2011 

In 2011, 2,750.94 tonnes 
of yard trimming were 
collected at the 
Recycling Depot and 
through the Ecowaste 
drop off program. 

RECYCLING DEPOT 

+ 
ECo-WASTE INDUSTRIES 

--
TOTAL TONNAGE DIVERTED 
FROM LANDFILL 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Through the Green Can program, over 9,900 tonnes of 
food scraps and yard trimmings were collected in 2011 , 
and total garbage vo lumes collected from single-family 
homes went down by nearly 1,300 tonnes. 

GREEN CAN PROGRAM 
Food scraps and yard trimmings represent about 40% of household waste, 

and Richmond residents have multiple options to turn these materials into 

a valuable resource. The Green Can program for single-family homes and 

the recent Green Cart Pilot Project make it easy and convenient to recycle 

food scraps and yard t rimmings. 

Richmond's Green Can program for single-family residences is a convenient 
service to divert organics such as food scraps and yard trimmings from the landfill. 
Food scraps are one of the remaining recyclable items stitl found in garbage, 
and they witllikely become a banned item in future as these materials are a 
valuable recycling resource. By changing habits to shift food scraps from 
garbage into the Green Can, residents are helping to achieve our goal to 
divert waste by 70% by 2015. When combined, food scraps and yard trimmings 
represent approximately 40% of generated waste, and when recycled. these 
materials are composted into valuable nutrients for soil. 

Through the City'S Green Can program, residents can recycle fruit and vegetable 
scraps, coffee and tea grounds, meat, bones and other food scraps, pizza boxes, 
lawn and yard trimmings. Residents use 80 L or smaller containers with Green Can 
decals provided by the City. as well as paper yard waste bags for yard trimmings. 
Residents can place unlimited amounts of Green Cans, paper yard waste bags or 
tied bundles for collection each week. There is a 20 kg (44 Ibs) weight limit, and no 
plastic is permitted as it affects the quality of the compost. The materials collected 
are delivered to Fraser Richmond Soil and Fibre where they are composted to 
produce a nutrient-rich soil product. 

YARD TRIMMINGS AND FOOD 
SCRAPS RECYCLING 2011 

Yard trimmings and food scraps 
recycling is steadily increasing since 
the introduction of the food scraps 
recycling program. 

en 
o o 
N 
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N 
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WHERE RICHMOND'S FOOD SCRAPS AND 
YARD TRIMMINGS ARE SENT FOR COMPOSTING 

Richmond sends its yard trimmings and food scraps to Fraser 
Richmond Soil and Fibre, a composting facility off NO.8 Road 
owned and operated by Harvest Power. The company is 
constructing an Energy Garden, also known as an anaerobic 
digester, that uses naturally occurring microorganisms to 

Harvest Power's new anaerobic digester under construction . 
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turn approximately 27,000 tonnes of organic materials-
yard trimmings and food scraps - into biogas. which is then 
converted into electricity and heat. The Energy Garden is 
completely enclosed and uses negative airflow and biofilters to 
minimize odours. After two weeks ;n the digester, the organic 
materials are removed, further composted, and returned to 
local farms and gardens for soil revitalization. Construction of 
the Energy Garden is expected to be complete by fall of 2012. 
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GREEN CART PILOT PROGRAM 
Richmond is exploring options to expand recycling programs to 
include more town homes and other multi-family complexes. 
The Green Cart Pilot Project implemented in 2011 is an 
important step towards offering recycling collection for yard 
trimmings and food scraps. This nine-month food scraps 
collection pilot program was delivered to approximately 3,200 
town home units (75 complexes). The program focused on bin 
types and service options to provide this enhanced recycling 
to townhomes and included feedback from residents on 
what works best. 

Selected residents were able to recycle kitchen food scraps as 
well as yard and garden trimmings. As part of the program 
evaluation, a survey and an online discussion forum were 
introduced exclusively for participating townhomes to use 
during this pilot. The online forum was used to ask questions, 
share experiences and find information and tips about using 
Green Carts. 

The results and evaluations from the pilot program are now 
being used to develop recommendations for implementing a 
Green Cart program for townhomes and other multi-family 
residences in Richmond. 

+ 

9,900 TONNES 323 TONNES 

GREEN CART PILOT PROGRAM 

Yard trimmings and food scraps recycling is steadily 
increasing since the introduction of the food scraps 
recycling program. 

11.29 kg AVERAGE COLLECTED 
PER MONTH, PER TOWNHOUSE 

GREEN CART HAS COllECTED 323 TONNES 
OVER NINE MONTHS! 

DID YOU KNOW? 
With half of waste generated by residents already being diverted from 
landfill, Richmond is now working wilh residents to increas.e recycling of 
yard trimmings and food scraps, expanded LJse of take back programs and 
other waste redLJction measures to achieve an additional 20% diversion. 

--
10,223 TONNES 
OF FOOD SCRAPS 
& YARD TRIMMINGS 
DIVERTED FROM 
LANDFILL! 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

TIPPING FEES, CURRENT AND PROJECTED, PER TONNE 

2007 20 0 8 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Tipping fees have increased by almost 
50% since 2007, and are expected to 
rise to more than S200/tonne by 2015. 

RESPONSIBLE WASTE MANAGEMENT 
Landfill space is filling up quickly and Richmond's population is expected 
to grow to 282,000 by 2041, which continues to put pressure on limited 
facilities and the need for responsible waste management. In addition, 
disposing of garbage is becoming much more expensive. Tipping fees are 
expected to increase to over $200/tonne by 2015. With these considerable 
increases in cost, the importance of trimming our waste to achieve 70% 
waste reduction by 2015 is becoming critical for our environment and 
for cost management. 

Keeping waste down and diverting recyclable materials is one way to achieve 
waste management goals. Richmond also encourages waste reduction through 
user-pay initiatives such as a maximum number of garbage containers collected 
each week (e.g. two-can limit for single-family homes) along with manufacturer 
return programs for items such as electronics, tires, beverage containers and 
many other items. There are bans at the landfill that help to divert recyclable and 
hazardous materials, and Richmond works with residents, business and industry to 
promote recycling and take back programs. Through these programs and efforts, 
Richmond is trimming its waste and working towards its goal to see 70% 
of all waste being diverted from the landfill by 2015. 

CURBSIDE COLLECTION SERVICES 
The City of Richmond provides weekly garbage collection services for all single-family 
homes and some townhome developments. In providing these services, the City has 
aimed to strike a realistic balance between meeting its recycling goals while enabling 
residents to have reasonable means to dispose of garbage by implementing a two
can limit each week for curbside collection. Additional garbage cans may be put out, 
but each extra container or bag must display a tag that can be purchased at City 
facilities for $2.00. Certain items, such as hazardous waste materials and those items 
that can be recycled, are prohibited from garbage bins. 

, •• , _ • •.• 20 
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DEALING WITH HAZARDOUS WASTE 
The careless handling of hazardous products can cause serious injury as 
well as damage to the environment. Hazardous products that are dumped 
in sewers or green spaces can kill or injure livestock, wildlife and plant life. 
Careful and often specialized disposal is essential for these materials. 

Many common hazardous household and automotive products must be 
recycled or disposed through special depots. 

Please visit www.richmond.cafrecycle formoreinformation. 

BANNED AND PROHIBITED MATERIALS 
There are certain materials that Metro Vancouver disposal facilities do not 
accept, either because there are already disposal programs set up for these 
items, or because they are hazardous to waste collection workers, the public 
and the environment. In 2010, recyclable mattresses and box springs were 
banned from landfill and it is anticipated that food scraps will soon be added 
to these bans as food scrap recycling programs expand in municipalities in 
the Metro Vancouver region. 

At disposal sites, garbage loads are inspected for banned and prohibited 
materials. Loads that arrive at the disposal sites containing prohibited 
materials are assessed a $50 minimum surcharge, plus the cost of removal, 
clean-up or remediation. Loads containing banned materials are assessed 
a 50% tipping fee surcharge. 

BANNED/ PROHIBITED FROM LANDFILL 

EXAMPlES OF MAllRlA15 

DID YOU KNOW? 
Used mattresses are sometimes being illegally 
dumped in the community, and most of these 
mattresses could eaSily be re<ycled. Residents 
can take them 10 Recyc-Mamess Inc. irllangley 
(604·856·8383), Pacific Mattress Recycling Inc 
irl Burnaby (604·973·0183) Of Carladian Mattress 
Recycling Inc on Annacis Island (604·777·0324). 
(Please ca ll for information on pick up charges 
and recycl ing rales.) 

Please refer to the Tips arnl Resources section for ways to safely dispose of these materials or call RCBC at 604·RECYCLE (732-9253). 

• Asbestos • Gypsum • Oil containers, oil fi~ers, paint products, 
• Automobile bodies arid part5 • Hazardous waste solvents and flammable liquids 
• Batteries • Inert fill materials induding soil, sod, gravel, • Metal household or commercial appliances 
• 8arrels or drums in excess of 205 litres concrete and asphalt in quantities exceeding • Peslidde products 

(45 gallons) 0.5 cubic metres per load • Pharmaceuticals 
• Clean or treated wood exceeding • lead acid batteries • Propane tanks 

2.5 metres in length • liquids and sludge • Thermostats 
• Electronics and electrical products (limited) • Recyclable Mattresses • Tires 
• Fluorescent lights 

BANNED MATERIALS THAT CAN BE RECYCLED 

• Corrugated cardboard 
• Recyclable paper 
• Yard and garden trimmings 

• Containers made .of 2lass, metal or banned 
recyded plastic B~t!~ 

• Beverage containers (all except milk cartons) 

• Mattresses and box springs 

For a list of Banned and Prohibited Materials, please visit vyww.metrovancouver.orgfservices!solidwastefdisposaVPageslbannedmaterials.aspx 
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LITTER COLLECTION SERVICES 
Maintaining a litter-free city is a challenge given the number 
of people using public spaces in Richmond. The City of 
Richmond has made efforts to ensure that there are garbage 
cans, and in many cases recycling options, in public spaces 
throughout the city. In addition, City crews work seven days 
a week to collect litter from parks, school grounds, roadsides, 
sidewalks and boulevards. They also empty garbage from 
approximately 4,500 City litter and recycl ing receptacles in 
the community each week, and assist with removing graffiti 
from City garbage cans. As well, they coilect iilegaily-dumped 
materials found on City property and provide safe disposal 
and recycling of these items. Together, these measures help to 
support a safe and appealing community. 

••.••••• . 22 

DID YOU KNOW? 
Richmond coilects over 3.994 loads of litter and 
recycling, manages more than 4,552 containers 
in public areas and provides services to keep 
approximately 1,687 acres of parkland and (Ity 
spaces dean and litter free each week, with 
services to high-profile areas being prov:ded 
7 days per week. 
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Recycling is most successful when it's simple and convenient. 
For commercial buildings and multi -family complexes, recycling 
can be made easier by design. Richmond has developed guidelines 
to help ensure commercial buildings and multi-family complexes are 
designed with accessible, centralized and well-organized recycling 
facilities. Meeting these standards helps Richmond take recycling 
to a new level by creating new opportunities to trim our waste 
and turn recyclable materials into resources. 

COMMERCIAL BUILDING 
GUIDELINES 
Effective garbage and recycling management at commercial 
buildings is most successful when these facilities are integrated 
into the design and operations of the building or site. To 
support this, the City of Richmond has developed commercial 
building guidelines that are outlined in the City of Richmond 
Design Considerations for Commercial Properties Recycling and 
Garbage. These guidelines assist designers and developers of 
commercial buildings in three key areas: 

• the design of storage facilities for garbage and recycling; 
• selection of containers for garbage and recycling; and 
• planning of access for both tenants and collection 

service providers. 

These guidelines help commercial property owners by giving 
general advice for meeting City regulations and suggesting 
goals for effective garbage and recycling programs. This 
information is provided as a resource and should be used 
with, not in place of, all applicable building codes, City 
standards and other relevant legislation. 

For more information, visit www.richmond.ca/recycle. 

MULTI-FAMILY BUILDING 
GUIDELINES 

All multi-family residential and mixed-use buildings in 
Richmond require adequate storage for garbage and recycling, 
and these storage areas must meet Building Code Regulations. 
At the same time, garbage and recycling collection at multi
family and mixed-use buildings is an area where there is 
potential for future expansion and improvement. 

As an important foundation, the City of Richmond has 
developed Multi-family Building Guidelines to help support 
consistent standards at all buildings. The guidelines include 
information such as basic service requirements, container 
access for residents and collection, and maximum container 
size. The information is provided as a convenient source of 
information, and property owners are responsible for ensuring 
they meet all applicable building codes, City standards and 
other relevant legislation. 

For more information, visit www.richmond.ca/recycle. 
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RT HOME OR ON THE GO, RECYCLE! 

GO! 
RECYCLE 

PUBLIC SPACES RECYCLING 
With Richmond's new public spaces recycling program, there are a growing number of recycling 
bins throughout the community to make it easy and conven ient to recycle while on the go. 

Richmond's newest public spaces program started with a pilot project in 2011 that reduced the number 
of beverage containers found in the waste stream by 27%. As well, there was a 25% decline in recyclable 
non-beverage containers and a 35% reduction in waste going to the landfill overall. This successful project 
involved a partnership between the City of Richmond, the Canadian Beverage Association, Encorp Pacific 
(Canada) and Nestle Waters Canada. Through the project, B1 new garbage and recycling receptacles were 
strategically installed, with instructional signage as part of the educational component, in the Steveston 
main business district and waterfront, Steveston Community Centre, Garry Point Park and Hugh Boyd 
Sports Field. Nestle Waters Canada and other industry partners funded the purchase of the receptacles, 
various communication materials and the waste assessment study to gauge the success and effectiveness 
of the program. Richmond undertook container installation, servicing and maintenance. In addition, the 
City initiated the development of a public spaces recycling campaign - Go! Recycle - with the tag line, 
"At Home or On the Go, Recycle!H The promotional aspect of this program was a key success factor in 
generating awareness to the program and public spaces recycling. 

Richmond also has public spaces recycling at the Canada Line and main Richmond central bus stop 
on NO.3 Road using solar-powered compactors with recycling bins attached. 

Building on the success of these programs, Richmond is now developing an expanded program to extend 
public spaces recycling to include both indoor and outdoor locations, such as community facilities, parks 
and streetscapes. The program will be implemented in a graduated fashion . 
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SPECIAL EVENTS RECYCLING 
Richmond hosts multiple events throughout the year and recycling at these 
events offers an ideal opportunity to reduce the amount of waste going to 
landfill. In 2011, Richmond worked with volunteers and community partners 
to offer recycling at more than 15 events. A total of 4,446 volunteer hours 
were recorded and approximately 41% of waste was diverted from landfill 
including food scraps recycling. 

Approximately 288 Green Team high school student volunteers assisted 
with these recycling efforts by monitoring and educating event participants 
about the importance of recycling while ensuring materials were placed 
in proper receptacles. 

Looking ahead to 2012, Richmond is developing an event recycling program 
that provides event organizers with access to portable recycling receptacles that 
the City will loan out for events in the community. Beverage containers and 
other recyclables are common at events and, as Richmond residents are making 
recycling a way of life, the City is working to make it easy and convenient for 
them to keep Richmond clean and keep recyclables out of the waste stream. 

When you're out in the community or at 
an event in Richmond, look for Richmond's 
~Gol Recyde~ bins to recycle your plastic 
and paper produdS. The opportunities 
to recycle while on the go will continue 
to grow as Richmond expands its public 
spaces recycling program. 
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2011 REPORT . TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION - TOGETHER WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 

OUTREACH AND 
CUSTOMER SERVICE 
SUPPORTING AWARENESS AND EDUCATION 

Richmond residents have multiple opportunities to learn more 
about how to reduce, reuse and recycle thanks to the extensive 
pub lic education and community outreach offered throughout 
the year. Richmond hosts free workshops, participates in 
community events and works with students to raise awareness 
about recycling . Participants benefit from new ideas and 
other tips on topics ranging f rom backyard composting to 
waste reduction tact ics . The City also provides residents 
with multiple options to connect with staff to learn more 
about programs, services and the best way to manage waste. 
Together, Richmond and loca l residents are expanding their 
understand ing of how to make Richmond a Recycling Smart 
City w here recycling is a way of life . 

.. . . ,. , . " . , . , ..... , .. , .... . .. , ..... .. , . . " . . , .. . ... . .. , .. , ... . , . , .. . , .. .. , ., .. , .. ... .. , ... , .. , . . 

2011 CUSTOMER SERVICE AND OUTREACH HIGHLIGHTS 

65 
WORKSHOPS 
Held 65 workshops 10 support responsible waste 
management and sustainability initiatives at home. 

REACHED 4,647 sruDENTS 150 
AND TEACHERS 

FUNDED 20 SHOWS 
Funded 20 elementary school shows: 
Zero Heroes and Clean Up Your Act. 

2,900 sruDENT 
VOLUNTEER HOURS 

Engaged high school students in Green Team Program. 
Green Teams dedicated over 2,900 volunteer hours to 
support event5 and other community outreach 

Reached approximately 4,647 elementary school 
students arld 150 teache); through school programs. 

HOSTED 20 
INFORMA110N BOOTHS 
Hosted information booth at 20 community event5. 
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COMMUNITY WORKSHOPS 
Working together with Environmental $ustainability, the Environmental Programs division coordinated 
68 workshops in 2011 on topics ranging from composting to creating water-wise gardening and 
reducing pesticide use, Community outreach included approximately 20 community events featuring 
activity booths and information on backyard composting, waste reduction and recycling. 

2011 COMMUNITY OUTREACH WORKSHOPS/ DISPLAYS 

• A Sustainable Urban Forest 
• Backyard and Worm Composting 
• Beautiful Flower/Food Gardens 

without Pesticides 
• Beautiful Gardens without Pestiddes 
• Container Gardening: As tocal AS It Gets 
• Edible Ornamentals 
• Edible Wild 
• Establishment and Management 

of Fruit Trees 
• Garden Wisdom, Companion Planting 
• Gardening with Native Plants 
• Go Green and Save Your 'Green' Dollars 
• Green Uving - Christmas Celebration 
• Green living - Easter Celebration 
• Green living - Halloween Celebration 
• Green living - Thanksgiving Celebration 
• Green living - Easy On You 

and the Environment 
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• Green Living - Easy On You and the 
Environment Cantonese & Mandarin 

• Grow The Most Food In The Small Space 
• Growing, Using and Drying Herbs 
• Harvesting Compost 
• Invasive Plants And The Ecosystem 
• Organic Fall Vegetable Gardening 
• Organic Food Gardening 
• Organic Salad Green Vegetable Gardening 
• Organic Seasonal Vegetable Gardening 
• Organic Spring Vegetable Gardeniflg 
• Organic Winter Vegetable Gardening 
• Paper and Card Making 
• Pest Management for Small Fruits 
• Pest Management for Tree Fruits 
• Pesticide Free Gardening 
• Pesticide Free Gardening 

Cantonese/Mandarin 

• Safe and Sensible lawn Care 
• Salmon Friendly-Gardening 
• Seed Saving And Preserving Vegetables 
• Seed Starting 
• TastyTrees - Home Grown Organic Fruit 
• Understanding Fruit Tree 

Canopy Management 
• Water Conservation - Why, How and 00 
• Waterwise Gardening 
• Garden Water Conservation and Mulching 
• What Can I Plant Now 
• Zero Mile Diet Garden 
• Green Can Promotions at Capital Project 

Open House, Richmond Centre Earth Day 
Celebrations, Project WET, Science Jam, 
Public Works Open House, Steveston 
Salmon festival and Ship to Shore. 

CNCL - 251



2011 REPORT . TOWARDS 70% DIVERSION - TOGETHER, WE'RE MAKING CHANGE HAPPEN 

Attend free Community Workshops hosted by the City of Richmond 
for tips and best practices in gardening, composting, waste 
reduction and recycling. For information on the workshops, 
email esoutreach@richmond.ca. To attend free workshops offered 
by the City visit richmond.ca/register or call 604-276-4300 and 
press "2" at the prompt (Monday to Friday from 8:30 a.m. 
to 5:30 p.m.) to register. 

PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS 
FOR CLEANER SCHOOLS 
Working in partnership with the Richmond School District 
and individual schools, Richmond also engages students 
to promote waste reduction and recycling efforts. In 2011, 
City staff supported and facilitated the High School Green 
Teams by hosting monthly meetings to share information and 
provide updates on programs (including energy conservation, 
waste reduction, take-back programs) and by coordinating 
Green Team volunteers at community events and through 
presentations and information sharing initiatives. In 2011, the 
Green Teams dedicated over 2,900 volunteer hours to support 
outreach activities in Richmond. 

Richmond also sponsored and coordinated two theatrical 
shows for elementary school students. These shows are fun 
and engaging, and inspire students to take action on reducing 
solid waste and increasing recycling, as well as teaching them 
about the hazards of littering, vandalism and graffiti. Ten of 
each show, for a total of 20 shows, were held at Richmond 
elementary schools in 2011. 

Students also demonstrated leadership in being a litter-free 
and recycling smart city as part of the City'S "Clean Up Your 
Act Make Richmond Sparkle" contest. The contest challenges 
schools to be litter-free. Awards for "Always Sparkle" 
and "Sparkle" were given to Whiteside and Spul'u'kwuks 
elementary schools who were judged to have the best 
litter-free performance by the City's litter staff. 

ACTIVITY KITS 
There are many activity kits and displays related to 
environmental awareness that are available for groups to use. 
From natural home and garden care to understanding your 
ecological footprint to learning more about recycling, these 
activity kits provide useful information in an 
easy-to-use format. 

For a list of kits that are available go to www.richmond.ca/recycie. 
To request a kit please contact esoutreach@richmond.ca. 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 
Supporting residents in their recycling and waste management 
is integral to all services, but there are also resources specifically 
designed to provide residents with information and assistance. 
The Environmental Programs Information Line staff responded 
to more than 8,400 service requests relating garbage and 
recycling, and the City's website is updated regularly to provide 
information on changes to solid waste management that affect 
residents, as well as tips and other resources. 

As a means to further support customer service, Richmond 
implemented dedicated service for litter and recycling collection 
to ensure the Canada Line and NO.3 Road remain attractive and 
appealing gateways to the city. By having a dedicated position 
to provide service in this area, Richmond's main corridor 
and streetscape has been maintained to high standards 
of cleanliness in relation to litter. 

, . f"l'~" '. , 
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WORKING IN PARTNERSHIP 
TO IMPROVE WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Achieving waste reduction goals is a shared respons ibi li ty 
and in Richmond, much of our community's success is thanks 
to residents and the many organizations who partner with the 
City. These partners include the waste management industry, 
Metro Vancouver Regiona l Distri ct. collectors and other 
partners who support reuse and recycling. Together, we are 
making change hap pen and establ ishing respons ib le waste 
management practices by providing guidelines around what 
goes to landfill , offering options for recycling and take back 
programs and ensuring safe disposal of garbage li ke 
hazardous waste . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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METRO VANCOUVER 
Metro Vancouver is the regional organization involved with 
waste management in the Lower Mainland. Richmond works with 
Metro Vancouver to achieve its goals to improve waste reduction, 
reuse and recycling . 
Metro Vancouver establishes disposal sites, manages the transfer station network 
and sets disposal bans to encourage recycling. Metro Vancouver also developed 
the Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan in partnership with 
communities such as Richmond. Through partnership and shared commitment 
to responsible waste management, Richmond, Metro Vancouver and other 
municipalities in the region are striving to divert a minimum of 70% of waste from 
disposal sites by 2015. The Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan 
also includes an aspirational target of achieving 80% diversion by 2020. Remaining 
waste will be managed to recover the maximum amount of energy. The City of 
Richmond's Solid Waste and Recycling Regulation Bylaw 6803 mirrors the regional 
disposal bans and the City implements programs to raise awareness about these 
regional bans as well as other guidelines and requirements related to garbage 
collection and recycling services. 
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METRO VANCOUVER RECYCLES -
REUSE AND RECYCLE IN THE REGION 
A convenient web tool called Metro Vancouver Recycles makes it easy to 
connect with people who could use products you don't need, or to find options \. 
for recycling products that cannot be included in your curbside collection, visit - - ="--
metrovancouverrecycles.org. 

There are also convenient links to online services if you want to sell or give away goods. 
The following are just a few examples in the Metro Vancouver region: 

MetroVan Reuses 
bc.reuses.com 

Richmond Shares 
richmondshares.bc.ca 

weRecycie 
iPhone app (available from iPhone App Store 
and at metrovancouverrecycles.org) 

Metro Vancouver Recycling Directory 
metrovancouverrecycles.org 

COMPOST HOTLINE 
Richmond encourages composting and connects residents to 
the Compost Hotline, 
The Compost Hotline is a community program that provides add itional support 
and tips for best practices in home composting. The Compost Hotline for the 
Metro Vancouver region is operated by City Farmer. City Farmer has researched 
and promoted the best methods of urban composting since 1978. In addition 
to the Compost Hotline, they maintain the Vancouver Compost 
Demonstration Garden. 

Compost Hotline 
Phone: 604-736-2250 
Email: composthotline@telus.net 

• •• • 
weRecycle is a free iPhone app that 
provides mobile access to Metro Vancouver 
Recycles database. All you do is enter 
a material and hit search to find the 
closest donation and recycling locations. 

Visit metrovancouverrecydes.org to download 
the free app from the iPhone App Store, 
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Product stewardship is successful thanks to partnersh ip. 
The program includes several stakeholders working together 
to ensure that products no longer being used by consumers 
are managed in an environmenta lly responsible manner. 
The key participants in these programs are the Be government, 
loca l governments, producers, retai lers and consumers who 
bring their products to designated collection sites when 
they are at their end of life . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , ... , ... .. ..... ... ....... .. ... ...... .. .. ...... ... .... ... ...... . 

• 
Many electronics products can be reused 
by others and there are convenient 
services to sell them or give them away. 
You can also give them to a number 
of organizations who accept donated 
equipment to redistribute in the 
community. Please contact these agencies 
in advance to ensure they will accept 
specific items for donation. 

BC Electronics Material Exchange: bcemex.ca 

Free Geek Vancouver: freegeekvancouver.org 

••••.•••• 34 

RECYCLING COUNCIL OF 
BRITISH COLUMBIA (RCBC) 
Richmond works with the Recycling Council of British Columbia (RCBC) to 
promote awareness and education about recycling. RCBC is a multi-sectoral, 
non-profit, membership driven organization that promotes the principles of zero 
waste through information services, the exchange of ideas and research. It is 
Canada's longest-serving recycling council. 

RCBC also provides information and resources to support recycling in the community. 
They offer a Recycling Hotline that provides a free, province-wide live information 
service for recycling, pollution prevention, waste avoidance, safe disposal options 
and regulations. Their live Hotline Information Officers answer over 120,000 inquiries 
each year, providing information to B.c. residents from its comprehensive database 
containing over 120 product and service categories and 4,000 listings of businesses, 
services, organizations and programs, covering a wide range of topics. 

Other resources include material exchange programs for residents and businesses, 
and an online tool and smart phone app to find recycling drop off locations, 
called the RCBC Recyclepedia at rcbc.bc.ca/recyclepedia. 

RCBC COMMUNITY RESOURCES 
Recycling Hotline 
Monday to Friday, 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
Phone: 604-RECYCLE (604-732-9253) 
Email: hotline@rcbc.bc.ca 
Smart Phone App: BC Recyclepedia App 
(available at iPhone App Store and Android Market) 

RCBC MATERIALS EXCHANGE PROGRAM (MEX) 
The RCBC MEX program is a completely self-serve web-based program 
comprised of Residential Reuse Programs and the Be Industrial Materials 
Exchange (BC IMEX) and is available at bc.reuses.com . 
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PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP 
PROGRAMS 
The City of Richmond works with local companies and 
organizations like Product Care and Encorp to support 
Be's Product Stewardship Programs. 
These programs are often called take back programs or 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) programs, and they are 
based on the principle that whoever designs, produces, sells or 
uses a product is also responsible for minimizing that product's 
environmental impact. The key participants in these programs 
are the Be government, local governments, producers, retailers 
and consumers who bring their products to designated 
collection sites when they are at their end of life. The cost 
of these programs is covered by consumers and producers, 

sometimes in the form of a deposit or levy that is charged at 
the time of purchase. In the case of beverage containers. 
there are refunds available when they are returned at 
a collection site. 

Take back programs are important as they expand the 
opportunities for recycling beyond the curbside collection 
services. There are many household items that can be recycled 
through businesses and organizations in the community who 
participate in Be's Product Stewardship Program. Many of 
these items are also considered hazardous waste, and they are 
restr icted from garbage as they are not accepted at the landfill. 
The take back programs helps to ensure that these expired 
or end-of-life products will be disposed of safely, and 
recycled where possible. 

PRODUCTS CURRENTLY INCLUDeD IN THE PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM 

• Paint products. flammab le liquids, gasoline, 
pesticides and solvents 

• Beverage containers 
• Electronics alld electrical products 
• Car batteries 
• Cell Phones 

• Pharmaceutical 
• Motor oil, oil filters and empty oil containers 
• Vehicle tires 
• Compact fluorescent lamps (CfLs) 

including fluorescentwbes 
• Thermostats 

• Small appliances 
• Lead acid batteries 
• Used oil and alltifreeze 
• Carbon monoxide and smoke alarms 

PRODUCTS BEING CONSIDERED FOR EXPANDED RECYCLING THROUGH PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP 

• Packages and printed paper program 

for more information, visit bcstewards.ca 

, 
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PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM CATEGORIES 
The following categories highlight the products that can be returned to retai lers and other community partners. 
For a list of drop off locations for each category, please see the Tips and Resources section. 

TAKE BACK PROGRAMS WHAT IS INCLUDED STEWARDSHIP AGENCY 

BEVERAGE CONTAINERS 

DID YOU KNOW? 

ELECTRONICS 

CELL PHONES 

BATTERIES 

SMALL APPLIANCES 
"UNPLUGGED" 

• _. _ .. _. _ 36 

Almost all types of beverage containers. 

Televisions and computer and printer products 
such as desktop computers, display devices, 
portable (laptop) computers, desktop printers 
and fax machines and computer accessories 
like keyboards, pointing devices, track: balls 
and mice. 

Mobile/wireless devices that connect to a 
cellular or paging network:, iocluding all cell 
phones, smart phones, wireless personal digital 
assistants (PDAs), external air cards and pagers, 
as well as cell phone baneries and accessories, 
including headsets and chargers. 

Household batteries. 

Kitchen countertop appliances (e,g, toasters, mi· 
uowaves, coffee makers and food processors), 
electric bathroom scales. hair dryers. carpet 
cleaners, vacuum cleaners 
and portable fans. 

Encorp Pacific (Canada) 

Contact 
retum-it.ca 
1-800-330-9767 or 604-473-2400 
encorp@encorpinc.com 

Note: Beverage containers !ike pop and juice cans and 
bonles can be recycled with the Blue Box or Blue Cart or 
can be dropped off at Richmond's Recycling Depot as part 
of the City's recycling services. Beverage containers can 
also be returned for a refund on the deposit at a number 
of Return-It Depots locations in Richmond. 

Electronic Stewardship Association of BC (ESABe) with 
the help of Be's Prodllct Care Association 

Contact 
retllm-itcafelectronics 
1-800-473-2411 
cwisehart.esabc.ca 

Association 

Contact 
RecycieMyCell.ca 
1-888-797-1740 
info@recyclemycell.ca 

Call2Recyde 

Contact 
call2recycle.ca 
1-888-224-9764 
info®CaIl2recycle.ca 

UnplLlgged is a non-profit, province-wide, small electrical 
appliance recycling program in B.c. and the first of lts kind 
in Canada through the Canadian Electrical Stewardship 
Association (CESA) with the help of Be's Product Care 
Association 

Contact 
unpluggedrecycling.ca 
1-877-670-2372 
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FLUORESCENT LIGHTS 
AND TUBES 

TIRES 

THERMOSTATS 
"SWITCH THE 'STAT" 

USED OIL AND ANTIFREEZE 

PAINTS, SOLVENTS, 
PESTICIDES AND GASOLINE 

MEDICATION 

Fluorescent lights accepted irl this program 
include compact fluorescent lights (CFLs), and 
fluorescent tubes in sizes that are 8 feet or 
shorter (T5s, 18s or T12s). 

Car tires, truck tires and some agricultural and 
loggerfskidder tires. 

Thermostats. 

Motor oil, oil filters, empty oil containers, anti
freeze and used antifreeze containers. 

Interior/exterior latex. alkyd, enamel and 
oil-based, porch, floor and deck paints, stains, 
paint aerosols, varnishes and urethanes, primers 
and sealers, flammable liquids like paint th inner 
or camp fuels, gasoline, pesticides and solvents. 

All e~pired or lefto~er prescription 
medication, non-prescription medicatio!"! 
and mineral supplements. 

Product Care and the Electrical Equipment 
Manufacturers Association of Canada (EWAC) 

Contact 
lightrecycle.ca 
604-592-2972 
contact@productcare.org 

Tire Stewardship BC (ISBC) 

Contact 
tsbc.ca 
\-866-759-0488 

DID YOU KNOW? 
Recycled tires are used in products 
such as athletic tracks, playground 
safety surfaces, synthetic turf 
fields and roofing products_ 

Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Institute 
of Canada in partnership with the Canadian Institute 
of Plumbing and Heating, and deli~ered by Summerhill 
Impact. 

Contact 
switchthestat.ca 
416-922-2448 (ext 367) 
switchthestat@summerhillgroup.ca 

BC Used Oil Management Association 

Contact 
usedoilrecyding.com!bc 
604-703-1990 
rdriedger@usedoilrecyding.ca 

Product Care 

Contact 
productcare.orgfBC -Paint-Program 

The BC Medications Return Program is a product steward
ship initiative funded by the pharmaceutical and consumer 
health products industries 

Contact 
medicationsreturn.ca 
613-723-6282 
info@medicationreturn.ca 
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TIPS AND RESOURCES 

In Richmond, we care about our community, and we are 
working together to tr im our waste. The City works with 
residents and communit y partners to make it easy and 
convenient to reuse and recycle at home and on the go. 
It's al l about making recycling a way of life. Th is at-a-glance 
resou rce on the various types of recycl ing programs and 
services avai lable through the City of Richmond is a valuable 
guide to support being recycling smart in Richmond. The 
Tips and Resources include highlights such as how and where 
to recycle, what to do with hazardous waste and where 
to find additiona l information. 

Resources also include contact informat ion and locations 
for Richmond services and community partners involved in 
take-back services t hrough product stewardship programs. 
Together these tips and resources help to support maximum 
recycli ng with minimum contam ination in the waste 
going to the landfil l. 

.. .... .... .......... .......... ...... .. .. ..... ................. ..... ..... ...... .. .... .... ..... ... . 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

LET'S GET TO 70% BY MAXIMIZING OUR 
BLUE BOX AND BLUE CART RECYCLING! 
BLUE BOX 
In Richmond, recyclable materials from blue boxes, blue bags and yellow bags are collected from 
single-family homes and some town home complexes on the same day that garbage is collected. 

The residential Recycling and Garbage Schedule 2012 is available on the Internet at www.richmond.ca/recycle 
or call 604-276-4010 to request a copy. Recyclable materials are banned from the garbage. 

WHAT TO 
RECYCLE 

HOWTO 
RECYCLE 

DO NOT 
INClUDE 

Set Out Time 

• Newspaper 
• Non-glossy flyers 

and inserts 

Place items in Blue 8ag 

• Other types of paper 
• Strings 
• Plastic or paper bags 

Before 7:30 a.m. on collection day. 

Report a Missed Collection 
Call 604-276·4010 or email 
garbageandrecy<ling@richmond.a. 

• 100% fibre paper 
• Glossy paper 
• Empty pizza box~ 
• Junk mail 
• Magazines & catalogues 
• Office papers 
• Paper boxes 
• Paper egg cartons 
• Window en~lopes 

Place in Yellow Bag 

• Remove all food scraps 
• Remove plastic liners 
• Remove metal attachments 
• Flatten 

• Bathroom tissue 
• Carbon paper 
• Drink boxes 
• Metal lic gift 'Map 
• Milk cartons 
• Paper dips 
• Paper towels 
• Plastic bags 
• Plastic tabs 
• TIssue paper 
• Waxed paper 

How to Get a Blue Box, 
Blue Bag or Yellow Bag 

• Small pieces of dean 
corrugated cardboard 

• Clean corrugated 
cardboard boxes 

• One bundle per week 
• CNersized/excessive amounts 

can be dropped oft at the 
City Recyding Depot 

Set at curb with Blue Box 

• flatten and place in yellow 
bags; or 

• Flatten and bundle, 
t03ftx2ftx4in 
(90cm x 60cm x lOan) 

• Plastic or wax 
coated cardboard 

• Unflatlened boxes 

• Aluminium food & beverage 
cans, foil and plates 

• TIn cans 
• Glass food & 

beve!age containers 
• Rigid plastic: containers 

with coding 8&8& 

Place in Blue Box 

• Rinse dean 
• Remove lids 
• Remove labels 
• Flatten 

• Aerosol cans 
• Containers with code &&& 
• Ceramics (plates/CUps) 
• Drinl::ing gtasse 
• Flower pots 
• Fluorescent tubes 
• Ught bulbs 
• Milk cartons 
• Motor oil containers 
• Other plastics (plastic film 

and grocety bags) 
• Styrofoam 
• Window glass 

City Recycling Depot 
5555 lynas lane 

There is no charge for new or replacement blue 
boxes, blue bags or yellow bags. 

Wednesday to Sunday{Closed on 
Mondays, Tuesdays & Statutory Holidays) 
9:00 a.m. to 6:1S p.m. 

For additional boxes and bags al l 
604-276-4010, order them online at 
www.rkhmond.calrecy<le.orpickthem 
up at the following locations: 

City Hall 
6911 No.3 Road 
Monday 10 Friday (Closed on Saturdays, 
Sundays & Statutory Holidays) 
8:IS a.m. to S:OO p.m 
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BLUE CART 
All vertically stacking multi-family dwellings and some townhome complexes have a recycling 
depot consisting of a number of blue recycling carts. They are generally located in the garbage 
room or other convenient location. For information about the recycling depot location in your 
building, contact your building manager or property manager. 

The carts are emptied once a week. Statutory holidays do not affect the collection; 
Christmas Day may delay collection by one day if it falls on a weekday. 

HOW TO 
RECYCLE 

DONOT 
INCLUDE 

• Newspaper 
• Non-glossy flyers 

and inserts 

Place items in Newsprint 
Blue Recycling Cart 

• Othef type5 of paper 
• Strings 
• Plastic or paper bags 

Cart Emptying 
Some carts are retrielled from their site. howeller. 
some are broughl out 10 a collection area. 

Cam brought OIlt must be al the collection 
area before 7:30 a.m. 

Report a Missed Collection 
Call 604-276-4010 or email 
garbageandrecycling@rkhmond.ca. 

• 100% fibre paper 
• Glossy paper 
• Empty pizza boxes 
• Jun~ mail 
• Magazines & catalogues 
• OffIce papers 
• Paper boxes 
• Paper egg cartons 
• Window envelopes 

Place in Paper Products 
Blue Re<ycling Cart 

• Remove al l food scraps 
• Remove p~stic liners 
• Remove metal attachmems 
• flallen 

• Bathroom tissue 
• Carbon paper 
• Drin~ boxes 
• Metallic gift wrap 
• Milk canons 
• Paper cl ips 
• Paper towels 
• P~stkbags 
• Plastic tabs 
• Tissue paper 
• Waxed paper 

• Small pieces of dean 
corrugated cardboard 

• Clean corrugated 
cardboard boxes 

• OversizedlexcessWe amounts 
can be dropped off at the 
City Recycling Depot 

Place in Paper Products Blue 
Recycling Cart or plate in 
onsite Corrugated Cardboard 
recycling container 

• Flatten 
• CUi to 1 ft x 1 It (30cm x 30cm) 

• Plastic or wax 
coated cardboard 

• Un-flattened bo~es 

• Aluminium food & beverage 
ams, foil and plates 

• Tin cans 
• Glass lood & beverage 

containers 
• Rigid plastic containefS 

with coding &&&& 

Place in Blue Box 

• Rinse clean 
• Remove lids 
• Remove labels 
• Flatten 

• Aerosol cans 
• Containers v.ith axle &&8 
• Cefamics (plates/cups) 
• Drinking glasses 
• Flower pots 
• FlllOfescent lUbes 
• Ught bulbs 
• Milk canons 
• Motor oil cOfItainers 
• Other plastics (plastic film 

and grocery bags) 
• Styrofoam 
• Window glass 

How to Get an Indoor Collecti on Bag 
for Bl ue Cart Recycling 

City Recycling Oepot 
5555 tynas lane 

There is no charge for new or replacement 
blue carl recycling bags. For additional bags 
call 604-276-4010, order them online at 
www.rkhmond.calrecycle.olpickthem 
up at the City Reqding Depot 

Wednesday to Sunday (Closed on 
Mondays. Tuesdays & Statutory Holidays) 
9:00 a.m. to 6:1S p.m. 
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TURNING WASTE 
INTO RESOURCES! 
Let's turn our food scraps and yard 
trimmings into nutrient-rich soiL .. 

CYCLE BACK TO STEP I! 

Yard Trimmings Drop-off locations 
Richmond residents can drop 011 yard trimmings 
(see above for materials accepted) at the following 
locations, free of charge with proof 01 residency. 

Charge will be applie<lto anyone deemed to be 
operating for commercial purposes. 

GREEN CAN 
Green Can food scraps and yard trimmings are collected weekly for 
single-family homes and some mul ti-family homes. Collection occurs 
on the same day garbage and Blue Box recycling is picked up. 

There is no limit on the amount of food scraps and/or yard trimmings disposed. 
However, all food scraps and yard trimmings must be contained in: 

• 80 litres or smaller garbage type container, must weigh less than 20 kg (44Ibs) 
when fi lled and affixed with Green Can decal; or 

• Paper yard waste bags or secure tied bundles no more than 
3 ft in length and 2 ft thick 

FOOD SCRAPS ' I c 

WHAT TO 
RECYCLE 

HOW TO 
RECYCLE 

DO NOT 
INCLUDE 

• Fruit 
• Breads, pasta, rice & noodles 
• Coffee gmunds & filters 
• Table scraps & food scrapings 
• Meat, poultry, fish, shellfish & bones 
• Eggshells 
• Paper towels/napkin/plates 
• Pizza del ivery boxes 
• Vegetables 
• Tea bags 
• Oairy products 

• Collect food scraps in ~itchen food 
scraps container 

• Empty kitchen food scraps container 
contenl5 in Green Can 

• Cereal & cracker bID: liners 
• Chips & cookie bags 
• Coffee cups 
• Cork or Styrofoam rups, meat trays 

or takeout containers 
• Dental Hoss 
• Diapers & baby wipes 
• Grease or liquids 

• Flowers 
• GrilSS diWirlQS 
• Leaves 
• Other organic yard materials 
• P~nl5 (living or deadldried) 
• P~nt trimmings 
• Tree & hedge prunings 

• Set Green Cans, with Green Can decal 
facing the street, at the curb along with 
unlimited paper yard waste bags. tied 
bundles of yard trimmings by 7:30 a.m. 
on collection day. 

• Diseased p~nts 
• Garden hoses or flower pots 
• Prunings o~r 4 inches (10 em) in diameter 
• Rocks., dirt or sod 
• Wood products 

• Makeup remover pads, cotton swabs 
& balls 

• Pet feces Of kitty liner 
• Plastic bags. biodegradable or com-

postable bags 
• Plastic wraps 
• Takeout cootainers 
• Vacuum contentSibags 

Ecowaste Industr ies 
15111 Williams Road 
Open Monday to friday Irom 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
(last load in at 5:00 p.m.) 
Visit ecowaste.com 01 call 604-277·1410 
for detailed information. 

City Recycling Depot 
5555lynas lane 
Wednesday to Sunday (Closed on 
Mondays, Tuesdays & Statutory Holidays) 
9:00 a.m. to 6:15 p.m. 

No charge for dropping off amounts less 
than one cubic yard (a (ar, station wagon or 
minivan load). Large loads are charged a fee 
of S20.00 per cubk yard. 
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HOME COMPOSTING 
Home composting turns your food scraps and yard trimmings into 
nutrient-rich soil that can be spread on lawns and flowerbeds, 

BACKYARD COMPOST BIN 
"Garden Gourmet" compost bins are available to Richmond residents at the Recycling 
Depot for $25.00 plus tax. The bin dimensions are 36 inches (90 cm) high, 22 inches 
(56 cm) wide and 22 inches (56 em) deep. They are suitable for residential backyard 
composting of grass, leaves, vegetable trimmings, fruit trimmings and other 
miscellaneous organic garden trimmings. 

COMPOSTING WORKSHOPS 
To learn about composting, attend a Richmond composting workshop, which are 
held from March to September. Visit www.richmond.ca/registerforworkshopdates 
and locations or call Parks & Recreation at 604-276-4300 and press '2' from Monday 
to Friday between 8:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. 

REGIONAL COMPOST HOTLINE 
For composting questions, call the regional Compost Hotline at 604-736-2250. 

COMPOST DEMONSTRATION GARDEN 
A compost demonstration garden is located at 2631 Westminster Highway in the 
Terra Nova Rural Park. Composting demonstration units are on display for viewing 
year-round, from dawn to dusk. 

THE " RECIPE": 

• 

cD • TIME • 

•• • • • 
~ --,r J~ -

•• • 

~ AIR • • • 

MOISTURE 

Green Materials: 
• Pl.ANTTRIMMINGS 
• FRUIT & VEGETABLE PEEUNGS 
• FRESH GRASS CLIPPINGS 
• COFFEE GROONDS & TEA LEAVES 

Brown Materials: 
• ORY LEAVES 
• SAWDUST 
• STRAW 
• SHREDDED NE'NSPAPER 

CLIPPINGS 

STARTWITHA GOOD lAYER OF COARSE 
ORGANIC MATERIAl.., SUCH M STRAW, 
LEAVES OR PRUNING AT lltE BOTTOM TO 
ALLOW AlRTO ORCUlATE. 

ADD A GOOD lAYER OF NITROGEN·RICH 
GREEN MATERiAl FOLLOWED BY ONE lAYER 
OF CARBON·RICH BROWN MATERIAl, UNTil 
THE BIN IS FUU. 

GIVE IT TIME ·IN 12·1B MONTHS. MATERlALAT 
THE BOTTOM AND MIOOlE OF THE BIN SHOULD 
BE COMPOSTED. USE THIS THROUGHOUT YOUR 
GARDEN. USE THE UN·COMPOSTED MATERiAl 
TO START A NEW BATCH. CHIPPING OR 
CHOPPING THE MATERIAL CAN INCREASE THE 
SPEED OF THE PROCESS. REGUlAR AERATION 
IS KEY TO SUCCESSFUL COMPDSllNG . 

o TIPS AND RESOURCES :43 ••••••••• 
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REACHING OUR GOAL IS EASIER THAN 
EVER WITH THE CITY RECYCLING DEPOT! 

RECYCLING DEPOT 
The City of Richmond Recycling Depot is located at 5555 Lynas Lane and is open from Wednesday through Sunday 
from 9:00 a.m. to 6:15 p.m. The depot accepts large appliances, large metal items and yard trimmings, as well as 
recyclables normally placed at curbside. 

Residents are encouraged to use the curbside recydables collection for rigid plastic codes &&&/'i:., newsprint and mixed 
paper. Businesses are encouraged to subscribe to onsite collection services if a large quantity of recyclables is produced. Residents 
and small business operators can drop off only 1 cubic yard of recyclables and 3 large appliances at the depot per day. 

In addition, the depot is a Provincial Product Stewardship (Tak.e Back.) Collection site for paint. solvents, 
flammable liquids, pesticides and small appliances. 

WHAT TO • Newspaper • Cereal & paper boxes • Clean rorru!}<Ited • Glossy catalogues 
RECYCLE • Non-glossy nyers • En~lopes cardboard boxes • Glossy flyers 

and inserts • Junk mail • Clean pizza boxes • Gklssy magazines 
• Non-glossy inserts 
• Office papers 
• Packaged food boxes 
• Paper egg cartons 
• Paperback boob 
• Telephone books 

HOW TO Place in Newsprint bin Place in Place in Corrugated Place in Magazine bin 

RECYCLE • Do not bag or bundle Mixed Paper bin Cardboard bin • Remove plastic covers 
• Remove all food scraps • Flatten 
• Remove plastk: liners & tabs • Discard Styrofoam 
• Remove metal attach~n1S & plastic packaging 
• Flatten 

DO NOT • Glossy paper • Bathroom tissue • Plastic or waxed • Drinidng boxes 
INCLUDE • Mixed paper products • Corrugated cardboard coatro cardboard • Mixro paper 

• Paperback boob • Drink boxes • Styrofoam packaging • Newspaper 
• Shopping bags • Juice boxes material • Paperback books 
• Packing paper • Metallic gift wrap • Un-lianened boxes • Pizza boxes 

• Milk cartons • Waxed paper 
• Paper towels 
• Pizza boxes 
• Plastic bags 
• !issue paper 
• Waxed paper 

, -. . 
•••••••.•• .!I4 
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WHAT TO • Rigid plastic • Glass bottles & food • Aluminium foil • Cooking oil • Branches & limbs 

RECYCLE containers with jaf5 (dear & coloured) • Clean aluminium • Animal fat or grease • Trees & shrubs 
(oding~ pie plates • Grass & leaves 

• Beverage containers • Food & beverage cans Note; this program is 
Drop-off Limits & Charges 

• Dairy containers limited to hydrogenated 
Richmond residents can drop 

& milk jugs and non·hydrogenated 
off one cubic yard free at the food-based oils and • Detergent & 

fat only City's Recycling Depot. Charged 
shampoo bottles S20.00 per cubic yard if over 

• Food containers limit. Commercial operatOfS are 
charged S20.00 per cubic yard 

HOW TO Place in Plastics Place in Clear Glass Place in Tin & • Bring cooking oil Place in area marked 

RECYCLE Containers bin or Coloured Glass Aluminium Cans bin and animal fats/grease Trees & Shrubs or 

• Rinse bin • Rinse in food call5 or other Grass & leaves bin 

• Remove lids or caps • Rinse • Remove labels suitable containers • Umbsltrunks up to 4 inches 
• Remove labels • RemOV!! and discard • Flatten cans • Upt02x5·litre (10 cm) in diameter only 

(if possible) "'" 
cootainers are accepted • De-bag all material at the 

• Flatten d<po, 

DONaT • Aerosol (ans • Aquariums • Aerosol cans • Vehicle oil or fluids • Asphalt or concrete 
INCLUDE • Flower pots • Ceramics (plates/cups) • Fuel cans • Soil and/or Dirt 

• Milk cartons • Drinking glasses • Paint cans • large limbs 
• Motor oil containers • Fluorescent tubes • lumber or wood products 
• Other plastics • Headlights • Plastic bags 
• Plastic bags • Ught bulbs • Rods or stones 
• Styrofoam • Mirrors • Sod 
• Plastic film • Stumps 
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WHAT TO • Domestic pesticides • Bike frames • Dishwashers • Kitchen (ounter1op • Compact fluClfescent 
RECYClE Max. size: 10 L 12.6 gal • Clean 45 gal drums • Fridges & frl'ezers • Personal care lights (CH.s) 

• Flammable aerosols (one end open) • Furnaces • Floor deaning • Fluorescent tubes - TSs. 
Max. size: 660 9 124 02 • Clean automotive • Hot water tank.s • Weight measurement TSsorTl l.s 

• Flammable liquids P"" • Metal miaowaV1!s • Garment care (S It or shorter) 
Max, size: 101l2.6gal • Clean barbeques • Stoves • Air treatment 

• Maximum of 16 • Gasoline • lawn chairs • Video cassette • Time measurement 
Max, size: 25 l/6.5 gal • lawn mowe;s recordetslplayt!rs • Designated very per return 

• Household paints • Sheet 1 scrap metal • Washing machines small items 
Max.!.ize: 18.9l/4.9 gal, • Steel coat hangers & dryers 
full or empty) • Steel or lead piping 

• Paint aerosols 
Max. size: 660 gl24 OZ, 
full or empty) 

HOW TO • In original Place in area marked Place in area marked • Remove all food residue, • Handle fluorescent 
RECYCLE containers bearing the Large Metal Items Refrigerators & liquids Of vacuum bags lights (arefully, wrap 

"flammable" 'YfIlbol or bin Freezers or Furnaces lights in paper or 
• In approved Underwriter5 • Remove non-metal & Hot Water Tanks p~ce them in original 

Laboratories of Canada attachments or Large Appliances packaging 
(UlC) containers • Remove fuel tank • RemoV1! door from 

• In original containers • Drain out gasoline fridges and leave 
showing skull & crossbones freon systems 
& Pest Control Product complete 
(PCP) numbers 

DO NOT • Brushes. rags & rollers • Computer monitors • large or small • Appliance oot powered by • Broken or punctured 

INCLUOE • Caull::.ing tubes • Helium tanks furniture (couches. electricity or batteries CfLs OllluoreS(ent 
• Cosmetics, health & beauty • Paint cans sofas, mallresseS, • Large appliances (washers, tubes 
• Diesel. propane Of butane • Propane & lueltanks boxsprings) dryers, dishwashers, 0V1!0S) • Haiogefr lights 
• Fertilizer • Televisions • Appliance de-idng lor • Incarnlescentlights 
• Helium tanks cornmercial/indusUial use • Ught-emitting diode 
• Insect repellents. • Buitt-in appliances (some (LED) lights 

disinfectants & micrOl'laVeS, ceiling faIlS. • Commercial-use lights 
pet products central varuums) 

• Non-flammable glues • Appliances with 
& adhesives refrigerant (air conditioners. 

• Products that are leaking refrigerators, dehumidifiers) 
or improperly sealed • Appliances still containing 

• Products that can't food residue, Hquids or 
be identified varuum bags 

• Roof patch, lars & grease 

•••• ~.4.".016 • 

-- ,-
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GARBAGE 
The City's garbage collectors will not pick up the following items: 

MATERIAL HOW TO RECYCLE OR DISPOSE 

ANIMAL WASTE • Call the Recycling Council of 8C (RC8C) Recy<ling Hotline at 604-RECYCLE (732-9253) 

DEMOLITION WASTE • Checl: Metro Vancouver's website at W'IM'.metrovancower.orgibuildsmart 
or call the RCnC Recycling hot line at 604-RECYCLE. 

DIRT, ROCK, CONCRETE OR BRICKS • Take to Ecowaste Industries. Visit ecowaste.com or [all 604-277-1410 for accepted items & hours. 

DRYWALL • Take to the VancolJVe( landfill at S400 nnd Street. Delta (Maximum 112 sheet with paid load of garbage) 
or Ecowaste Industries. Visit ecowaste.com or call 604-277-1410 for accepted items & hou~ 

GARBAGE BEYOND THE TWO CAN LIMIT • Purchase a S2.oo GarbaQe Tag for City facilities and put on can or bag. See Extra Item Disposal Options. 

GARBAGE THAT IS TOO BIG OR MAY • Take garbage to the City of Vancouver landfill at S400 nnd Street, Delta. 
DAMAGE TRUCK See Extra Item Disposal Options. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE • Call RCnC Recyding Hotline at 604-RECYCLE or visit WNW.menovancollVenecydes.org. 

PROVINCIAL PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP • V15lt bcitewards.com or call604-RECYCLE. 
COllECTION (TAKE-BACK) ITEMS 

RECYClABLES (BLUE BOX & BLUE CART) • Place in appropriate recycling receptade unless it is contaminated by food or other waste. 

UNWRAPPED OR LOOSE GARBAGE • Must be in garbage bag or can. 

YARD TRIMMINGS • Single·family homes to p~ce at curbside on garbage collection day, 

Two Can limit 
Garbage is collected weekly for all single-family 
residents and some town home complexes. 

Garbage pickup in Richmond is limited to two 
containers (cans or bags) per wee~ for each address 
or service. A S2.00 tag is required for each additional 
container or equivalent. 

How Big is a ~Can· ? 

For the purposes of garbage pickup in Richmond, 
each of the following represents one can: 
• A garbage can with lid 
• Standard size: 19 inches x 22 inches 

(48 cm x 56 ern) 
• Maximum size allowed: 24 inches x 32 inches 

(61 cm x 81 em) 
• An equivalent container should not 

exceed 3 cubic fee! (100 l) 

How Big Is a Bag? 
• Standard size: 24 inches x 36 inches 

(6 l cmx9 lcmj 
• Maximum size allowed: 30 inches x 48 inches 

(76cm x 120cmj 
• An equivalent item should nOl exceed 

3 fee! x 2 feer(91 em x60cm) 

• If one cubic yard or less, drop off at Recycling Depot. Unlimited amounts can be dropped off 
at Ecowaste Industries with Pfoof of residency . 

• Che<~ Green Can section for restrictions and accepted matefials. 

Preparing Garbage for Coll ection 
loose garbage must be securely packed in plastic 
bags. This includes ashes, kitty litter. disposal 
diapers. vacuum cleaner sweepings and other loose 
household garbage. 
To reduce litter and damage by animals, place bags 
and other garbage in plastic cans wherever possible. 
Garbage must be packed in plastic bags and then 
placed in cans with secure lids. loose plastic bags 
must not rip when lifted. 
All garbage must be placed at curbside, within three 
leet of the curb. before 7:30 a.m. on collection day. 
00 not place receptacles or other items on the road. 
Residents are responsible for cleaning up any loose 
materials the have been scattered over the ground 
by animals, wind or vandalism. 

Extra Item Disposal Options 
Purchase Garbage Tags or Garbage Disposal 
Vouchers to dispose of extra garbage. 

$2.00 Garbage Tags 
Garbage Tags are available for purchase at all 
City facilities. One Garbage Tag is good for an 
additional garbage bag or can. 

Garbage Disposal Vouchers 
Richmond residents may purchase a garbage 
disposal voucher for SS.OO at all City facilities. 
These vouchers are good for S20.00 at the 
Vancouver landfill, and are valid anytime. 
They ale limited to one per household, Visit 
www.richmond.ca/recydeforalistofCity 
facilities selling Garbage Tags and Garbage 
Disposal Vouchers. 

City of Vancouver l andfill 
location and Hours 
Visit the City of Vancouver Landfill webpage at 
Vancouver.ca/engsvcsisolidwastellandfillrilldex.htm 
or call 604·873·7000 for hours 01 operation 
and rates. 

Report a Missed Collection 
Call 604·276·4010 or email 
garbageandrecycling@richmond,ca. 
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SPECIAL WASTE AND 
OTHER DISPOSAL ITEMS 
Many common household and automotive products must be recycled 
or disposed through special depots or take back programs. Some are 
hazardous products that are banned from landfill as they can cause injury 
or death, or damage to the environment if not handled properly. As 
an example, hazardous products that are dumped in sewers or green 
spaces can kill or injure livestock, wildlife and plant life. For the safety 
of people and the environment, it's essential that we dispose of 
these materials carefully. 

Other products can be recycled to turn waste into resources but they are 
not accepted in blue boxes due to their size or other factors that affect 
collection. It is easy and convenient for residents to drop off these products 
thanks to the City's Recycling Depot and the many community partners 
who accept these materials through the Product Stewardship Program. 

The following is a list of disposal sites. Please note that this information 
is provided as a reference for your convenience; however, it is not 
guaranteed. Please call first to confirm that the site is still open to 
accept these take-back products and to check hours of operation. 

••••••••• 48 

®®®~ 
• • • 

To spot hazardous waste, look for the 
words Danger, Warning, or Caution 
on the product label, and any of the 
symbols shown above. 
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DROp· OFF LOCATION 
Richmond Audi 

Canadian TIre 

Certigard Pelro-Canada 

Cowell Molors lid. - Volkswagen 

Esso Service 

Jaguar land Rover of Richmond 

tubeworld 

-.. --

401 1 Francis Road 

136115maliwoodPlace 

7991 No. 1 Road 

5660 ParkwoodWay 

10991 No. 4 Road 

604-277-3620 

604-273-3992 

604-277-1105 

604-273-6068 

604-951-6662 

Melron Aulo Service tid. 

Mr. t ube 

Rainbow Auto Service 

104 - 8077 Alexandra Road 604-27(} 1668 

9120Westminster Highway 604-273-5823 

142 - 11788 River Rood 604-276-2830 

For a complete lisl of antifreeze or containers accepted, 
visit http://usedoilrecycling.cOmlenlbcorcal l604-RECYCtE. 

APPUANCES - SMALL Da 

DROP-OFF LOCATION 
City's Recyt:l lng Depot 

Ironwood 80ttle & Return-It 
0"",< 

OK 80nle Depot 

Rfllklnal Recycling Richmond 

ADDRESS 
5555lynas lane 

11 020 HorseshoeWay 

8151 Capstan Way 

13300 Vulcan Way 

14n.l~1 
604-276-4010 

604-275-0585 

604-244-0008 

604-276-8270 

For a complete list of small appliances accepted. visit unpluggedre<yding.ca or 
call604-RKYClE. 

DROP-OFF LOCATION ADDRESS 
8est 8uy 700 - 5300 No.3 Road 604-273-7335 

Future Shop 102 - 5300 No.3 Road 604-232-9772 

Ironwood Bonle & Return-It Depot 11020 HorseshoeWay 604·275-0585 

OK Bonle Depot 8151 Capstan Way 604-244-0008 

Ralph's on Milchell 12011 Mitchell Road 604-325-8323 

Regional Recycling Richmond 13300 Vulcan Way 604-276-8270 

For a complete list of audio visual & consumer equipment, telephones 
and telephone answering systems and television accepted, please visit 
relum-it.caJelectronics or call 604-473-2400. 

DROP-OFF LOCATION ADDRESS 
Canadian TI re 3500 No. 3 Road 

11388 Steveston Highway 604-271-6651 

Kal TI re (Richmond Centre) 6551 No. 3 Road 604-207-1203 

Ralph's on Mitchell 12011 Mitchell Road 604·325-8323 

Rfllional Recycling ' 13300 Vulcan Way 604-276-8270 

Note: Al I retail locatklns accept a used car battery for each new one purchased. 
For a list 01 collection sites, please visit www.recyclemybanery.ca 

DB: Disposal ban I • A fee is charged 

Canadian Tire 11388 Steveston Highway 604·271-6651 

Dr Battery 135 - 13900 MaycrestWay 604·273-8248 

Future Shop 5300 No.3 Road Unit 102 604B2-9772 

Home De~t 2700 Sweden Way 604-303-7360 

london Drugs 5971 No. 3 Road 604-482-48 11 

3200 - 11666 Steveston 604-448-4852 
Highway 

Pharmasave 11 6 · 10151 No. 3 Road 604-241-2898 

Rona 7111 Elmbrio'ge Way 604·273-4606 

Staples 11 1 ·6390 No.3 Road 604-27(}9599 

10· 2780 Sweden Way 604·303-7850 

For a complete list of balleries accepted, please visit call2recyc:le.ca or 
call 1-888-224-9764. 

For a complete list of mobile phones drop off locations, 
visit recydemyce ll.cafdro~ff.php 

DROP-OfF LOCATION 
Go Green De~t & Recycling 

South Van Sollie Depot 

#7 - East 7th Avenue, 
VancOtNer 

34 East 69th Avenue, 
VancOtNer 

For a complete list of alarms accepted, please visit 
productcare.org/SmoKe-AIarms or call604·RECVCt E. 

CEUULAR/MOBILE PHONES D. 

: 
604·874-0367 

604-325-3370 

All cellular/mobile phone stores accepts used cellular/mobile phones for 
refurbishing or recycling, 

To erase information from your device, induding text messages. com acts and 
personal files. use Cell Phone Data Erasers by htlp:llrecellular.comlrecyciingl 
data_e<aser/default.asp available for free. 

Visit recyciemycell .ca or call 1-888·797-1740 for a list of collection sites. Prellaid 
mail-baCK label to return cellular phone through Canada Post is available through 
recydemycell.ca/labels.php.. 
Mobile phones are also accepted by all Ca112Recyc:le locations, visit 
call2recycle.caI1ocations. 

r'" .,.; ... ~ ~ r., • 1 - ~--. • ::.-

- .- . , - '- . - , 

DROp· Off LOCATION ADDRESS 
Household garbage 
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. 53()(J No.3 Road 

11020 Horseshoe Way 

OK Bonle Depot 81 51 Capstan Way 604· 244.()()()8 

Ralph's on Mitchell 120 11 Mitchell Road 604·325-8323 

Regional Recyding 133()(JVu1canWay 604·276-8270 

Computers for Schools - 206 - 6741 Cariboo Road, 604·294·6886 
computers only for reuse Burnaby 

liee Geek Vanco~r - 1820 Pandora Street, 604-87904335 
computers only for reuse Vanco!Ner 

London Drugs · computers only 5971 No. 3 Road 604-448-481 1 

3200 - 11 666 Steveston 604-44S-4852 
Highway 

To erase data from hard drive or physical destruction, please visit 
return·it. c.aJeleclronicslrecydingidatasecuri!ylwebsite. 
Fix a complete list of computers, computer monitorslkey!>oardfmke and other 
peripherals, printers, scanners. fax machine and copying equipment accepted, 
please visit return-it.caJeiectronicsl or cal l 604·473-2400. 

DROP-OFF LOCATION ADORESS 
5555 tynas Lane City's Recycling Depot 

Canadian Tire 11388 Sleveston Highway 604-271-6651 

Home Depot 2700 Sweden Way 604-303-7360 

London Drugs 5971 No.3 Road 604-482-481 1 

3200 - 11666 Steveston 
Highway 

Fix a complete list of fluorescent lamps accepted, 
please visit productcare.orgl1ights or call604-RECYClE. 

604-448-4852 

"" I~":I _ ,...."'=~_:~,-:'::7~ ~ ~,.- .,(l 
, •• ... ..... <' ~ .' 

DROP-OFF LOCATION 
Canadian Naliooal lnstilute 
for the Blind 

DROP· OFF LOCATION 

ADDRESS 
S055 yoyce Stree~ 
Vanco~r 

DB: Disposal ban I * A fee is charged 

·au.HI 
604-43 1-2121 

DROP-OFF LOCATION ADDRESS 
City orVancouver Landfill • 5400 nnd Street, Delta 604-873-7000 
(Maximum 112 sheet with 
a paid load of garbage) 

Ecowaste Industries Ltd . • 15111 Triangle Road 604-277-1410 

Fairway Disposal' 11560 Twigg Place 604-327-7100 

NewWest G)'pSum Recycling' 38Vulcan Street, 604-534-9925 
NewWestminster 

DROP-OFF LOCATION ADDRESS 
City's Recycling Depot 5555 Lyna, Lane 604-276-4010 

For a complete list of f1amm~ble liquids. gasoline, pestiddes and so~ts 
accepted, plea!.! visit productcare.orgIBC -Paint-Program or call604-RECYClE_ 

DROP-OFF LOCATION 
Hazco Environmental ' 

Newalta Corporation ' 

Audi of Richmond 

Canadian TIre 

Cenigard Pelro-Canada 

Cowell Motors Ltd -V~kswagen 

Esso Service Station (Blundell) 

Jaguar land RO'Ier of Richmond 

Lubeworld 

Metron AuIO Servk:e Ltd. 

Mr. Lube 
OK TIre Service Centre 

Rainbow Auto Service 

Richmond Acura 

Sq Auto Services 

ADDRESS 
160 -13511 Vulcan Way 

#9 - 7483 Progress Way, 
Delta 

5680 Parl:wood Wi$'! 

3500 No. 3 Road 

11388 Steveston Highway 

4011 Francis Road 

13611 Smallwood Place 

7991 No.1 Road 

5660 Parl:.wood Way 

10991 No.4 Road 

104-8077 A1e~ndra Road 

9120Westminster Highway 

5831 Minotu Boule~ard 

142 - 11788 RiW!r Road 

4211 No. 3 Road 

110· 5791 Mimru Boulevard 

: , 
604-214-7000 

604-940-1220 

604-279-9663 

604-273-2939 

604·271-6651 
604-277-3620 

604-273-3922 

604-277-1105 

604-273-6068 

604-951-6662 

604-270-1668 

604-273-5823 

604-278-5171 

604-276-2820 

604-278-8999 

604-233·1828 

For a complete list of lubricating oil, oil filters and plastic oil containers 
accepted, visit usedoilrecycling.com or call604-RECYCLE. 
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MILK CARTONS 

DROp· OFF LOCATION 
City of Vancouver landfill" 

IrOO'MlOd Bottle & Return-It Depot 

OK Bottle Depot 

81undell Return-It Centre 

Richmood Return-IT Bottle 
"'pol 
Steveston Bottle Depot 

Regional Recycling 

DROP-OFF LOCATION 
City's Recyding Depot 

Rona 

ADDRESS 
5400 nnd Street, Delta 

11020 Horseshoe Wir'f 

81S1 CapstanWir'f 

130·8180 No, 2 Road 

135,8171 Westminster 
Highway 

#2 . 12320Trites Road 

13300VulcanW;ry 

ADDRESS 
5555 lynas lane 

7111 ElmbridgeWay 

604-275-0585 

604-244{)()()8 

604-274-1999 

604·232·5555 

604,241·9177 

604·276·8270 

604·276-4010 

604-273·4606 

For a complete list of paint & paint aerosol containers accepted, 
please visit productcare,org/8C-Paint-Program or call604-RECYClE, 

[~;:~:::~=:~;~?:::':':ft:iOvef or outdated prescription drugs, herbal products, mineral supplements, 
throat lozenges for sale disposal. 

list of phannades and/or drugs, mMications, herbal products and mineral 
supplements accepted, visit medicationsreturn,cai'llfitish_columbia_en,php 
or cali604·RECVCLE, 
Note: Please do not wash these items down the drain 
or throw them in the gamage, 

Example of items accepted ;;0 ':I,~~~~::~;ia:::::1~:::;j~:;:~,~ bags. bubble wrap, strapping, I 

complete list of ilCceptable materials. 

DB: Disposal ban I • A fee is charged 

Husky Service' 

ADDRESS 
5400 12m! Street, Delta 

9060 Bridgeport Road 

8011 No. 3 Road 

604·278.O()11 

604·270-3822 

- DISPOSABLE 

DROP·OFF LOCATION 
City olVancouver Landfill 
(Maximum 2 units) 

ADDRESS 
5400 12nd Street. Delta 

- MOLDED PACKAGING 

DROP· OFF LOCATION ADDRESS 
Mansonville Plastic; (BC) Ltd 19402 56 Avenue, Surrey 

604-873·7000 

Lomlon Drugs customers can return the moulded packaging Styrofoam from 
their appliance, computer and accessories products to any London Drugs store 
with proof of purchase. 

DROP-OFF LOCATION ADDRESS 
~ The UPS Store 185·9040 81undell Road 

186·8120 No, 2 Road 

Packaging Depot 6360 Kingsway, Burnaby 

5524 Cambie Street. 
Vancouver 

ADDRESS 

: , 
604·231·9643 
604·304..()(177 

604·451-1206 

604-325·9966 

For a complete hst of thermostats accepted, visit switchthestal.calengrlndex, 
phporca1l1-416·922·2448, 
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Working together with the City of Richmond, producers, retai lers 
and residents can divert hazardous waste and other specia l 
disposal items from the landfi ll. Producers and retai lers who 
support product stewardship and related take-back programs 
assist with recycling and proper disposal, and residents can use 
these programs to help tu rn waste into resources. 
, , , ......... ... ... ... ............. , ............... .......... ........... ... ............. ...... , 

DROP· OFF LOCATION ADDRESS 
A & D WGrkshop Inc 180·12871 Clarke Place 

Acurus Automotive Ud. 140 - 4280 No.3 Road 

Canadian Tire 3500 No.3 Road 

11388 Steveston Highway 

Chariot Tire 404 - 4940 No. 6 Road 

Costco Whole!>ale 9151 8ridgeport Road 

CounlryTire 11831 Machrina Way 604-270-3333 

Express lube & Tune CE'fItre 2840 No. 3 Road 604·278· 1018 

Fountain Tire 8971 8ridgeport Road 604·273-3751 

Kaillre 6551 No. 3 Road 604·207-1203 

2633 No. 5 Road 604-278-9181 

Melro Tires lid. 12311 Mitchell Road 604-783-4435 

Midway Tireaaft 170 - 225 1 No.5 Road 604-276--8558 

OK Tire Store 5831 Min01U Blvd 604-278-5171 

p & P Tire and Auto Service 150-8531 CaplslanWay 604-278-3777 

Redline Automotive lid. #1-11711No.5Road 604-277-4269 

Richmond CounlryTire 11880 Machrina Way 604-241-5555 

Roadrunners OialA Tile Ltd. 11386 Railway Avenue 604-274·8473 

Shortstop Auto Service 11251 Bridgeport Road 604-244.(J464 

Signature Mazda 13800 Smallwood Pklce 604-278·3185 

Vancouver landfill 5400 72nd Str~t, Delta 604-873-7000 
(PassefJ9f!rllight truck. with{ 
without rims rHTIlt of 10) 

Note: All retail locations accept a used tire for a new one purchased. 
For a complete list of tires accepted, visit tirestewardshipbc.ca 
or call 1-866'759-0488. 

DB: Disposal ban I .. A fee is charged 

DROP· OFF LOCATION ADDRESS 
Ace Cydes 3155 Wesl Broadway, 

Vancouver 

Bike Doctor 137 WeslBroadway, 604-873·2453 
Vancouver 

Cap's Bkyde Shop 434 East Columbia Street. 604-524-3611 
NewWl'Stminster 

Dream Cyde 1010 Commercial Drive, 6G4-253-3737 
Vancouver 

Kissing Crows Cyclery 4562 Main Street, 604·872-5477 
Vancouver 

La Biciclella Pro Shop 233 West Broadway. 604-872-2424 
Vancouver 

For more information on the program. visit tirestewardshipbc.calbil:e,php 
or call 1-866-759-0488 

NON HAZARDOUS MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

Vancouver Landfill • 5400 72nd Street, Delta 604-873-7000 

For a list of items accepted and not accepted at Ecowaste, please visit 
ecowaste.com or call 604-277-1410. 
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To: 

From : 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Tom Stewart , AScI. 
Director, Public Works Operations 

Re: Green Cart Pilot Program Results 

Staff Recommendation 

Report to Committee 

Ib M - tYbt-L{ )?l-2Di2 

Date: May 9, 2012 

File: 10-$370-10-05/2012-
Vol 01 

1. That based on the successful resu lts of the Green Cart Pilot Program, staff report back on 
costs and options for an expanded cart-based collection program for a food scraps and 
organics recycling program for all townhome units in conjunction with introduction of a 
similar program fo r residents in single-fami ly homes. 

2. That the Green Cart Pilot program be continued pending a determination by Council on 
actions relating to a permanent food scraps/organics recycli ng program for townhomes. 

Tom Stewart, AScT. 
Director, Public Works Operations 
(604-233-330 1) 

Alt. 2 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Budgets YwNO ~~ , J 

REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REVIEWED BY CAO W NO 

~ 0 6h 0 

---
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At their October 25, 20 10 meeting, Council approved a pilot program to collect food scraps and 
yard trimmings from approxjrnateiy one-third oftownhomes in Richmond, or about 3,200 units. 
The purpose of the program was to test cart-based col lection methodology, appropriate cart sizes, 
participation rates and waste quantities collected. Information from the pilot program can be 
used to help further develop and expand food scraps recycling services to residents in multi
family developments. 

The 9-month pi lot program commenced in Apri l, 20 11. The program is continuing in 2012 
pending completion of the evaluation period and detennination of next steps. This report 
presents the results of the pilot program from its commencement through December, 201 1, and 
recommends that staff report back on costs and options to expand cart-based food scraps! 
organics recycling to all 11 ,200 townhomes in conjunction with consideration ofa similar 
program for residents in single-family homes. 

Analysis 

The pilot program commenced on April 4, 2011 and invo lved 3, 184 units at 77 different sites. 
The complexes/units selected for the pi lot program were based on a number of factors, including: 
ease of serviceabi lity, interest expressed by residents in food scraps recycling, collection 
methodo logy consistent with other services, i.e. door-to-door recycling and garbage co llection. 
Carts were identified for testing in this program using semi-automated collection due to the 
challenges experienced with the heavy weights of cans in the single-fam ily residential Green Can 
program. 

An overview of the pilot program is provided in the fo llowing sections. Information on the 
program lead-in and implementation phase is provided as well as initial feedback and program 
adjustments. In addition, the pilot program measurements included operational collection 
statistics gathered regularly throughout the program, as well as a resident survey conducted two
thirds through the program. Summary information on these measures is provided. Information 
on the costs of the pilot program, sunllllary conclusions and options/recommended next steps is 
also included. 

1. Program Leatl-In ami Implementation 

A summary of the 20 11 activities and timel ines associated with the lead-up and implementation 
aspects of this program is summarized below: 

a) Early January ~ a letter was sent to the property management company advising of the 
upcoming program and requesting strata council contact information. As part of this, 
City staff offered to attend strata/resident meetings to make presentations on the progranl. 
Nine such presentationslinformation sessions were conducted. 

b) End January ~ A letter was sent to the individual property/unit owners to advise them of 
the upcoming program. An F AQ (frequently asked questions) was provided. 
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c) Early March - Another letter was sent to the individual property/unit owners advising 
that their co llection cart, along with an information brochure and collection infonnation, 
would be delivered within two weeks' time. 

d) Middle to End of March - Cart deliveries took place. 
Carts were pre-labelled with both a "Green Cart" and 
instructional decal. Ini tiall y, 120 litre and 80 litre carts 
were targeted for the program. Cart size was pre
determined by the City based on the amount of available 
green space, i. c. complexes with more green space were 
provided the larger carts (120 L) and those with less green 
space were provided with the smaller (80 L) cart. This was 
based on our assumption that residents might use the carts for 
their garden trimmings as well as food scraps. 

e) September - A letter was sent to individual property/unit 
owners providing resident feedback received to date along 
with program tips. Complimentary paper bin liners were 
provided. In addition, a staff-monitored V -Bulletin discussion 
forum , where residents were invited to go online and ask 
questions, get infonnation on tips and resources and share their thoughts and experiences 
about the program, was introduced. In addition, residents were requested to fill in an on
line surveyor those wishing a hard copy of the survey could request one. 

Early Feedback and Program Adjustments 

Feedback was received early on in the program about the size of the carts being too large and 
storage and cleaning were difficult, particularly in relation to the 120 L carts. A conunon 
issue highlighted was that local strata bylaws do not allow refuse containers to be stored 
outside. As a result, two key actions were taken: I) An alternative cart size was introduced, 
i.e. 46.5 litre, and 2) Carts were switched out, upon request, to either 80 L or 46.5 L carts. A 
comparison to the initial cart size distribution and that now in place with requested 
adjustments is shown below. 

Table l' Cart Size Distribution . 
Cart Size Initial Carts Distribution Program Adjustment 

46.5 L - 286 Units 
80L 1757 Units 1654 Units 
120 L 1435 Units 1244 Units 
Total 3192 Units 3184' Units 

• Eight Units opted out 

2. Collection Statistics 

Program infonnation was co llected by the service provider throughout the pilot including 
quantities collected, weekly set oul rates and contamination rates as outlined below: 
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a) On average, approximately 36 tannes was collected per month, or a total of323.39 tonnes 
during April- December, 2011. While tonnages collected each month varied slightly, 
they remained fairly consistent throughout the pilot. This is different from the single
family Green Can program, which spikes considerably in the growing season 
(MarchlApril- October) and drops offin the winter/cooler months. This would indicate 
that Green Cart pilot program participants were mostly recycling food scraps and only 
some yard trimmings. 

• 

Graph 1: Volumes Collected Per Month 

Total Tonnage Collected Per Month 
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b) The average weight collected per unit per month was 11.29 kg averaged over all units. 

c) Weekly set-out rates averaged 45.75%, meaning approximately one-half of residents put 
their Green Cart out for collection on any given week. 

d) Residents within the Monday collection zone had the highest weekly set out at 52.83%, 
fo llowed by Wednesday at 49.8%, Thursday at 42.24% and the Tuesday zone at 36.73%. 

e) The number of carts which contained non-program materials (contamination) and had to 
be tagged with an information sticker was 3.33% at the start of the program, and dropped 
to .05% by the end of December, indicating a high level of compliance. The 
contamination make up was as follows: 
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o 87.6% plastic 

o 6.2% garbage 

o 6.2% plastic liners 

Average contamination rates were lowest among residents with co llection on Mondays at 
.59%, followed by Wednesday at .67%, Thursday at .92% and Tuesday at 1.31 %. 
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Overall, weekly set out rates were somewhat lower than expected, i.e. slightly less than one-half. 
However, the quantities collected per unit at 11 .29 kg per unit per month (averaged over all 
units) is significant, or 135 kg per year. Based on estimated total waste generation of 600 kg per 
unit per year, the pilot program results indicate that a food scraps recycling program will result in 
22.6% of waste being diverted from townhomes. 

3. Resident Participaflt Survey 

As noted previously, residents were requested to complete an on- line survey approximately two
thirds into the program. A copy of the survey is contained in Attachment 1. Survey responses 
were received from 295 residents, or a response rate of over 9%. Of those who responded , 92% 
indicated they were actively participating in the program and 8% were not. The survey response 
is summarized in Attachment 2. Key highlights from the survey are as follows: 

a) Most residents (84%) indicated they were placing their containers out for co llection 
weekly. 

b) A broad-scale and generally equal variety of materials were being placed in the Green 
Cart, indicating that residents were very familiar with the program parameters. This is 
likely due to the robust communication approach used and provision of easy-to
understand program infonnation. Fruit/vegetable peelings, cooked food scraps, and 
bones/meat topped the list of items being included in the Green Cart, followed closely by 
eggshells and cheese, spoiled foods, food-soiled paper and coffee grounds. A chart 
showing the various materials as reported by the survey respondents is shown below: 

Graph 2: Resident Reported Composition of Organics Placed in Green Cart 

Composition of Materials in Green Cart 
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c) The vast majority of respondents (95%) indicated a preference for door-ta-door vs. 
centralized (4%) collection service. 

d) Residents clearly preferred that the City provide the collection container/cart (83%) VS. 

9% who would prefer to provide their own container. 

e) Residents reported significant reductions in their garbage, with most (43%) reporting 
their garbage reduced by 50%. Thirty-four percent reported their garbage reduced by 
75%. 

f) When active participants were asked about the common barriers that might prevent 
residents from recycling food scraps, 81 % reported concerns about smell, 60% reported 
concerns about rodents/wildlife, 55% reported that they did not want to store food scraps 
in the home, and 51 % reported concerns with lack of sufficient space to store the Green 
Cart. 

g) When those who were not participating in the program were asked about the common 
barriers, an equal number (78%) reported concerns about smell and rodents/wildlife, 52% 
stated they did not want to store food scraps in the home, 48% said that the container size 
was a barrier, followed by 26% who said there was a lack of sufficient space to store the 
Green Cart. 

h) In relation to container size, 50% of residents indicated preference for a smaller 
container. 

i) To encourage greater recycling of food scraps, 57% of residents indicated preference to 
have a small container to temporarily store their food scraps for later transfer to the Green 
Cart. 

j) Only 2% of respondents indicated that changes were made to existing landscape contracts 
as a result of the program. In reviewing survey comments, it would appear this is due to 
the temporary nature of the pilot and a reluctance to make a contractual change without 
certainty about the future of the program. 

k) Dislikes about the program included odour concerns, cart size (too large), lack of bin 
liners, cost of paper bin liners, challenges with keeping the carts clean, and fruit fly/insect 
issues during the wanner months. 

I) The environmental benefits of recycling and waste reduction overwhelmingly topped the 
list of 'likes' about the program. Many residents commented on having much less 
garbage, and reduced smell from their garbage. Positive comments were made about the 
carts (on wheels, secure lid, sturdy design, etc.). Several residents commented about the 
convenience of also being able to recycle yard trimmings through this program. 

4. Pilot Program Cost 

The estimated cost of the pilot program was $450,000, which aligns closely with approximate 
total costs incurred of$439,450: 
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• Provision of carts, including purchase, assembly, preparation & delivery: $195,000 

• Collection service (Apr-Dec, 2011), material processing and outreach $244,450 

$439,450 • Total Cost: 

The ongoing cost of the pilot program in 2012 is approximately $26,850 per month for collection 
and processing services only. 

5. SlIlIlm{lry Conclusions 

The Green Cart pilot resulted in the food scraps recycling program diverting approximately 22% 
of total estimated waste generation from to\vnhomes, or approximately .14 tOMes per unit/year. 
This is significant and indicates that food scraps is likely a large component of material 
remaining in waste disposed by residents in townhomes. Based on these results, if all 11 ,200 
townhomes were included in a food scraps/organics recycling program, an estimated additional 
1,500 tomes could be diverted fTom disposal annually. When rolled into Richmond's total 
residential waste stream, this would further our overall waste diversion by an additional 2.5%. 

Given the challenges experienced by townhome residents in storing the carts, it would be 
beneficial to incorporate the smaller 46.5 L carts into the progran1 and eliminate the larger 120 L 
carts. Based on the results of this program and survey feedback, the following parameters would 
likely result in the greatest participation for a food scraps/organics recycling program if 
expanded to all townhome residents: 
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a) Provide options for residents to select either 46.5 L or 80 L carts. All carts to be 
on wheels for easy manoeuvring. Permit' the use of paper yard waste bags for 
additional yard trimmings that may not fit into the cart. 

b) Ensure all containers have secure lockable lids to avoid concerns regarding 
intrusion by rodents or wildlife. 

c) Include a kitchen container as a one-time issue for residents to temporarily store 
scraps before transferring to their storage container. 

d) Include a maximum number of paper bag liners at implementation, with 
coupons/purchase incentives and information on where to obtain additional liners. 

e) Expand communications materials to provide tips on minimizing fruit flies/insects 
in warmer weather. 

f) Provide door-to-door collection. 

g) Provide weekly collection service. 

h) Offer attendance at strata counciVresident meetings to provide education and 
Q&A sessions about the program. 
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6. Optiolls ami Next Steps 

The positive results of the pilot program indicate that an expanded food scraps/organics 
recycling program for townhomes is an important next step in furthering residential waste 
diversion. The measures outlined in Section 5 (above) would help to maximize weekly 
participation in the program, as would the program being introduced on a permanent basis. 
Expanded programs for food scraps recycling is also important in light of pending disposal bans 
being considered by Metro Vancouver (i .e. estimated in 2015). 

Options for an expanded food scraps/organics recycling program for townhomes could include: 

Option 1 - Mandate via Bylaw: No City Involvement in Service Provision (Residents Contract 
Independently) - Under this option, the City would modify existing Solid Waste and Recycling 
Bylaw 6803 to require food scraps/organics recycling by residents in townhomcs, but would not 
play any active role in providing the service. Residents would be required to work with 
independent service providers to arrange collection/recycling services. 

This option is not recommended. While it gives residents the flexibility to arrange their services 
independently, it would require more work and coordination effort on their part to arrange. In 
addition, piece-meal servicing among different complexes is expected to be more costly for 
residents when compared with one comprehensive City-provided program. Another key draw
back of this option is that the City would not be able to obtain collection data and statistics for 
measuring waste diversion perfonnancc. 

Option 2 - Expand Food Scraps/Organics Recycling to all Townhomes 

There are two difference approaches within this option that could be pursued: 

a) Issue a separate tender contract for a comprehensive service agreement to all 
townhomes, or 

b) Expand the City's existing waste management services contract (which is 
currently targeted to expire December 31 , 2014) to include food scraps/organics 
recycling to all townhomes. 

Staff can investigate and report back on the costs associated with Item b). Staff would not know 
costs associated with Item a) until after a tender was issued and evaluated. However, both of 
these options are expected to result in costs that may be higher than what could be achieved 
through a broader program (see Option 3) due to the lack of ability to achieve maximum 
economies of scale. In the case ofJtem b), there is the challenge of a lack of economies of scale 
plus the contract is short-term in nature. The economies of scale are an issue because a collector 
is not expected to be able to maximize the use of their collection vehicles due to the number that 
would be required to service the total townhome units involved. 

Staff recommend repOlting back on Option b) as part of considering a further option, i.e. Option 
3, which follows. 
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Option 3 - Expand Organics Recvcling /0 all Townhomes in Conjunction with introducing a 
Cart-Based Coilec/ion Program for Single-Family Homes 

Under this option, a similar cart based collection program could be introduced for residents in 
single-family homes, in conjunction with expanding food scraps/organics recycling collection to 
all townhornes. 

This would require single-fami ly residents to transition from Green Cans to carts. This would 
offer several advantages for single-family residents in that they would have a larger cart to use in 
place of several Green Cans, would avoid challenges with over-weight containers, would avoid 
missed collections in situations where residents forget to ensure the Green Can decal faces the 
road, etc. Tn addition, it would allow for increased ability for a collector to maximize the use of 
their collection equipment due to having an increased service base which aligns better with 
resource requirements. Staff expect this would translate into the most cost-effective approach. 

Staff reconunend exploring the cost of this option and reporting back to Council for further 
consideration. A cost analysis for Item 2b) would also be included for Council's consideration. 

Financial Impact 

Funding in the amount of approximately $200,000 is included in the 2012 Sanitation and 
Recycling budget for continuation of the pi lot program. 

Should Council expand the service on a pennanent basis, staff would propose that the costs be 
recovered through user charges to those eligible for the service. 

Conclusion 

Excellent insights and information has been obtained from the food scraps/organics recycling 
pilot program for townhomes, undertaken during April- December, 2011. Results indicate that 
approximately .14 tonnes per townhome unit per year can be diverted, or over 22% of total 
estimated townhome waste generated. 

Feedback from residents who participated in the pilot (92% of those responding to the survey) 
has been very positive, with 78% reporting their garbage being reduced by 50%-75%. Eighty
four percent of residents stated they were placing their carts out for collection weekly. In light of 
pending disposal bans for food scraps/organics expected in2015, it is important that the City 
look to provide recycling options for these materials. The infonnation obtained from the resident 
survey contained very valuable infonnation in terms of cart sizes, preferred methods of 
collection, etc., in order to help develop a broader scale program for all townhome residents. 

Staff recommend reporting back on costs and options associated with an expanded food scraps/ 
organics cart-based recycling program for all residents in townhomes in conjunction with an 
option to implement cart-based collection for residents in single-family homes. 1n the interim, it 
is reconunended that the food scraps/organics service be continued for the 3,184 townhome units 
currently participating in the pilot program. 
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Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs 
(604-233-3338) 
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Attachment 1 

CART 
Food Scraps and Yard Trimmings Pilot Program 

Complete green cart survey for a chance to win an iPad2 and other prizesl 
Thank you for assisting us with the review of the Green Cart Pilot Program. Your input as 
participants In this program is crucial to assessing options for the Green Cart recycling 
programs for town homes In the City of Richmond. Please take a few minutes to 
tomplete this sUNey and submh it by 5;00 p.m. on September 12, 2011. Your individual 
responses will be kept confidential and will be used In the program review only. 

ThI"f!@WilY5tosubmltyourcompletedsurYey: 

I. Mail or drop off to l lnh HuVnh, Environmental Programs-

5599 Lynas lane, Richmond, Be VlC 582. 

11. Scan and email to Ihuynh@richmond.g . 

III. fa~ it to Envirol'lmental Programs, Attention linh Huynh, 604 233-3336_ 

This survey can also be completed online at www.richmorld.ca/greerlcart. 

Your Input Is neededl 
1. Whit Is your lreen un collection ohy? 

o Monday OTuesday o Thursday 

2. Are you ao:tivelyplrtlapllina In the Green cart Pilot Proenm? If no, plelll5eskip me .. d to question 

n. 
o Yes 
o No. 

3. Whit sire container _ you usl",,? 

0120 Litre 

o gO Litre 

046.5 Ulre 

o Other (Please specify,) 

4. How often do you pl.oce your ~ Cart out farpick·up? 

o Weekly o Other (Plnse specify.) 

o 51-weekly (eve"! two weeksl 

o Monthly 

S. Whidl oflhe foYowirlil itemsareyou puttirlilin yow Green cart?(Please (heck all thlt apply.) 

o Yard trimming' o Food·soiled pape.towels, napkins, plates 

o Vegelllble peelinas/fruit o Egphe1lslcheese 

o Coffee grinds/tea bags o Other (Please specify.) 

o Bones/meat 

o Spoiled food from fridge/freere. 

o Cooked food waps 

o Piua boxes 

-" ... :fihmond 
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Attachment 1 (Cont'd) 

6. "you are not puttin, lood scl'lljlsln your Green tart, plNset"U us wtly: 

7. Please indicate your preferred method of service: 

o 000'-10-c!00, coll«tion 

o Centralized (pick-up from one centrililocatlon) 

8. Please IndlCit .. your preferel'lOe fOf the ~oUedlon container: 

o City-provided cart (pre-dl!Cilliedl 

o Resident'provided conto lnerof choice (where City prllllide s label on"", 

9. On alle'JjIe, when usln, the Green Cart, howmud! would you estimate thl1 'fOIJ'llrblll! is beln, 

reduced: 

o 75% ~ss garbaSe 

o SD% l.I!ss galbig" 
025% l.I!" garbage 

o No change 

o O1:her (Please specify.) 

10. II you wrnntty receiwcurbsidecollection of your lama,e, how often doyou feel your ,..tIiI" 
needs to be <OIed .. d when usinc Green cart recyc~ ... ? 

OWeekty 

o 8i-weekly leYf!ry two weeks) 

o Monthly 

lL What do you li ke abol.ll the Green cart Pilol Protram? 

12. Whllt do you dislike about the Green cart piIGt pro,ram? 

13. Did vou findth" information prDllided aboutthe Green cart Pilat Pro • .." lobe: 

o Very he l pfu~ explained every'\hlngl needed to know. 

o Somewhill helpf~l - gilve me some basic Information. but I ,till hOld que.tion,. 

o Not ilt ill helpf~I - 1 dkl n't understand the progrilm or whilt was reQuj~ 10 use my Green cart. 

14. For each Slilement below, plellSe indlc,J\e Yes, No or Not S1.Ire. 

All need more information on the environment,,1 bo.nef"1tli of recycling yard 

Irlmmlngs "nO food scraps. 

gIl need more Information on why I shDtlk! rKyd" tood scraps. 

ell need more information on ~ow to recycle food scrilps. 

OIl wook! recycle food scra ps if I had a sma llerconlillne r. 

Ell W(luk! recyc le food scraps if iI smill conta iner was supplied for 

te mporarily storing food scra ps bo.fore lfansfenir.R them to the Green Cilrt. 

Fli would recycle food scripS if .... : (Please sp"city.) 

yes No Not Sure 

000 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

o 
o 
o 
o 

..... c..u_I .......... 'Q1' ~mond 
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Attachment 1 (Cont'd) 

15. What do YOUlhlnk are the most common barrlen that preveM residents from usin, theirGI'HI'I 

Cans? (plsse meek all that apply.) 

o Not ~nollgh s,,",ce to <lO~ Green Coln. 

o Site of conuiner . 

o Not Sllre what goes In!aGreen Cart. 

D Do nOl Win! to put food scraps In home. 

o Concerned about smelloffood scraps In Green can. 

o Concerned abollt rodents or other wildlife being attracted to Green Ci rt. 

o Other (Please specify.) 

16. What do you recommend or wtlit cioyou think would help enc:OUl'al;e people to use Green caru 
for ",cyclin, food scraps? 

17. Doyou use II ~kyard 00"",051 .... 1 

18. If you anllwend no to '1ueslion 2, what lire you reasons for not I"'nlclpat1nc? 

19. Have you milde any dlarcesloyourlMclsupirc conuaa/i'rnncemem i5 II resu lt althis 
prOCr;lm1 

o Not!u." 

o Not applicable 

20. Plea ... provide IIny DtMr comments or succeJtlons about your experience plll1ldpatint In 

R.Ichmond's GrHn Can Plio!; PrDenm. 

Optional: If you would like to be enured to win the , reen can SIiNeylrand prize of an IPad2 and 

otherpll:.", pin ... p<OVIdeus with your a>n1a<:llnformattan as follows: 

Name: ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Md"" 
Email: 

Phone: 

Thank you for completing this survey and providing the city of Richmond with your 

comments about your partitlpatlon In Rlthmond's Green Cart Pilot Program. 

If you have questions about the Green cart and related recycling servites or would like 

to meet with our staff, p lease tOntact Linh HuVnh of Environmental Programs dlrectlv at 

604 233-3346 or Ihuynh@rlthmond.ca or call the Environmental Programs Information 

Une at 604 276·4010. 

Goo .. c-s......, ......... , •• ll ...... " ~mond 
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Response from All Survey Respondents 
2. Participation 

• Yes 92% 
• No 8% 

3. Size of Container 
• 46.5 L 23% 
• SO L 29% 
• 120L 30% 
• Doesn't Know 19% 

17. Backyard Composters 
• Yes 9% 
• No 3% 

19. Changes to Landscaping Contract/Arrangement 
• Yes 2% 
• No 55% 
• Not Sure 
• Not Applicable 
• No Response 

15% 
15% 
26% 

Response from Active Participants (Answered "Yes" to Question #2) 
4. Frequency for placing Green Cart for Collection 

• Weekly 84% 
• Bi-weekly 10% 
• Monthly 3% 
• No response 3% 

5. Composition of Materials in Green Cart 
• Yard Trimmings 68% 

• Vegetable Peelings/Fruit 96% 

• Coffee GrindsfTea Bags 76% 

• Bones/Meat 87% 

• Spoiled Food from Fridge/Freezer 83% 

• Cooked Food Scraps 90% 
• Pizza Boxes 31% 

• Food-Soiled Paper Towels, Napkins, 74% 
Plates 

• Eggshells/Cheese 86% 

7. Preferred Collection Method 
• Door-to-door collection 95% 
• Centralized (pick-up form one 4% 

location) 

• No Response 1% 
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8. Preference for Collection Container 
• City-provided cart 

(pre-decalled) 
• Resident-provided container of choice 

(where City provides label only) 
• No Opinion 

9. Garbage Reduction 

- 15 -

83% 

9% 

8% 

• 75% Less Garbage 34% 
• 50% Less Garbage 43% 
• 25% less Garbage 16% 
• No Change 2% 
• No Response 4% 

13. Feedback on Communication about the Program 
• Very helpful- explained everything I 81% 

needed to know. 
• Somewhat helpful - gave me some 

basic information, but I still had 
questions 

• Not at all helpful - I didn 't understand 
the program or what was required to 
use my Green Cart 

• No Response 

14. Communications/Education 

• I need more information on the 
environmental benefits of recycling 
yard trimmings and food scraps. 

• I need more infonnation on why I 
should recycle food scraps. 

• I need more information on how to 
recycle food scraps. 

• I would recycle food scraps if I had a 
smaller container. 

• I would recycle food scraps if a small 
container was supplied for temporarily 
storing scraps before transferring 
them to the Green Cart 

3S21669 

17% 

0% 

3% 

Yes 

12% 

7% 

13% 

50% 

57% 

Attachment 2 (Canl'd) 

No Not No 
Sure Response 

83% 4% 3% 

90% 2% 1% 

83% 1% 3% 

36% 10% 4% 

30% 8% 6% 
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Response from Active Participants & Non-Participants (Answered "No" to 
Question #2) 
15. Most Common Barriers That Prevent Residents From Using Their Green Cart 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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Not enough space to store Green 
Cart. 
Size of container. 
Not sure what goes inat Green Cart. 
Do not want to put food scraps in 
home. 
Concerned about smell of food scraps 
in Green Cart. 
Concerned about rodents or other 
wildlife being attracted to Green Cart 

Active Non-
Participants Participants 

51% 26% 

44% 48% 
19% 22% 
55% 52% 

81% 78% 

60% 78% 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

ID \WI-rvtM.{ 24Z02-

Date: April 16, 2012 

From: 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

John Irving , P.Eng . MPA File: 10-<i04S-01/2012-Vol 
Director, Engineering 01 

Re: 2012 Flood Protection Grant Program 

Staff Recommendation 

I. That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager Engineering and Public Works be 
authorized to negotiate and execute the cost share agreements for the Williams Road Drainage 
Pump Station and the No. I Road North Drainage Pump Station which were approved for 
funding by the Province as part of the 2010 Provincia l Flood Protection Program. 

2. That the following projects be endorsed fo r submission to the 20 12 Prov inc ial Flood 
Protection Grant Program. 

• McCallan Drainage Pump Station Upgrade 
• No. 2 Road Drainage Pump Station Upgrade 
• Dike Upgrade and Rai se, McCallan Road to No.2 Road 
• South Dike Seismic Upgrade No. 4 Road to Shell Right o f Way 
• Dike Upgrade at Nelson Road Drainage Pump Station 
• South Dike Upgrade Erosion Control Rip-Rap Replacement and Raise, No.7 Road to ± 1000 

metres west 
• Dike Upgrade and Raise from Hollybridge Street 10 approx imate ly 50 metres east of 

Dinsmore Bridge 

3. That should any of the above submissions be success ru l, the Chief Administrative Officer and 
General Manager Engineering and Publ ic Works be authorized to negotiate and execute the cost 
share agreements with the Province. 

J Irv ing, ~ g. MPA 
Director, Engineering 
(604-276-4 140) 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

R OUTED To: C ONCURRENCE C ONCURRENCE OF G ENERAL MANAGER 

Roads & Dikes .............................................. yiN 0 ac -~ 
Budgets ........................................................ Y N 0 

3Sl331l! 
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I 
Sewerage and Drainage ...... .. . ...... .. .... ..... y f!l NO 
Intergovernmental Relations & 
Protocol Uni!... .......................................... Y! NO 
Parks ...................... ......... ...... .......... .. .. ..... y NO 
Law............................... . ... ... .. .. ... y NO 

ReVIEWED BY TAG YES NO ReVIEWED BY CAO 

GtJ[V 
NO 

B~ 0 0 
./ 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

In April 2012, the City was advised that the Province may issue a grant program similar in nature and 
funding level to the Emergency Management Be 20 I 0 Flood Protection Program. The 20 I 0 
program was funded to approximately $55 Mi ll ion. Past grant program instructions have been such 
that projects must be endorsed by Council to be considered and this same requirement is anticipated 
for 2012. 

This report identifies priority projects that staff recommend be submitted as part of the Province's 
next flood protection related grant program. This report also recommends authority be given to the 
Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager Engineering and Pub lic Works to negotiate and 
execute the cost share agreements for projects approved for funding by the Province as part of the 
20 I 0 Flood Protection Grant Program. 

Analysis 

Emergency Management BC and the Federal Building Canada Plan, Disaster Mitigation Category of 
Infrastructure Canada have partnered in the past to provide flood protection funding to communities 
throughout British Columbia. Staff have been advised by provincial representatives that there may 
be an additional call fo r grant applications in the Fall 2012 with funding expected to be in the $50 
million range. Application requirements are ant icipated to be similar to what was required in 20 10. 

The 2010 grant program was based on a 1/3 Province Government, 113 Federal Government and 1/3 
Local Government cost sharing fonnula for local government area populations that are greater than 
100,000. It is anticipated that the 2012 program will be ofa sim ilar nature. 

The City was awarded $3,570,000 (grant value) as part of the Emergency Management BC 20 10 
Flood Protection Program. 

The following outlines the flood protection re lated projects recommended (not in priority order) for 
the next flood protection grant program anticipated for Fall 2012. 

Project 

McCallan Drainage Pump Station Upgrade 

No.2 Road Drainage Pump Station Upgrade 

Dike Upgrade and Raise, McCa llan Road to No. 
2 Road 

Description 

Includes design and a complete renovation of 
the pumping system and buildings to upgrade 
ageing infrastructure and increase the pumping 
capacity approximately threefold. 

Includes design and a complete renovation of 
the pumping system and buildings to upgrade 
ageing infrastructure, increase the pumping 
capacity approximately twofold and allow for 
dike raising related to sea level rise. 

Includes a dike seismic upgrade and raise to 
meet minimum Provincia l requirements 
including an allowance for sea level rise . 
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South Dike Seismic Upgrade No.4 Road to 
Shell Road Right of Way 

Dike Upgrade at Nelson Road Drainage Pump 
Station 

South Dike Upgrade Erosion Control Rip-Rap 
Replacement No.7 Road to ± I 000 metres west 

Dike Upgrade and Raise from l-Iollybridge Street 
to approximately SO metres east of Dinsmore 
Bridge 

Cost Share Agreements 

Includes design and construction of upgrades 
required to stabil ize this section of dike from a 
seismic viewpoint and a dike ra ise to meet 
minimum Provincial requirements including an 
allowance for sea level risco 

Includes a dike seismic upgrade and raise to 
meet minImum Provincial requirements 
including an allowance for sea level rise and 
pump station modifications to accommodate a 
raised dike. 

Includes placement of erosion protection riprap 
on the existing dike face and a dike raise to meet 
minimum Provincial requirements including an 
allowance for sea leve l rise. 

Includes a dike seism ic upgrade and ralse to 
meet' mInimum Provincial requirements 
including an allowance for sea leve l rise. 

Following Council endorsement of projects, staff submitted applications for flood protection grant 
funding in 2010 and werc successfu l on the Will iams Road and No. I Road North Drainage Pump 
Station projects. In May 20 J 2 staff received and have been asked to execute the proposed cost share 
agreements from the Province for these projects. These cost share agreements include the following 
key terms: 

• The Province will provide two-thirds (2/3) of the actual eligible costs of the projects up to 
$1,270,000 for the Williams Road Drainage Pump Station and $2,300,000 for the No. I Road 
North Drainage Pump Station; 

• Projects must be started within 3 months of executing the agreement ; 

• Projects must be completed by March 2013; 

• The City will maintain general commercial liability insurance in an amount not less than $2 
million and inc lude the Province as an additional insured; 

• The City will grant a re lease and indemni ty in favour of the Province; 

• In the event that the Ci ty se lls or otherwise disposes of the works, thc City must repay a 
ponion of the grant funding to the Province; and 

• The City must provide status updates to the Province at least every 30 days. 
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StafT anticipates that if any of the City's submiss ions for the 2012 Flood Protection Grant Program 
are successful , the cos(Mshare agreements for the approved projects wi ll include si mi lar key terms, 
inc luding granting of a release and indemnity by the City in favour of the Prov ince. 

Staff recommends authority be given to the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager 
Engineering and Public Works to negotiate and execute the cost share agreements from the Province 
for the Williams Road Drainage Pump Station and the No. I Road North Drainage Pump Station and 
if any of the City's submissions for the 20 12 program are successful, to negotiate and execute the 
cost share agreements fo r those projects. 

Financial Impact 

There is no funding impact at this lime. 

Staff will submit tile projects identified in thi s report for Council consideration as part of future 
capita l programs with the City portion of funding from the Drainage and Dikes Uti lity and/or 
Drainage DCC's. 

Conc lusion 

The Provincial and Federal governments have partnered to prov ide fl ood protection fundin g to 
communities throughout British Columbia. It is ant icipated that there will be a fl ood protection 
funding grant opportunity announcement in the Fall 20 12 with funding levels and appl ication 
parameters simi lar to what was requ ired in 2010. Staff have prepared a list of fl ood protection 
related projects and are seeking Council endorsement in accordance with the anticipated program 
requirements. Further, stafT are seeking Council authority for the negotiation and execution of cost 
share agreements approved pursuant to the two grant programs. 

Jim V. Young, P. Eng. 
Manager, Engineering Design and Construction 
(604-247-46\0) 

NY:jvy 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

John Irving , P.Eng . MPA 
Director, Engineering 

Re: Permits for City Pump Stations 

Staff Recommendation 

Report to Committee 

10 \tGT -I'Yl1tq 2<'t Zl:/2.-

Date: April 26, 2012 

File: 10-6340-01/2012-Vol 
01 

That the Chief Administrative Officer and the General Manager, Engineering and Public Works 
be authorized to sign Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (Port Metro Vancouver) Permits in the 
fannat shown in Attachment I as needed for the construction and operation of current and future 
City pump stations. 

, 

hc..i\~ 't' 
10""1"01'- John Irving, P.Eng. MPA 

Director, Engineering 
(604-276-4140) 

Alt. [ 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONL V 

ROUTEOTO: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

V Ii'ND ( /;/( / / 

Law -

" REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REVIEWED BY CAD .,---. YEo/' NO 

Bit D (Jl~ D 

3S19S53 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

The City operates 38 drainage pump stations that discharge Richmond's storm water into the 
Fraser River and Sturgeon Bank. As these stations arc upgraded to meet future needs, some of 
the upgraded stations may encroach into Crown land and require agreements with the relevant 
authorities. 

The purpose of this report is to seek authorization for the Chief Administrative Officer and the 
General Manager, Engineering and Public Works to sign Port Metro Vancouver Permits related 
to the construction and operation of City pump stations. 

Analysis 

Various pump stations in the City are being upgraded to meet the 2041 OCP requirements as 
they near the end of their service life. As part of these projects, the section of di ke adjacent to 
each pump station is being raised in accordance with the current provincial guidelines. The 
combination of increased pumping capacity and raising the dike results in a larger overall 
footprint for the final works. In some locations, this can cause some of the pump station 
structure to extend into Crown land beyond the dike. 

The Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (Port Metro Vancouver) currently holds head leases [rom 
the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) for the North Arm and Lower Main 
Arm. These parties are currently negotiating a new head lease that will req uire approval from 
the federal Minister of Transport. Until this new head lease is final ized, the Port wi ll require 
execution of a yearly Release of Liability and Indemnity and Permit ("Permit") to allow for 
construction and operation of works within the head lease area. Due to the indemnity clause 
contained in this Permit, Staff require Council approval to enter into these agreements. 

Currently, a Pennit is required for the No.4 Road Drainage Pump Station only (Attachment 1). 
However, additional Permits may be required on future stations. 

Once the new head lease between the Port and MOTI is finalized, the Port and City will 
negotiate a sub~lease agreement that will be brought forward to COWlcil for approval. 

Financial Impact 

None at this time. 

The current yearly Pennit cost for the No.4 Road Drainage Pump Station is $1,575 and was 
included in the 2008 Capital Submission Operating Budget Impact (OBI). Annual costs for 
future pump stations that encroach into Crown land are anticipated to be similar and will be in 
included in the relevant Capital Submission. 
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Conclusion 

The City's drainage pump stations are essential to prevent flood ing in Richmond. Over time, the 
capacity of the system wi ll be increased to meet OCP projections. Additional space outs ide the 
dike will be required in some locations to accommodate larger pump stations and a higher dike. 
To obtain thi s space, agreements will be required with the relevant authorities. 

/' 

Milton Cban, P.Eng. 
Senior Project Engineer 
(604-276-4377) 

MC:mc 
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NO, RIC609-1010SP-{)03 

RELEASE OF LIABILITY AND INDEMNITY AND PERMIT 

VANCOUVER FRASER PORT AlJTHORITY 

TO 

CITY Or RICHMOND 

As of January 1, 2012 

AUTHORITY; 5(ll;mis~iQn Nn, RI:1r.t5-12 da!ed March 5, 2012 and apJ)ro'JM March 6, 2012 

Attachment 1 

RF.FERENCE: C(J f\<Iln watcllot area, I;]bellea: Patee! 'A" of some 61 squ.ne metres, mae Gl less, 
fronting No 4 Road, Sections 'j4, 15, n ClM 23, Siock. 5 Nor;h, RliITlge: (> We501, New 
Westminster OisiriCl, City (If RiChmClOd, PrOYl!ice 0' Briti$b Columbia 

lOCATION: Fool of No. 4 Road ond River Rood, Cit,. o-f Richmond. Pro'/inco of Brl\lsh Columbia 
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RELEASE OF LIABILITY AND INDEMNITY AND PERMIT ("Pcnnit") 
(No.4 Road Pump Station) 

In QCInS,oeralion of Vancouver Fraser Pon AU110rity rVFPA''") pBfmlttmg 'tht:! City of Rdlmond and its !l(Ir.oants, 
Bgents gnd conlr.aclors (lito ·Clly"; to enter lho~e propertes owned by Her fIot.ljestv the Queen in Rglt 0: Canada 
and man~ed by VFPA 1lI1)elled ' pel 'A'" en Sketch Plan S2f}tlO'196 d<lted October 26,2010 (Elitached hereto 
as Sch-Jdlile "II"). (the 'VFPA P;trceT') for IIv;:! !;Iole purpo~e (II operalill;J, maintaining and rep3i{ng a viewing 
platrOflll. steel Jiipe~, three P} i;;itorm water c;l isc:harge P.'pt!5 and a tollc;ft!kI hcaf:!wal1 in tho ... ldn~)I at No, " Road 
alld Ri~Er Road, Rlchrnond, Pro ... noo 01 Oritlst, Columbia (herelnarter referred to as the 'Puml) SIa1ion W()(,(S'-}, 
the Cit~ herl!bv releases and fcrever dlscna--ge5 VfPA, its servanls 8nd ~gent5, ff(lln ar"lY ;and all olaim" 
demands, actions, suits Of other plO::eooillgs .. Nch the City m ... y have .. (lny nl!Ull1er wh(:ltwever !;In the VFPA 
Parcel, Illclooing any claims or demanl;fs for lots of or dam~e 10 machines or other e.qulpment brought upon the 
VFPA Parcel or iI1juries 4;lf death 10 persOJls or the VFPA f'arcflt, f>l.1(SU2I11 10 thi:$ permission, e)(o::epl onlllO 1ho 
extent thAI such lOss, damggc. o()( Injury or death is caused by the vll1ful miro:mduct or negligence ofVFPA. 

In lurthc-r cooslderatoll o~ the said permission. the City hereby OOIIen,IfIUi to irl~elf{nify aod 1$<iI'/e h ln nlelic$ VFPA 
liOi'll any and aQ expel1Ses. cost~. cl:;!ims, d~nand5, actlolis, $1.I11s 01' ot1er proeeedulQs arlSilg oul ot 1M said 
permissioo. except on~y tQ the e}(lenl caused tr\' lhe wilful mlscooduct or negligence or VFPA Without [mlting tile 
generality oj the /1:l regolt\g SUM indemnity sha I include all expenses. c051:5. claims. demaMs or ac£ons , arising 
out oj inj'Ury or death to pC!sons "flo gain aooess to the VFPA Parcel as a result of said permission. 

Claim'J referred to herein rsh.all h:;llIde .arlY a .... 'alds maoo aga'nst VFPA urlder arn~! sl3tllte for the protedlon 01 
woriqnen. 

The City agrees lo- comply \lIith all applic:;Iblc Ia;llilil, regurations and envil'O"'Imenlal oot'lcMlons respcoJng thO. City'S 
use om! construction I!Ictivitie-s on or aboutltte VFPA Parc~. The City further agfees not io bring an~ haze/dous 
sub~telrlce onto Ihe VfPA Parcoel. 

The pa-llt:'S llgfee that while it i5 if1eir intefllion to ent';;!f into .a lor'!J~r tern: tooure agreemant taga rd.ng U1U Pump 
Station Works, should Slrch e;greemenl for whatever reason not' be enl~red Into by the time thrs Permit expires, 
1he Cil~- agrees thai it 5h~1I rertlO...e \1\8 Pump StaUoo WOlkS anel restore 'fie VFPA PalceilQ its ct'iginal condiiion 
at its slIle cost and e:<~ns.{l 00 l:lier thon lline (9) months ~fter e)lpiration of ltJe Permit. NQ~itl1standln9 <:lny 
prier di~eusslollS ooM'ccn the p.."t1ies, tile VFPA Sh3U in no WflY be bound to enter into Qn~' flJrther agleement 
pefmlUng the I..'se and ooo\lp~r...q' of U1.013 VFPA ["<!Ilcel by the Cll/". 

In comi(ter<!ltioil (If granting consont for tho usc and nccess of the VFPA POfcel, the dty agrees 10 p~y untG 
VFPA UlIl· sum of ONE THOUS.I\NO fiVE ~NORF.D AND SEVENP( FIVE DOLLARS ($ \,.575.00) for In!! 
p(!d!Y.I representing Jonu3ry 1, 2012 to December 31,2012. Suoh paymQl'lt Is to be remrtlQ(J to VFf'A in 
advarlce on or before the com-mf;!;(l(:emenl d<r*. 

THIS PERMIT E;XPJRES AT 24:00 HOURS otf Oecf!mber31, 2<112. 

DAr!:!!) THIS DAYOF _____ ·, 2012. 

VANCOUVER FRASER pOAli AUTHORITY CITY OF RICHMOND 

Pr-iIlITitlo: 

Cotpot,!l~C Secretary 

1.loItlnk\rle:lll EIUi13!f«r\'I\'o:lu;p~CQWff'A-Su 'Twll:"m' 1 til (Y.lP.O:)3 
.RELEASE ~ IhfOEMNIlY - cm OF R.fCIWOND 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

Report to Committee 

I D W - \'WI, t Y!-Zl!f2-

Date: Apr 3, 2012 

File: 01-0150-20-ICSC1-
01/2012-VoI01 

Re: ICSC/CITY OF RICHMOND ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM - PROPOSED 
PROJECTS FOR 2012 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That the list of proposed road safety improvement projects, as described in the report, be 
endorsed for submission to the IeBe 2012 Road Improvement Program for consideration of 
cost sharing funding. 

2. That should the above applications be successful , the Chief Administrative Officer and 
General Manager, Plarming and Development be authorized to negotiate and execute the 
cost-share agreements and the 2012 Capital Plan and 5-Year (201 2-2016) Financial Plan be 
amended accordingly. 

-- C s= C---~ ...... 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-41 31) 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTEOTo: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Budgets & Accounting ..................................... Y []~ 0 ~ ~ Engineering .............. .. .................................... y rn N 0 r 
Law ........... ........................ .... .... ... .. .... .. .......... . Y Iil'N 0 
RCMP .. .... ... ....... ............................................. Y j,{ NO 

REVIEWED BY TAG 

~ 
NO REV1EWED BY CAD A":- YE~/ NO 

D ~\)3 D 

348166 1 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At the April 26, 2011 regular Council meeting, Council endorsed a number of proposed joint 
leBe-City of Richmond road safety improvement projects for 2011 . This report summarizes the 
projects implemented in 2011 with funding from lese and presents a list of projects proposed to 
be implemented with funding contributions from l ese as part of the 2012 1CBC-City of 
Richmond Road Improvement Program partnership. 

Analysis 

1. Partnership with leBe on Road Improvement Program 

The City has been in partnership with lese in the Road Improvement Program since 1994. This 
partnership is a vital component of the City' s traffic safety program as it enables the City not 
only to undertake morc traffic safety enhancements than it could alone, but also to expedite some 
of these road safety improvement projects. Each year, a list of potential capital proj ects is 
developed for inclusion in the Road Improvement Program based on the results of joint 
rCBC/City traffic safety studies and input from the Traffic Safety Advisory Committee and other 
stakeholders. Past funding from rCBC has contributed to the implementation of projects such as 
the realignment of left-tum lanes at intersections to improve sightlines, the installation and 
upgrading of pedestrian crosswalks and the installation of new traffic signals. 

2. 2011 ICBC/City of Richmond Road Improvement Projects 

As shown in Table I below, a number of City projects completed in 2011 will receive a total of 
$83,500 in funding from ICBC' s Road Improvement Program. 

Table 1: 2011 Road Improvement Projects Receiving leBC Funding 

Location Project Description 20111CBC 
Conbibutlon 

No.3 Road: Cambie Road-Browngate • Installation of railing in centre median $15,000 
Road 
Minoru Gate and Granville Ave • Installation of additional crosswalk on west lea $5,000 
Lansdowne Road at Garden City • Installation of electronic HPedestrian Caution" sign for $7,000 
Road eastbound to northbound motorists 

16 Intersection locations • Additional traffic signal heads and backboard $38,000 
uporades 

Chatham Street & 2"" Avenue • Upgrade of existing crosswalk to a special crosswalk $3,000 
Gilbert Road south of Steveston Hwy • Installation of speed humps and speed reader board $6,000 
Finn Road at curve • Installation of advisory warning flashers $8,000 
Westminster Hwy at Smith Crescent • Installation of overhead sions at crosswalk $1 ,500 
Total lCBC Funding $83500 

3. Proposed 2012 ICBC-City of Richmond Road Improvement Projects 

Table 2 below identifies a number of projects proposed for submission to the 2012 Road 
Improvement Program for funding contribution from ICBC. The implementation of these 
projects, as well as any additional projects identified prior to ICBC' s deadline in May 2012, will 
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be subject to review by and cost sharing with ICBC. All of these projects have been previously 
approved by Council. 

Table 2: 2012 Road 

:~:~'d~e~~:r ~ ,or I 
Total Cost 

Source of City Funds (21 

I I $180,000 2010 & 2011 Mise Intersection 
$90,000 

TransLink to crente path, I by , , curb-

• Francis Road & Ash Street $55,000 201' I Road Crosswalk $27 ,500 
£ TransLink 
• • ~ . 
~~ 2012 Arterial Road Crosswalk 
~-
~. • Francis Road & St. Albans Program :>~ 

Road 
$45,000 $12 ,500 -

~ . 
- 0 

2011 Mise Intersection · " .u 
)Z'(Q e '0 

$25,000 u1[ • No. 4 Road & Dayton Avenue $50,000 2012 Tra.nsit Plan 

"'" TransLink 
'0 I ,." I 
~ 

Railway Avenue & Unfield 
$22,500 

$22,500 '" • $45,000 2011 Tr~f8et,an Gate I I 
TransLink 

I NO.3 toad (Saba Road to I 
Canada L:.(;"NO. 3 Road I raiilina ~ Stn) : installation of median $14,000 -

Garden City Rd & Granville Ave: 
2010 (':;''''i; $97,700 I TransLink 

inS!a~::~~n of pedestrian signal and multi- $195,400 
$48 ,850 I BCMoT 

~ Imp~;vem~0~90~ ~:,;; ,Ide 
R~;~'~~C 

$514,000 
$514,000 

Net Roads DCC Credits after 
additional westbound right- and External Grants TransLink 

1 -lanes (3) 

Herbert Road (Afton Dr to Bates Rd): 
, 

construction of neighbourhood pathway 
$250,000 2012 I -

I ~~~~~ ~~,(I~~:.~orth u," ,Hd to , 
Rd): construction of neighbourhood $32,000 2011 i Traffic -

201~' I . 'Dr,'o . hb h d 
$48,500 construction 0 nelg our 00 -

~ .Cit~fRfloa~dh~~ schoo~ ;~~e $12,000 2011 s~~M:~affic -
, ' ;00 

Finn Road: installation of driver feedback 
$30,000 2011 Pub~c w~r~:o~':::t' signs at limits of 30 km/n zone 

-

(' ) I I totM "" I i '" 
i i , "dI,,, I " I "02011 . 

(2) I project receiv~!~.~~,i~~!rom leBC I lolal cost would be reduced accordingly. 
(3) This project is associaled wilh the redevelopmenl of Ihe Gardens site approved by Council in September 2009. 

ICBC's potential funding contribution to these projects will be detennined by historical traffic 
accident rates at these locations and the estimated reduction in ICSC claim costs resulting from 
the proposed traffic safety improvements as well as eligibility of the project vis-a.-vis the funding 
guidel ines. The outcome oflCBC' s review of the above projects, as well as any additional 
projects identified, will be reported back as part of2013 ICSC Road Improvement Program. 
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Upon approval of a project by leSe, the City would be required to enter into a funding 
agreement with lese. The agreement is provided by leBe and generally includes an indemnity 
in favour of leBe. Staff recommend that the Chief Administrative Officer and General 
Manager, Planning and Development be authorized to execute the funding agreements for 
approved projects and the 2012 Capital Plan and 5-Year (2012-2016) Financial Plan be amended 
accordingly to reflect the receipt of external grants. 

4. Other Road Safety Partnerships with ICBC 

Staff are also collaborating with leBC on the following initiatives outside of the scope of the 
Road Improvement Program (which is focussed on funding capital projects): 

• Pedestrian Sarely Campaign: development of an education and awareness campaign for both 
pedestrians and motorists to highlight the importance of about road safety and ultimately 
prevent collisions, injuries and fatalities for all road users; 

• No. 5 Road and Cambie Road Intersection: while this intersection was recently mistakenly 
reported as the being the third worst in Metro Vancouver, ICBC has confirmed that this 
intersection has an unusually high ratio of side-impact (T -bone) crashes, which are 
symptomatic of red light running. Staff therefore will pursue conducting ajoint road safety 
review of the intersection with ICBC to identify if any capital improvements are warranted 
to improve the safety of the intersection. Staff wi ll report back on the results of the study, 
and any capital improvements identified, as part of2013 ICBC Road Improvement Program. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

The funding sources for the City' s portion of the costs of the projects have been previously 
approved or endorsed by Council as outlined in Section 3 of this report. Several of the identified 
projects have additional external grants either approved or pending approval from other agencies 
(e.g. , TransLink, lCBC). 

Conclusion 

ICBe is a significant long-time partner working with the City to promote traffic safety in 
Richmond. The traffic safety initiatives jointly implemented by ICBC and the City, including 
various road and traffic management enhancements, educational efforts and enforcement measures, 
have resulted in safer streets for aU road users in Richmond. Staff therefore recommend that 
Council endorse the various local road safety improvement projects for submission to the 2012 
joint ICBC-City of Richmond Road Improvement Program. Upon approval by ICBC of any 
projects, a cost-share agreement will be executed by staff with ICBe. 

Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 

JC:rg 

-I~40;;. 
Fred Lin, P.Eng., PTOE 
Senior Transportation Engineer 
(604-247-4627) 
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To: 

From: 

City ofRicbmond 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

Report to Committee 
-0 B"oI - MJl 4 2I /- 242-

Date: April 24, 2012 

File: 10-6455-01/2012-VoI01 

Re: PROPOSED PARKING STRATEGY FOR STEVESTON VILLAGE 

Staff Recommendation 

1. That Option 1 to retain free public parking on City-managed parking spaces in the 
Stcveston Village area, as described in the report, be endorsed as a trial strategy and that 
staff report back on its effectiveness after the trial period in Fall 2012. 

2. That Council send a letter to the Steveston Harbour Authority (SHA) and the Steveston 
Merchants Association expressing its support of the two parties working together to 
facilitate employee parking in the SHA lot on Chatham Street on a temporary basis from 
June 11 to September 30, 2012, as generally proposed in Attachment 2. 

3. That staff be directed to negotiate the renewal of the City' s licence of occupancy for 3771 
Bayview Street with the Steveston Harbour Authority and report back on the outcome of 
these discussions as soon as possible. 

4. That, as described in the report, staff be directed to: 

• develop short- and long-term streetscape visions for Bayview Street and Chatham 
Street and report back by the end of2012; and 

• undertake the supplementary improvements to support other travel modes. 

Victor Wei , P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-4131) 

Att.3 

JS01979 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At its July 20, 2011 meeting, the Public Works & Transportation Committee made the following 
referral: 

That staff investigate and report back on: 

(I) the Steves ton Harbour Authority's plans/or pay parking on their lots in Steveston; 
(2) private pay parking lots in Steveston; 
(3) an update on the City 's pay parking policy for Steveston; 
(4) City owned lots in SIeves/on and their potentialfolure uses; and 
(5) pay parking on City owned lots in Steves/on. 

This report responds to the referral and recommends the implementation of several measures to 
improve the availability of public parking in the Steveston Village area, especially during busy 
months. 

Analysis 

1. Steves ton Harbour Authority Plans for Pay Parking on its Lots 

Of the eight existing pay parking lots for use by the public in Steveston Village (Lots 1 to 8 on 
Attachment 1), three of these lots (Lots 1, 6 and 7) are owned solely by the Federal Crown 
(Department of Fisheries & Oceans) and administered by the Steveston Harbour Authority 
(SHA). The SHA implemented pay parking on these three lots in July-August 20 11 with a rate 
structure of $2 .00 per hour and varying amounts of additional time that can be purchased. The 
SHA-administered public parking lot at the south end of71h Avenue (Lot 12) is currently free but 
the SHA has indicated that it may convert this lot to pay publ ic parking in the future. 

The SHA has indicated that it would consider designating a portion of Lot 6 (i.e., gravel lot on 
Chatham Street) for monthly permit parking andlor leasing part of the lot to TransLink for an 
off-street bus exchange. Staff have informed T ransLink of this latter suggestion and have 
offered to facil itate a meeting with the SHA The SHA has cautioned that as it derives parking 
revenue from film crews that occasionally use the lot, any film crews displaced by these potential 
uses would need to be accommodated in other private lots or on public streets. 

The City did hold an annual licence of occupancy with the SHA for the use of its lot at 3771 
Bayview Street (Lot I I) fo r free off-stTeet public parking. This licence expired in December 
201 1 and the City currently retains use of the lot on a month-to-month basis at a cost 0[$560 per 
month. In February 2012, the SHA advised the City of its interest in converting the lot to pay 
public parking. The SHA has agreed to defer action on this issue to May 31, 2012 pending 
Council consideration of this report. Staff recommend that the City seek to renew its licence of 
occupancy for Lot 11 with the SHA with the intent of retaining the lot as free public parking at a 
cost similar to the existing terms. Staff would report back on the outcome of these discussions 
as soon as possible. 
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2. Pay Parking on Privately-Owned Off-Street Properties in Steveston 

Of the remaining five existing public pay parking lots, four of these (Lots 2 through 5) are jointly 
owned by the Federal Crown, the SHA and a third private entity. As with the three lots 
administered by the SHA discussed in Section I , pay parking was also implemented on Lots 2 
through 5 in July-August 2011 with the same rate structure of$2.00 per hour and varying 
amounts of additional time that can be purchased. 

The remaining site is an underground pay public parking lot on Bayview Street east of No. 1 
Road (Lot 8), which was built as part of the Imperial Landing development and is owned by 
Onni Development Corp. The lot has a rate structure of $2.00 for the first hour and $ 1.00 per 
hour thereafter up to a maximum of 24 hours. 

3. Pay Parking Policy for City-Owned Properties in Steveston , 

There is no existing formal City policy regarding pay parking in Steveston. Council last 
considered this specific topic in July 2007 when staff presented a report on the results of a public 
open house held in Steveston in July 2006 to solicit feedback on a number of parking 
improvement ideas for the Steveston Village area. At that open house, one of the ideas presented 
to the public was: "Do you support the implementation o/pay parking in the Village core?" 
Based on the 88 feedback forms completed, 70 per cent of respondents were opposed to pay 
parking. Per written comments, Steveston area residents felt that the imposition of pay parking 
would penalize them for shopping locally and lead to their choosing to shop at a nearby mall 
with free parking which, in tum, would negatively impact Steveston businesses. 

The parking improvement ideas presented at the July 2006 open house were subsequentl y refined 
to a list of draft recommendations that were presented at a second open house in June 2009. As 
little support had been indicated for the general introduction of pay parking, the draft 
recommendation proposed that pay parking be established only for new additional public parking 
that would comprise new angle spaces to be created on the north side of Bayview Street. Based 
on the 114 feedback forms completed, there was insufficient support for this proposal and thus 
the final recommendation was to remain at status quo (i.e., do not construct angle parking on 
Bayview St and thus do not implement pay parking for those spaces). The City has not since 
considered pay parking in Steveston. 

4. Potential Future Use of City-Owned Off-Street Properties in Stcvcston 

Within the Village core, the City owns two properties that are currently used to provide a total of 
48 free off-street public parking spaces (Lots 9 and 10). These lots are anticipatcd to remain as 
public parking lots for the foreseeable future but ultimately, ifthere is an opportunity to provide 
additional public parking as part of a parkade within a future major development (either at the 
two subject sites or other sites in the Steveston Village), then "the two properties could potentially 
be disposed of with the resulting revenue invested towards a joint partnership between the 
developer and the City to improve and consolidate parking for the public. 

Outside the Village core, the City-owned lot at 4320 Moncton Street (Lot 14) across from the 
Steveston Community Centre clUTently provides informal free off-street parking with a capacity 
of approximately 55 vehicles . Access is gained via a temporary ramp from Easthope Avenue 
and there is no signage regulating the use of the lot. Parks and Recreation staff intend to present 
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a separate report regarding the potential future uses of this lot at the June 2012 meeting of the 
Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services Committee. 

S. Pay Parking on City.Owncd Properties in Steveston 

As noted in Section 3, the City has no existing formal policy regarding pay parking in Stevestoll. 
Currently, the off-street public parking lots operated by the City (Lots 9,10 and 11) as well as 
on-street parking spaces within the Village core are free with a two-hour time restriction in effect 
between 9:00 am and 6:00 pm, seven days per week. On-street parking on Chatham Street west 
of3 rd Avenue as well as Bayview Street east ofNe. 1 Road is free with no time restriction. 

While it is feasible for the City to introduce pay parking to these three lots (given a renewed 
license with the SHA for Lot 11) similar to that already implemented by the SHA, staff 
recommend that these lots be retained as free parking for the time being in light of recent 
community's desire of not introducing further pay parking in the Village. Furthermore, local 
community representatives have proposed an alternative option to improve the availability of 
public parking, as discussed further in Section 6.1 below. 

6. Proposed Measures to Improve Public Parking in Steveston 

The implementation of pay public parking by the SHA on its lots in Steveston Village has 
increased parking demand for the remaining free spaces, most of which are City-owned. The 
following sections identify potential measures to improve the availability of public parking 
through increased turnover in the Village area. 

6.1 Options to Manage City On- and Off-street Public Parking 

Essentially, there are two alternative options with respect to the management of City-operated 
public parking: maintain free parking or implement pay parking as part of a comprehensive 
parking strategy. The scopes of these options are outlined below for Council ' s consideration. 

Option 1: Maintain Free Parking with Increased Enforcement (Recommended) 

On April 17,2012, the City received a proposal from Mr. Robert Kiesman, the community 
representative on the Steveston Harbour Authority Board (see Attachment 2), that suggested the 
following two key measures for a trial period between June and September this year to improve 
the availability of free public parking in Steveston, which is perceived as currently inadequate 
due to employee usage of the spaces beyond the two-hour limit: 

(1) increased enforcement of the existing two-hour time limit; and 
(2) temporary use of the SHA's lot on Chatham Street (Lot 6) for employee parking. 

The proposal is to be presented by Me. Kiesman to the Steveston 20/20 Group at its meeting to 
be held in early May 2012 and to the SHA Board at its meeting to be held on May 24, 2012. 

Staff have reviewed the proposal and suppott its approach of engaging all stakeholders to find a 
collective solution to the current problems arising from a lack of adequate turnover of free public 
parking spaces. With staffs proposed modifications to the proposal, Option 1 would comprise 
the following measures: 
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• Increase Enforcement: in order to provide an effective level of parking enforcement to 
ensure adherence to the existing two-hour time limit that is in effect between 9:00 am and 
6:00 pm daily and thus generate sufficient turnover, Community Bylaws staff advise that an 
additional I.S FTE position (i.e., full-time officer dedicated daily to the Village) plus 
operating overhead would be needed during the four month trial period to ensure compliance 
to all posted signage. This element would incur an estimated increase of$39,000 to the 
City's 2012 operating budget for the proposed trial period from June to September 2012 but 
would be more than offset by additional violation revenue due to increased enforcement. As 
this proposal is for a trial period only, there would be no lasting, full-time labour component 
for Community Bylaws and the position would be filled through the use of existing auxiliary 
staff. Staff acknowledge that enforcement is inherently unpopular and that local residents· 
and visitors may express concerns to the City regarding the proposed significant increase in 
enforcement presence. 

• Permit Parking in Lanes: instead of a two-hour time limit being imposed in the three north
south lanes as suggested in the proposal, staff recommend that the entrances to each lane be 
signed for monthly permit parking only, as stakeholders have indicated that most motorists 
currently parking in the lanes are regular all-day users such as business owners and/or 
employees. For each lane, spaces would available only to those adjacent businesses on a 
first-come, first-serve basis at a market rate (e.g. , $50 per month per permit). Staff estimate 
that there .are a total of60 informal spaces available in the three lanes. 

• Mitigate Potential Spill-Over Parking: increased enforcement of the existing two-hour time 
limit may prompt some visitors and/or employees to seek free parking on the street in the 
surrounding residential neighbourhoods or off-street in nearby lots (e.g. , Steveston 
Community Centre). Staff propose the following measures to preclude these possible 
actions. 

o Residential Neighbourhood North of Chatham Street: 
Section 12.4(1) ofTraffic Bylaw 5870 specifies that a 
three-hour maximum parking time limit is in effect 
between 8:00 am and 6:00 pm on streets abutting any 
residential or commercial premise, unless the parked 
vehicle belongs to the owner of such premise. Given this 
existing regulation, signage advising of this parking 
restriction would be installed at entrances to the single 
fami ly residential neighbourhood north of Chatham Street 
and west of No. I Road (e.g. , at the intersections of local 
roads with Chatham Street, No. I Road and 7'h Avenue) 
rather than installing two-hour parking time limit 
signage along selected streets only as suggested in the' 
proposal. The installation of simi lar signage in 

Figure 1: Parking Restriction 
Signage in Burkeville 

Burkeville (see Figure 1) has proven highly effective in deterring parking intrusions 
into the neighbourhood as well as minimizing impacts on local residents and/or their 
visitors. 

Traffic enforcement would occur on a complaint basis only where a resident finds a 
vehicle parked in front ofhislher house, he/she may contact Community Bylaws for 
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parking enforcement (note that a resident cannot file a complaint regarding a vehicle 
parked in front of someone else's house). The additional Bylaw Enforcement officer 
proposed for the Steveston area would then be dispatched to record the vehicle and 
follow-up to check for compliance to the three-hour parking restriction limit. 

o Residential Neighbourhood East of No. I Road: currently there are no on-street parking 
restrictions with respect to the multi-family residential neighbourhood immediately east 
of No. I Road and bounded by Moncton Street and Bayview Street. As Section 12.4(1) 
of Traffic Bylaw 5870 is not applicable in multi-family areas, staff propose to introduce 
a parking restriction of a three hour maximum time limit on Bayview and Moncton 
Streets, both between No.1 Road and Easthope Avenue, which are· within a five minute 
walk (200 m) of the Village core. 

o Steves/on Community Centre: should Option 1 be approved, staff recommend that a 
joint workshop be held with facility staff, Community Bylaws staff and the Steveston 
Community Society to develop a plan to address the potential of intrusion into the 
parking lots that serve the community centre. 

• Designate Employee Parking: for the peak season only (i.e., June through September), long
stay employees that do not have on-site parking available could utilize the SHA's Lot 6 on 
Chatham Street. This component would require the support of a majority of Village 
merchants and the successful negotiation of an arrangement between the SHA and the 
merchants regarding the terms for the use of Lot 6 (i.e. , parking rate, number of parking 
spaces to be designated, accommodation of film crews, etc). 

Option 2: Develop Parking Strategy with Pay Parking Program (Not Recommended) 

Under this option, a pay parking strategy for City on- and off-street facilities in the area would be 
developed with the following primary objectives: 

• use of variable pay rates to: 
o encourage parking space turnover of the most desirable and convenient parking spaces 

(i.e. , those near the waterfront); 
o optimize existing parking supply by shifting parking demand away from a location or 

time period with especially high demand to areas that are relatively underutilized; and 
• improve operational efficiency of parking enforcement methods. 

This option would include the development of a pay parking program with the following key 
components: 

• rate structure by time, day and/or season; 
• type of payment system; 
• possible concession parking rates for Richmond residents using smart card/smart phone 

technology; 
• forecast revenues and expenses of introducing pay parking; and 
• measures to address the following potential impacts: 

o viability of local businesses; 
o parking intrusion into the surrounding residential neighbourhoods as well as the parking 
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o parking incursions in the lanes; and 
o need for parking spaces designated for local employees. 

Once a draft pay parking strategy is developed, staff would undertake further consultation with 
area stakeholders, the Richmond Parking Advisory Committee and the general public to solicit 
feedback. Upon compilation of the feedback, staff would bring fotward a set affinal 
recommendations for COlll1cil 's consideration in Fall 20 12. 

6.2 Evaluation of Options 

Option 1 would help address the issue of a lack of parking space turnover but would continue to 
rely on time-based parking enforcement that is labour intensive. Option 2 would not only 
address parking space turnover but also broader goals such as: 

• enable morc efficient parking enforcement; 
• optimize existing parking supply; 
• potentially recover costs related to providing public parking or transportation infrastructure; 

and 
• generate revenue for possible local improvements, particularly those that encourage the use 

of alternative travel modes. 

However, a number of stakeholders, local merchants and residents have expressed concerns 
regarding the introduction of pay parking for City on- and off-street facilities, as it is perceived 
as placing the Village at a competitive disadvantage to other neighbourhood centres where 
parking is offered free (e.g., Seafair or Broadmoor), thereby discouraging transient and recurring 
visits to the area that in tum may negatively impact the viability of local businesses. 

Given these factors, staff therefore recommend that Option 1 be implemented on a trial basis to 
determine its effectiveness in generating sufficient parking space turnover. Should Option 1 be 
approved at the May 28, 2012 Council Meeting, staff would seek to implement the measures 
within 14 days of the approval (therefore commencing on June 11 , 2012 as opposed to June 1, 
2012 as originally proposed) in light of the approaching peak season. 

While the implementation of designated employee parking is a key element of Option I, staff 
acknowledge that this component is beyond the City's control. Should the SHA and the 
merchants be unable to agree upon terms for the use of Lot 6, staff recommend that the City still 
proceed with the measures of increased enforcement, implementation of pennit parking in the 
lanes and mitigation of potential spill-over parking as a trial, as they will improve parking 
turnover as well as minimize any potential traffic safety concerns that may arise from an 
increased demand for parking in the lanes or residential areas should they remain unregulated. 

6.3 Streetscape Visions for Bayview Street and Chatham Street 

In light of current and anticipated development along both Bayview Street and Chatham Street, 
staff recommend that short- and long-term streetscape visions for both roadways be developed to 
help guide the enhancement of the pedestrian realms as well as the efficiency of curb parking. 
These proposed streetscape visions would include the examination of possible re-configurations 
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of on~street parking spaces to improve public parking. Staff would report back with the 
proposed streetscape vis ions by the end 0[2012. 

6.4 Supplementary Parking Improvements for Bicycles and Motorcycles 

As a complement to determining the appropriate management of C ity-operated public parking, 
staff have identified supplementary improvements for bicycle and motorcycle parking that would 
be implemented as soon as possible with the intent of having the improvements in place prior to 
the peak tourist season. 

6.4.1 On-Street Bicycle Parking 

Steveston is a popular destination for 
cyc lists, particularly during the peak season, 
and the City has installed a number of bike 
racks to provide secure parking, typically at 
curb extensions where sufficient space is 
available to accommodate the rack. 
However, there are several mid-block 
locations where a lack of curb extensions 
and/or narrow sidewalk width preclude the 
installation of a bike rack and, as a result, 
parked bicycles can block the passage of 
pedestrians (see Figure 2). Figure 2: Overflow Bike Parking on Bayview St 

Staff propose the creation of on-street "bike corrals," whereby curb space can be temporarily 
delineated for bicycle parking through the use of rubber curbs and delineators. Corrals provide a 
ten to one customer to parking space ratio and improve an outdoor cafe seating environment by 
removing locked bicycles from the sidewalk . Figure 3 illustrates a typical example of a 
permanent bike corral in Portland, Oregon. 

These spaces would be demarcated as a pilot 
project for the peak season only (e.g., June 
151 through August 31 51

). Staff have 
identified the following two potential 
locations: 

• west side of No. 1 Road mid-block 
between Moncton Street and Bayview 
Street; and 

• south side of Bayview Street in the 
vicinity of 2nd A venue near the entrance 
to Steveston Landing. 

Upon determination of a specific space for 
Figure 3: On·Street Bike Corral in Portland, OR 

each location, staff would consult with any local merchants fronting the proposed parking areas 
prior to implementation of the bike corrals, with a view to minimizing any impacts to existing 
parking spaces. 
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A third location that is popular with cyclists is the grassed area at the northwest corner of No. 1 
Road and Bayview Street. This property is owned by the federal government and administered 
by the SHA. Staff propose to discuss with the SHA the potential of providing bike parking at 
this site (e.g. , install concrete pad with bike racks). 

6.4.2 Parking for Motorcycles, Mopeds and Scooters 

The City has received requests for the designation of on-street parking specifically for 
motorcycles, mopeds and scooters. As these vehicles have a smaller footprint than automobiles, 
parking spaces for these modes can often be accommodated within the clearances at either end of 
existing on-street parking with no impact. A review of the existing on- and off-street parking 
layouts in the Village core identified that 22 to 25 special parking spaces for motorcycles can be 
easily created with minor pavement markings and signage (see Attachment 3 for the location of 
the spaces). 

7. Consultation to Date 

In February and March 2012, staff discussed some of the elements of what could comprise a 
parking strategy with representatives of the following stakeholder groups: Steveston Harbour 
Authority, Steveston Merchants Association, Steveston Community Society, Steveston 20120 
Group, and the Richmond Parking Advisory Committee. These elements included pay parking 
and potential rate structures, the creation of additional on-street angle parking, parking in lanes, 
and the possible need for designated employee parking. 

With respect to pay parking, there is mixed support from stakeholders; some recognize the 
benefit of increased parking turnover while others believe the proposal would damage the 
viability of local businesses and deter residents from shopping locally. There is some support for 
the various options to increase on-street parking by creating angle parking on Bayview Street 
and/or Chatham Street but also stronger opposition to the loss of green space on Bayview Street. 
There are also mixed opinions regarding employee parking - some believe it is the sole 
responsibility of the business owner while others see the merit of providing designated parking 
for employees. 

Numerous comments were also received from individual residents and merchants in the 
Steveston area, including a petition signed by 150 merchants. Amongst individuals and 
residents, there is strong opposition to the introduction of pay parking on City streets and lots 
with most stating that such a program would be detrimental to local businesses and that residents 
should be allowed to park for free. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Option I, the recommended option, is estimated to require an additional $39,000 in 2012 funding 
for a 1.5 FTE parking bylaw officer and associated overhead for the proposed trial period 
between June 11 and September 30, 2012 inclusive. Staff estimate that these costs would be 
more than offset by the projected additional violation revenue due to increased enforcement. 
Staff would accommodate this additional expenditure within the existing budget Community 
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Bylaws for 20 12. The outcome of the recommended trial parking strategy will be reported out to 
Council in Fall 2012. 

Conclusion 

The implementation of pay public parking by the Steveston Harbour Authority has shifted 
parking demand to the remaining free spaces, most of which are City-owned. To improve the 
availability of public parking in the Steveston Village area, staff recommend that: 

• Option I as described in the report be implemented and Council send a letter to the 
Steveston Harbour Authority (SHA) and the Steveston Merchants Association expressing its 
support of the two parties working together to facilitate employee parking in the SHA lot on 
Chatham Street on a temporary basis from June 11 to September 30, 20 12; 

• the City negotiate the renewal of its licence of occupancy for 3771 Bayview Street with the 
SHA and report back on the outcome of these discussions as soon as possible; and 

• the supplementary improvements to support other travel modes as described in the report be 
implemented. 

The recommended Option 1 is considered to be the most supportable by all stakeholders and, 
importantly, requires that all key stakeholders collectively share the responsibility of resolving 
this community issue. This option would be implemented on June 11 , 2012 but on an initial trial 
basis to detennine its effectiveness in generating sufficient parking space turnover. Staff would 
report back on its efficacy in Fall 2012. 

As a complementary initiative, staff also recommend that short- and long-term streetscape 
visions for Bayview Street and Chatham Street be developed to help guide the enhancement of 
the pedestrian realms as well as identify opportunities to improve on-street public parking. Staff 
would report back with the proposed streetscape visions by the end of 2012. 

Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 

JC:lce 
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Proposal from Community Representative to SHA Board 

From: Robert Kiesman [mailto:robertkiesman@gmail,com] 
Sent: Tuesday, 17 April 2012 15:59 
To: MayorandCouncillors 

Attachment 2 

Cc: AdministratorsOffice; Cantarelia, Lorraine; CorporateServices; Wei, Victor; Steves, Harold; Barnes, 
Linda; billmcnulty@shaw,ca; McPhail, Linda; Au, Chak; Dang, Derek; ehalsey-brandt@richmond.ca; 
Johnston, Ken 
Subject: STIVESTON VILLAGE PARKING PROPOSAL 

Mr. Mayor, 

I am the community representative on the board of the Steveston Harbour Authority. I recently 
sent the email below to key residents and business people in the Village for their consideration. I 
have received mostly positive feedback from them and there is a desire to press forward. 

Please review the two-point proposal to solve the parking problem in Steveston Village. 

As summer approaches, time is of the essence, and I would appreciate it if the City would 
respond as soon as possible. The proposal will be assessed at the upcoming 20/20 meeting in 
early May, and the SHA will be address ing it at our next board meeting on May 24th. 

Clearly, timely co-operation of the City is paramount to making this simple proposal work. 

Regards, 
Robert Kiesman 

Hi Everyone, 

Over the past week, I have discussed with many of you my temporary 4 month proposal 

(June - September 2012) to help solve the parking problem in Steveston Village. It is a 

very simple proposal comprised of the following TWO points: 

1. All of Bayview. Moncton and Chatham Streets, (along with the alleys in the Village) 
would be limited to free parking for 2 hours. This rule would require the City of 
Richmond to: (1) put up more signs; and (2) strictly enforce the time limits by issuing 
tickets. Second and Third Avenue (between Richmond and Chatham Streets) would also 
need to be limited to free parking for two hours or have permit parking imposed. For 
obvious reasons, imposing these limits on the streets and not the alleys would be a waste 
of time. 

2. The merchants in the Village would enter into a 4 month arrangement with the Steveston 
Harbour Authority whereby they would agree upon a reasonable daily/month parking fee 
for all of their employees in the SHA Chatham lot, 2417 for the 4 month period. 

3501979 
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Proposal from Community Representative to SHA Board 

This proposal will require certain responsibi lities from the three parties, and would bring both 
benefits and problems for each of them. In my view, when everyone both benefits and gets stung 
at the same time, that means we are doing something right: 

City of Richmond: 

• Responsibilities: Consistently monitor and enforce parking rules. 

• Benefits: (a) Prevents the need to impose metered parking in the Village and thereby 
reduces the heat they are taking from the merchants; (b) increase revenue from tickets in 
the Village; (c) save the time and effort in coming up with another proposal. 

• Problems: (a) Incur expenses for additional signs and personnel for enforcing parking 
limits; (b) will take heat from merchants andlor employees who will essentially be forced 
to participate in the arrangement if the majority agrees to go ahead with it. 

Steveston Harbour Authority: 

• Rejponsibilities: (a) Come up with terms for arrangement, including appropriate fee and 
logistics; (b) provide a reliable, consistent parking place for over 100 cars. 

• Benefits: Increased revenue from a lot that currently generates very little revenue. 

• Problems: (a) Certain conflicts with fuller lot with cars and film crew trailers ~~> the 
employees will need assurance that they have access to the lot consistently and reliably; 
(b) may require the lot to be paved in the future which will be very expensive. 

MerchantslEmployees: 

• Responsibilities: (a) Come up with arrangement for paying the fees (combination of 
employers and employees, etc.) ; (b) need to get a majority ofmerchantslemployees to 
sign on in a relatively short time frame. 

• Benefits: (a) Will open up much~needed parking space for customers who pay their bills 
and wages; (b) Will pay less than they othenvise would to the City if metered parking 
is imposed in the Village; (c) will have reliable, consistent access to a large parking lot 
that is relatively close to work. 

• Problems: (a) Will have to pay to park, whereas now it is free. 

In order to get this moving before summer arrives and the problem gets much worse, the 
merchants need to get together to agree on this plan with the SHA. I wish to emphasize that 
although I am a director on the SHA, the SHA board has not approved this plan land 
ultimatelv may not) although the board is aware that I am pressing for it. The next SHA board 
meeting is on May 24th, and we therefore need to reach some sort of a consensus before then so 
that it can be presented to the SHA board and then to the City. Obviously, if the City does not 
agree to this plan, it won't happen regardless of how many of us want it to. 

If you are in favor of this plan, please do the following: 

• Pass this note along to everyone who should see it. 

• Speak to all of the merchants you know and persuade them to sign on. 
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Proposal from Community Representative to SHA Board 

• Speak to all of your contacts at the City and persuade them to agree to put up the signs 
and enforce them. 

I want to press forward with this plan if for no other reason that I'd like to have something in 
place, working, so that I never have to hear about the parking problem in Steveston Village ever 
again. Like most oryou,l'm quite tired of hearing about it and would like to see the problem 
solved. I think that this plan would have the potential of solving 60-70% of the problem. 

This plan is not about raising revenue. It is about altering behavior and habits that are hanning 
our quaint little Vi llage and putting it at ri sk. In any event, it would only be for 4 months, and if 
it doesn't work, it doesn't work and you can try something else next summer. 

Please let me know if you have any comments or concerns. If and only if you are willing 

to move forward with the plan and discuss the details, I would be willing to head up a 1 

hour meeting wi th interested parties to discuss the terms. I am NOT willing to have a 

meeting to discuss whether we should move on with the plan or not. That should be 

decided beforehand . And please don't use this as an opportunity to sound off against 

the SHA. I really don't think there are any better alternatives. We've been talking about 

this problem for far too long now - its time to try something. 

Cheers, 

Robert 
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3502618 

To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J . Jackson, MCIP 
Acting General Manager, Planning and 
Development 

Report to Council 

File: RZ 10-516267 

Re: Supplemental Report: Appl ication by Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. for 
Rezoning at 9160 No. 2 Road from Single Detached (RS1 /E) to Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM3) 

Staff Recommendation 

I. That Bylaw No. 8769. for the rezoning of9160 No.2 Road from "Single Detached (RSI/E)" 
to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)", be forwarded to Public Hearing. to be held on 
Monday. June 18,2012; and 

2. That the Public Hearing notification area be expanded from the standard 50 m radius to 
include the area shown in Attachment 14 of the Report to Committee dated June 17.2011. 

e~~ 
Acting General Manager, Planning and Development 

BJJ:el 
At! 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY !WIif}, 
ROUTED To: C ONCURRENCE Crif-::ia;;r MANAGER 

Affordable Housing Y~O 
Transportation Y NO r-
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 
9160 No.2 Road (Attachment A) from Single Detached (RSIIE) to Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM3) in order to permit the development of 18 three-storey townhouse units on 
the site with vehicle access from Maple Road. 

Background 

A Report to Committee (Attachment B) on the subject rezoning application was taken to 
Planning Committee on July 5, 2011. The Committee endorsed the staff recommendation to 
forward the subject application to Public Hearing but requested information on potential 
signalization at the corner ofMapJe Road and No.2 Road. 

Prior to Public Hearing, the applicant decided to revise the proposed and requested to have the 
application removed from the Public Hearing agenda. The application was therefore deleted 
from the September 7, 2011 Public Hearing agenda and referred back to staff. 

This supplemental report is being brought forward now to provide infonnation regarding 
signalization at the comer of Maple Road and No.2 Road, a discussion on vehicle access to the 
proposed development, a summary of revisions made to the project, and the result of the second 
open house for the proposed development held on March 29, 2012. 

Findings of Fact 

Please refer to the attached updated Development Application Data Sheet (Attachment C) for a 
comparison of the proposed development data with the relevant Bylaw requirements. Please 
refer to the original staff report dated June 17, 2011 (Attacbment B) for information pertaining 
to related City's policies and studies, pre-Planning Committee consultation process and result, as 
well as staff comments related to tree retention, site servicing, and frontage improvements. 

Review of Transportation Issues: 

Signalization at the Corner of Maple Road and No.2 Road 

Typically, new traffic signals are funded through the City's Road DCC Program and prioritized 
based on the Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) Signal warrant Analysis. 

Based on the TAe analysis, it is found that a traffic signal is not warranted at this location. The 
anticipated traffic volume generated by the proposed 18 unit townhouse development will result 
in only a marginal increase and the intersection will continue to perform adequately with the stop 
control operation. However, staff recognize that the likely ultimate signalization at the 
intersection wi ll be required in the future due to growth. Currently, the eastbound left-tum 
traffic on Maple Road does experience some delays during the morning peak period due to 
commuter traffic on No.2 Road. 

In light of the developer's commitment for the design and construction of the traffic signals, staff 
can support signalizing the Maple Road intersection as part of this development to stop traffic on 
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No.2 Road for local access from Maple Road and help to address neighbourhood concerns 
related to traffic delay. 

As a condition of rezoning, the developer is committed to enter into a standard Servicing 
Agreement for the design and construction of the No.2 Road/MapJe Road upgrades with full 
traffic signals, complete with audible pedestrian signals (APS). The works will include but not 
be limited to: roadway widening, utility relocation, reconstruction ofMapJe Road on the east and 
west leg, pavement markings and signage changes. In order to determine the requirements of the 
Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of off-site works, a functional plan 
including road dimensions and road cross sections for all approaches is required. All proposed 
transportation and traffic improvements are subject to review and final approval of the Director 
of Transportation and the Director of Engineering. All works to be provided at developer's sole 
cost with no applicable DCC credits. 

Vehicle Access 

Site Access on Maple Road 

Residents from the single· family neighbourhood east of No. 2 Road (on Maple Road, Martyniuk 
Place, and Romaniuk Drive) have expressed concerns about the location of vehicle access to the 
townhouse development on Maple Road. They feel that the increased traffic generated by the 
townhouse development would increase the delay at the No.2 Road and Maple Road intersection 
during peak hours. 

Site Access on No.2 Road 

Residents from the adjacent senior apartment and the users of the church to the south object to a 
No.2 Road driveway for the proposed townhouse development. A letter from the Christian 
Reformed Senior Housing Society (Attachment D) and a petition from the Tapestry Church 
with 121 names was submitted (Appendix I). They feel that the proposed driveway would be too 
close to their shared driveway, making it more difficult to enter and exit their shared driveway, 
posing a safety concern. In addition, the nine (9) lU1its in the senior apartment that look out over 
the proposed driveway would be impacted by the noise, exhaust fumes, and bright headlights at 
night from vehicles using the driveway. 

In addition to the comments from the area residents, staff considered the following factors when 
reviewing the two possible site access locations: 

• The hierarchy of roads, i.e., their functions and capacity. No.2 Road is classified as an 
Arterial Road while Maple Road is classified as a local road. 

• The distance of the proposed driveway from the intersection and other driveways. 

• Tree preservation and it benefits to the neighbourhood. At least two (2) additional 
bylaw·sized trees and four (4) under-sized trees that were identified for retention would 
be removed to accommodate vehicle access off No. 2 Road 

• The gain and/or loss of on-street parking spaces. 

• The applicant's proposal to upgrade the existing Special Crosswalk at the north leg of the 
No.2 RoadlMaple Road intersection to a full traffic signal without requiring any City 
roads DeC funding. 
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Upon reviewing both site access options, Staff concluded either an access on Maple Road or No. 
2 Road would be workable. 

Review of Proposed Revisions: 

Entry Driveway on MapJe Road 

The applicant has considered relocating the entry driveway from Maple Road to No.2 Road. 
Based on the comments received from the neighbourhood, the applicant proposes to keep the 
entry driveway on MapJe Road; however, the proposed driveway location has been shifted west 
to reduce potential impacts on the neighbouring property to the east. 

Site Layout 

The site layout has been revised (Attachment E). The developer is now proposing six (6) 
duplex units with a pedestrian walkway along the east property line. The duplexes will be set 
back 6 m from the east property line and a hedgerow will be planted along a portion of the east 
property line to provide backyard privacy for the neighbouring property to the east. 

All proposed units fronting on Maple Road are now in duplex form, creating a similar massing 
and character as the adjacent single-family developments. In addition, the four-plex in the 
central part of the site has been split into two (2) duplexes, the free standing electrical rooms 
along the south yard setback have been removed, and the outdoor amenity area has been 
relocated to the Maple Road frontage. 

Same as the original proposal, every unit has two (2) side-by-side parking spaces. A total of four 
(4) visitor parking spaces are provided throughout the site, including one (1) accessible parking 
space. The applicant has indicated that eight (8) of the double car garages are deeper than usual 
and each of these garages may accommodate up to three (3) compact vehicles. 

Detailed design of the project, including site design, architectural form, and landscaping, wi ll be 
reviewed at the Development Permit stage. 

Consultation : 

Petition Received August 31, 2011 

In addition to the comments letters attached to the Report to Committee dated June 17,2011 
(Attachment B), 213 petition letters (with 447 signatures) in opposition to the proposal was 
submitted on August 31, 2011 (Append ix II). A sample petition letter can be found in 
Attachment F. 

Open House March 29, 2012 

The applicant held a second public Open House on March 29, 2012 at the Thompson Community 
Centre. An Open House flyer was sent by mail to the owners and residents of over 140 
neighbouring properties. Approximately 57 people attended representing 49 households in the 
City. in which 19 households are located within the notification area and an additional 6 
households are located within the immediate neighbourhood bounded by Francis Road, 
Woodwards Road, Gilbert Road, and No.2 Road. Staff attended the Open House as observers. 
Comment sheets were provided to all the attendees and 43 responses were received (Appendix CNCL - 330
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III) . A copy of the Open House Summary prepared by the applicant is included in Attachment 
G. A mapping of the responses received at the open house can be found in Attachment H . The 
survey result is as follows: 

• 16 attendants from 15 households within the notification area oppose the proposal; 

• 4 attendants from 4 households within the immediate neighbourhood (bounded by 
Francis Road, Woodwards Road, Gilbert Road, and No.2 Road) oppose the proposal; 

• 1 attendant from a household within the immediate quarter section support the proposal; 

• 20 attendants in 16 households in Richmond, but outside of the immediate quarter 
section, support the proposal; and 

• 2 attendants did not indicate whether they support or oppose the proposal. 

Most attendants who oppose the proposal feel that nothing has changed since this application 
was forwarded to Planning Committee in July 20 II. The concerns raised by these attendants are 
similar to the comments received on the first round of consultation. 

Petition Received April 12.2012 

Pursuant to the second open house, a second petition from the area residents with 196 petition 
letters (350 signatures) in opposition to the proposal was submitted on April 12,2012 (Appendix 
IV). A sample petition letter can be found in Attachment I. A mapping of the households in 
opposition to the proposal is included in Attachment J . Staff have subsequently met with 
representatives of the neighbourhood group to review the revised proposal and answer questions. 

Public Input 

A copy of the petitions and conunent sheets from the second open house (Appendix I to IV) has 
been compiled into a binder. Copies of the binder have been placed in the Councillor's lounge 
for City Council reference and also at the City Hall infonnation desk for public viewing. 

A list of major concerns raised by the area residents is provided below, along with responses in 
italics: 

1. The single-family residential character should be maintained. 

The subject townhouse development is not the first multiple-family development on this 
block a/No.2 Road between Maple Road and Woodwards Road. There is an existing 4-
storey seniors' apartment building located to the immediate south of the subject site. The 
subject site, along with the properties on both side of No. 2 Road, between Francis Road 
and Woodwards Roads, is identified/or townhouse development under the Arterial Road 
Redevelopment Policy in the Official Community Plan (OCP), Townhouse developments 
are limited to properties fronting onto arterial roads, such as No.2 Road, and are not 
envisioned in the internal subdivision. 

Duplex units are being proposed along the Maple Roadfrontage to create a massing and 
character similar to the adjacent single-family homes. 
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2. The proposed density is too high; 18 units are too many. 

Please see Analysis section/or (he discussion on the proposed density in term of Floor 
Area Ratio (F.A. R.). The City does not restrict the number a/units, as long as the 
proposal complies with all zoning requirements. 

3. The proposed three-storey buildings are too tall. 

The Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy permits 3-storey height (above the Flood Plain 
Construction Level (FeL)). In order fa address the adjacency issue and to preserve 
mature trees on site, the proposed development will be buill on existing grade, which is 
approximately 1.37 m below the FeL, 0.80 m below the No.2 Road sidewalk elevation, 
and 0.25 m below the existing Maple Road elevation. The groundjloor will befor 
parking only and no habitable area is permitted. A low sloped 4-in-12 roof is proposed 
to keep the apparent building height along the fronting streets as low as possible. The 
proposed buildings will appear to be 2~ storeys above the FeL, which would be similar 
in height as the newerlfuture single-family homes on Maple Road. 

4. Four (4) visitor parking spaces are not enough for 18 townhouse units . The proposed 
development would create parking and traffic problems on Maple Road. 

The proposal includes two (2) side-by-side parking spaces per unit and a total offour (4) 
visitor parking spaces on site, which is in compliance with the bylaw requirement. 

At present, no parking is permitted on both sides of No.2 Road but there is no restriction 
along Maple Road. With lhe new traffic signal and the proposed development in place, no 
parking should be allowed on the south side of Maple Road between No.2 Road and the 
proposed site access. From the site access to the easterly property boundary, it is feasible 
to accommodate three (3) on-street parking spaces on the south side of Maple Road. On
street parking on the north side of Maple Road is very limited due to the existing properly 
driveways. 

The applicant has indicated that some of the garages may accommodate up to three (3) 
compact cars (see Alternate Parking Plan in Attachment E). The developer has also 
agreed to explore the opportunities to provide additional visitor parking stalls on site at 
Development Permit stage. 

5. Increased traffic generated by the townhouse development would make the already 
problematic intersection at No.2 Road and Maple Road more dangerous. 

Transportation Division staffhave conductedfield traffic counts and performed an 
intersection operational analysis as part of their review; the applicant has retained Bunt 
& Associates to prepare a Traffic Impact Study. Both Transportation Division staff and 
the Traffic Impact Study concluded that the proposed development would have a 
insignificant traffic impact to the existing operations at the No.2 Road and Maple Road 
intersection; the existing vehicle access to No.2 Road is within the existing roadway and 
intersection geometry. 

In addition, as part of the development, the pavement on Maple Road along the site 
frontage will be widened to provide additional travelling space on Maple Road. 

Furthermore, the provision offull traffic signal at Maple Road and No.2 Road will allow 
traffic making left turns out from Maple Road with the protection of signalization. CNCL - 332
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6. The proposed traffic light on Maple Road is too close to Francis Road. 

The Maple Road approaches carry very moderate traffic volumes; the introduction of a 
new traffic signal at Maple Road will not adversely impact/raffle progression along No. 
2 Road currently through Maple and Francis. Final signal timing plans can be worked 
out in the detailed design stage to optimize traffic progression and minimize vehicle 
delays. The new signal at Maple will improve existing traffic conditions at the 
intersection by providing protected pedestrian crOSSings across No.2 Road and adequate 
capacity for Maple Road left-turn traffic to No.2 Road northbound. 

7. The diverters on Maple Road will be removed in the future. 

While some residents suggested removal of the existing diverfers on Maple Road at 
Romaniuk Drive (between No.2 Road and Gilbert Road) to ease traffic congestion at the 
No.2 Road and Maple Road intersection, many have concerns that such removal will 
create serious safety issues in the neighbourhood. 

Transportation Division staff noted that the existing mid-bock closure of Maple Road was 
instated several years ago in response to concerns raised by residents regarding speed 
and traffic short-cutting on Maple Road. Opening up the Maple Road link bellveen the 
two (2) arterial roads will create a potentialfor a significant increase of traffic volume 
and speed on Maple Road, impacting the intersection at No. 2 Roa~. The diverters would 
still be required to manage traffic levels and speed in the area. Therefore, the removal of 
the existing diverlers are not recommended. 

Analysis 

Official Community Plan (OCP) Compliance 

The proposed development is consistent with the Development Pennit Guidelines for multiple
family projects contained in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposed height, siting 
and orientation of the buildings respect the massing of the existing single-family homes to the 
north and east and the apartment building to the south: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The proposed 3-storey townhouses will be built on existing grade, so their 3-storey 
appearance wi ll be somewhat lessened. The proposed top floor is also about the same 
height as the second floor of the adjacent seniors' apartment. 

The site grade along the east property line will be raised to achieve the minimum Flood 
Construction Level (FeL). The duplexes along the east property line are considered 2Y2 
storey in height above the FCL. Thereby. the interface with single-family along the east 
property line is considered in compliance with the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy 
in tenns of building height and setback. 

Units are laid out along the No.2 Road and Maple Road to provide a pedestrian scale 
along the street fronts. Duplex units with direct street entry are proposed along Maple 
Road, creating a coherent streetscape with the existing single-family homes on the block. 

The rest of the townhouse blocks on-site are laid out with an east-west orientation to 
provide view corridors (north-south) from the adjacent seniors' apartment. 

These proposed design features will be controlled through the Development Pennit process. 
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Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3) 

The proposed zoning (RTM3 with a maximum density 0£0.7 FAR) and the proposed density 
(0.675 FAR) complies with the Low~Density Residential land use designation contained in the 
Official Community Plan COCP) for development on the City' s arterial roads. Densities above 
the base density, for townhouse development along arterial road, of 0.6 floor area ratio (FAR) are 
usually considered in conjunction with development sites in close proximity to a Community 
Centre and/or Neighbourhood Service Centre. The subject site is across from a local commercial 
site and is within walking distance to the Blundell Shopping Centre (approximately 650 m). To 
qualify for the proposed density and to satisfy the requirements of the RTM3 zone, the applicant 
IS: 

• Preserving eight (8) bylaw-sized trees and four (4) under-sized trees on-site, as well as 
protecting all trees on adjacent properties, located in proximity to the development site; 

• Providing a voluntary contribution to the Affordable Housing Strategy reserve fund; and 

• Providing at least one (l). possibly two (2), convertible units which are designed to 
accommodate a vertical lift. 

Development Variances 

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM3) zone. Based on the review of revised site plan for the project, no variance is being 
requested. 

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations 

A Development Pennit will be required to ensure that the development at 9160 No.2 Road is 
sensitively integrated with adjacent developments . The rezoning conditions will not be 
considered satisfied until a Development Pennit application is processed to a satisfactory level. 
In association with the Development Permit, the following issues are to be further examined: 

• Guidelines for the issuance of Development Permits for multiple-family projects 
contained in Section 9.3 (Multiple-Family Guidelines); 

• Detailed review of the site plan to ensure a 4.3 m minimum vertical clearance is provided 
over the entire 6.7 rn width of the internal drive aisle and that comer cuts are provided at 
the internal intersections on-site; 

• Opportunities to provide additional visitor parking stalls on site; 

• Detailed review of the site plan to ensure semi-private space is distinguished from private 
spaces including the design and location of visitor parking; 

• Detailed review of building fonn and architectural character including elimination of 
significant projections into required yard setbacks as well as unit design that facilitates 
conversions of garage area into habitable space; 

• Unit entry design with respect to CPTED principles; 

• Review of site grade to ensure the survival of protected trees and to enhance the 
relationship between the first habitable level and the private outdoor space; 

• Ensure there is adequate private outdoor space for each unit; and CNCL - 334
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• Landscaping design, site grading, and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to 
maximize use. 

Conclusion 

The proposed I8-unit townhouse development is consistent with the Official Community Plan 
(OCP) regarding developments along major arterial roads and meets the zoning requirements set 
out in the Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3) zone. Overall, the proposed land use, site plan, 
and building massing relates to the surrounding neighbourhood context. The applicant is 
proposing to upgrade the No.2 Road/MapJe Road intersection with fu ll traffic signals, complete 
with audible pedestrian signals CAPS), to address concerns raised by delegations to Planning 
Committee related to traffic. A Transportation Functional Plan will be provided prior to the 
Servicing Agreement stage to detennine ultimate transportation and traffic improvements. 

Further review of the project design is required to ensure a high quality project and design 
consistency with the existing neighbourhood context, and this will be completed as part of the 
Development Pennit application review process. 

The updated list of rezoning considerations is included as Attachment K, which has been agreed 
to by the applicants (signed concurrence on file). 

While the proposal generates significant concerns from the inunediate neighbourhood, the 
proposal does address all of the concerns raised and is in compliance to the City's Arterial Road 
Redevelopment Policy. The subject site is specifically identified in the OCP for multiple family 
development. On this basis, staff recommends support for the rezoning application. 

( 

Edwin Lee 
Planner 1 
(604-276-4121) 

EL:rg 

Attachment A: 
Attachment B: 
Attaclunent C: 
Attachment D: 
Attachment E: 
Attaclunent F: 
Attachment G: 
Attachment H: 
Attachment I: 
Attachment J: 
Attachment K: 

Appendix I: 
Appendix II: 
Appendix III: 
Appendix IV: 

Location Map 
Report to Committee dated June 17, 2011 
Development Application Data Sheet 
Letter from Christian Reformed Senior Housing Society dated Apri l 2, 2012 
Revised Development Concept 
Sample Petition Letter dated August 5, 20 II (received on August 31, 2011) 
Open House Summary 
Public Consultation Responses (Open House, March 29, 2012) 
Sample Petition Letter dated April 1,2012 (received on April 12,2011) 
Mapping of Petition received April 12,2012 
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To: 

From: 

City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCI P 
Director of Development 

ATTACHMENT B 

Report to Committee 

Date: June 17, 2011 

File: RZ 10-516267 

Re: Application by Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. for Rezoning at 
9160 No. 2 Road from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM3) 

Staff Recommendation 

I. That Bylaw No. 8769, for the rezoning of9160 No.2 Road from "Single Detached (RS l iE)" 
to "Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3)", be introduced and given first reading; 

2. That the Public Hearing notification area be expanded from the standard 50 m radius to 
include the area shown in Attachment 14; and 

3. That Bylaw No. 8769 be forwarded to a Special Public Hearing, to be held on Tuesday, 
July 26, 20 11 , at 7:00 p.m. , in the Council Chambers. 

rian ckson, MelP 
Director of Development 

EL:blg 
Atl. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Affordable Housing Y~D d", L . "l' ~ 
Transportation Y 0 v -j 

( 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Western MapJe Lane Holdings Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 
9160 No.2 Road (Attachment 1) from Single Detached (RSIIE) to Medium Density 
Townhouses (RTM3) in order to permit the development of 18 three-storey townhouse units on 
the site with vehicle access from MapJe Road (Attachment 2). 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 3). 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Across Maple Road, existing single-family dwellings on large lots zoned Single 
Detached (RS lIE); 

To the East: Existing single-family dwellings on large lots zoned Single Detached (RS lIE); 

To the South: Four-storey senior apartment bui lding (three-storeys over parking) zoned Medium 
Density Low Rise Apartments (RAMI) and Christian Reformed Church Of 
Richmond on a large piece of property zoned Assembly eASY); and 

To the West: At the southwest comer ofNa. 2 Road and Maple Road, a commercial retail 
building on a property zoned Local Commercial (CL); at the northwest corner of 
Maple Road, a recently approved 3-lot subdivision on a site zoned Single 
Detached (RS 118) fronting on Maple Road. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Arterial Road Redevelopment and Lane Establishment Policies 

The Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy is supportive of multiple family residential 
developments along major arterial roads, especially in locations such as the subject site, which 
are within walking dislance of commercial services and where public transit is available. 

The subject site is a large single-family lot fronting No.2 Road with a lot depth much deeper 
than a standard single-family lot in the area. This site is identified fo r townhouse development 
under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy and the proposed development is generally 
consistent with the Policy. While this proposal is the first townhouse development proposal on 
the east side of No. 2 Road between Maple Road and Woodwards Road, the proposal is not the 
fi rst multiple family development on the block as there is an apartment building for seniors 
located to the immediate south of the site. It is noted that there is a predominant presence of 
other previously approved townhouses along the east side of No. 2 Road between Woodwards 
Road and Will iams Road. It is envisioned that the rest of the single-family and duplex lots on 
this block between Maple Road and Woodwards Road could be redeveloped for multiple family 
residential under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the OCP. 
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Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required prior to rezoning bylaw 
adoption. 

Affordable Housing Strategy 

The applicant proposes to make a cash contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund in 
accordance to the City's Affordable Housing Strategy. As the proposal is for townhouses, the 
applicant is making a cash contribution 0[$2.00 per buildable square foot as per the Strategy; 
making the payable contribution amount of$47,003.23. 

Public Input 

The applicant has forwarded confirmation that a development sign has been posted on the site. 
There has been significant interest from the neighbouring residents regarding this proposed 
rezoning. Staff have received: 

• 

• 

• 

Two (2) support letters from two (2) households on Romaniuk Drive and Gilbert 
Crescent within the immediate quaner~section, and one (1) support letter from a 
household in the King George/Cambie Neighbourhood (Attachment 4); 

Eight (8) opposition letters from nine (9) households on Maple Road, Manyniuk Place, 
No.2 Road, and Ramaniuk Drive (Attachment 5); and 

A petition with 37 signatures from 33 households within the immediate neighbourhood in 
opposition to the proposed development (Attachment 6). 

Concerns expressed by the public include changes in neighbourhood character, increased 
density, increased traffic, parking, safety at the No.2 Road and Maple Road intersection, tree 
preservation, building height, and loss of privacy. 

Open House 

The applicant has conducted public consultation regarding the rezoning app lication through a 
public Opcn House on March 15,2011 at the Richmond City Hall. An Open House flyer was 
hand delivered by the applicant to over 140 neighbouring single-family homes (see 
Attachment 7 for the Notification Area). Approximately 19 people attended representing 12 
households of neighbouring residents. Staff attended the Open House as observers. Comments 
sheets were provided to all the attendees and 16 responses were received. A copy of the Open 
House Summary prepared by the applicant is included in Attachment 8. An updated petition, 
with a total of 192 signatures from 148 households, was submitted to the City in April, 2011 
(Attachment 6). 

A mapping of the petition, including all written submissions, is included in Attachment 9. A list 
of major concerns raised by the area residents is provided below, along with the responses in 
bold italics: 
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1. The proposed density is too high; the single-family residential character should be 
maintained. 

(Tlte subject townhouse development is not tire first tnultiple-family development on 
this block of No.2 Road between Maple Road lind Woodwards Road. There is all 

existing 4-storey selliors' apartmenl building localed to the immediate sOlll1t of 'he 
subject sile. TIre subject site, along with the properties 011 both side of No. 2 Road, 
between Francis Road and Woodwards Roads, is identified/or townhouse developmen, 
IInder lire Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in tlte Official Community Plan (OCP). 
Townhouse developments are limited to properties fronting 01110 arterial roads, such as 
No.2 Road, and are not envisioned ill lit e intemal subdivision. 

The developer has agreed to explore the opportunities to break the townhouse block 
fronting Maple Road down to dllplexes or triplexes, at the Development Permit stage, 
to make theform and massing of the town/.ouses more compatible to the existing 
single-/amily developments on Maple Road. The developer will also explore tlte 
opportunities to shift 'he entry driveway 011 Maple Road westwards to reduce possible 
impacts to tire neighbouring s ingle-family home.) 

2. Increased traffic generated by the townhouse development would make the already 
problematic intersection at No.2 Road and Maple Road more dangerous. 

(In order to address tit is concern, Transportation Division staff have conductedfield 
traffic counts and performed an intersection operational analysis as part o/their 
review; t"e applicant "as retailled Bunt & Associates to prepare a Traffic Impact 
Study. Bot" Transportation Division staff and the Traffic Impact Study concluded that 
the proposed development would have insignificant traffic impact to tire existing 
opemtions at the No.2 Road and Maple Road intersection; the existing vehicle access 
to No.2 Road is within the existing roadway and intersection geometry. 

It is also noted tit at, with the pavement widening Oil Maple Road, two (2) outboulld 
latres to No.2 Road will be provided; thij' arrangement will provide additional capacity 
011 Maple Road compared to tir e existing single outbound lalle approach. 

Some residents suggested removal of tire existing mid block closure of Maple Road 
between No.2 Road and Gilbert Road to ease traffic congestion attire No.2 Road and 
Maple Road intersection. Transportation Division staff noted that this closure was 
illstated several years ago in response to concems raised by residents regarding speed 
and traffic short-CUlling on Maple Road. Reinstating the Maple Road link between the 
two (2) arterial roads will create a potentialfor a signijicarlt increase of traffic vollime 
amI speed 011 Maple Road, impacting the intersection at No.2 Road. 

Some residents sllggested installation of a traffic signal at the No.2 Road and 
Maple Road intersection. Both Transportation Division staff alld the Traffic Impact 
Study concluded tltat a/lIlltraffic signal i5110t warranted at tltis intersection due to the 
projected traffic volwlles.) 

3. The proposed development would create a parking problem on Maple Road. 

J21341! 

(Tlte proposal includes two (2) side-by-side parking spaces per ullit and a total 0/ 
fOllr (4) visitor parking spaces Oil site, which is in compliance with the bylaw 
requirement. III addition, as part o/tlte development, tlte pavement OIl Maple Road CNCL - 341
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along tlte sile fronlage will be widened to provide additional parking/travelling space 
Oil Nlap/e Road. Transportation Division staff indicated that Maple Road is a typical 
local road which is designedfor Oil-street parking 011 either side withoul hindering 
vehicle movements.) 

4. The proposed three-storey bui ldings are too tall and would create privacy and overlook 
concerns. 

(Tire proposed development will be buill Oil existing grade, wltich is approximately 1 III 
below the existing road elevation. Tlte huildillg will appear to be 2 Vz-storey along 
MapleRoad. 

A 10.9 III setback from lire east property line to the 3-storey townhouse is heing 
proposed. TI,e developer has agreed to explore tire opportunities to reduce the height 
oftlte easternmost townhouse block to 2Vz storey with a minimum 6.0 m setback, at the 
Development Permit stage, to address the privacy and overlook concems.) 

5. The proposed development would change the streetscape of No. 2 Road by removing the 
beautiful big trees along the frontage. 

(Two (2) o/the len (10) bylaw-sized trees alollg the site's No.2 Road/rontage are being 
proposed/or removal due to poor condition. Tire applicant has agreed to maintain 
existing sife grade along No.2 Road to preserve as many trees as possible. Custom 
design crOSSing between tire sidewalk alld tire IInit entries is proposed to minimize the 
disruption to the root systems. The applicant is also proposing to plant additional trees 
and shrubs alollg the No.2 Road/rolltage to enhance the streetscape. Sta//will work 
witlr the applicallt Oil tire landscaping scheme to ensure that these design elements are 
include ilt tire landscape design at the Development Permit stage.) 

Consultation with Covenant Court Residents 

The applicant has also hosted a consultation meeting with the residents at Covenant Court (the 
seniors' apartment located adjacent to the subject site) on April 4, 2011. Approximately 13 
residents and two (2) officials of the Christian Reformed Senior Housing Society attended the 
meeting. Staff also attended the meeting as an observer. A copy of the Meeting Summary 
prepared by the applicant is included in Attachment 10. A comment letter from the Christian 
Reformed Senior Housing Society submitted to the City after the consultation meeting is 
included in Attachment 11 . A li st of major concerns rai sed by the residents in the seniors' 
apartment building is provided below, along with the responses in bold italics: 

I . The proximity of the townhouses to the south property line would reduce privacy and 
sunlight to the existing residential units in the adjacent apartment building to the south. 

321 34 \8 

(The proposed townhouses will be buill on existing grade. The applicant has 
confirmed that the proposedfirst habitahlefloor is at a lower elevation thall tlte 
neighbours' first floor; alld the proposed top floor is of abollt the same heigM as the 
seniors' apartments secolldfloor. A ll proposed windows Oil the side elevatiolts /acillg 
tire seniors' apartmellt bllilding are higlr and small to minimize overlooking potential). 
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2. Increased traffic on No.2 Road makes it more difficult to enter and exit Covenant 
Court's driveway, which is shared with the church next door; relocating the existing 
northbound bus stop and No.2 Road cross walk from north of Maple Road to south of 
Mapie Road would make the intersect ion safer for pedestrians. 

(Coast Moulllain Bus Company requires all blls stops to be located at tire far side of all 

intersection, which is typical of the bus stops on No.2 Road. Pedestrian crosswalks are 
preferred to be located ill proximity to a blls stop. Relocating the crosswalk to the 
south poses vehicular and pedestrian conf/icts dlle to an adjacent active driveway). 

3. Special consideration should be given to minimize noise emanat ing from the proposed 
outdoor amenity space. 

(Tire proposed children's play area is located alollg tire east property lille, away from 
the selliors' apartment. At the Development Permit stage, staff will work with the 
applicant on the landscaping scheme to ensure that all adeqllate buffer or separatioll 
between the proposed play area alld the adjacent residential developments is provided). 

Staff Comments 

Tree Retention and Replacement 

A Tree Survey and a Certified Arborist's report were submitted in support of the application. 
33 bylaw-sized trees were identified on the Tree Survey and reviewed by the Arborist. The 
majority of the trees in the center of the site are old fruit trees in very poor condition, whereas the 
majority of the trees along the periphery of the site (No.2 Road and Maple Road frontages) are 
conifers in good condition. 

The City'S Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist Report and concurred with 
the Arborist's recommendations to preserve eight (8) bylaw-sized trees along No.2 Road and 
four (4) under-sized trees on site along the south property line (see Attachment 12 for a Tree 
Preservation Plan). Among the 25 trees proposed for removal: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Three (3) trees are in fa ir condition, but are proposed for removal due to over-crowding. 

One (1) Birch tree along the south property line is in good condition; however, it is 
proposed for removal due to building conflicts that cannot be mitigated unless one (1) 
townhouse unit is deleted. 

Four (4) on-site trees and two (2) off-site trees along the Maple Road frontage are in good 
condition, but warranted for removal due to conflicts with required servicing upgrades 
and frontage improvements that cannot be mitigated. Parks Operations staff have agreed 
to the proposed removal of the off-site trees and have determined a 2: 1 compensation for 
the Hazelnut tree ($ 1300) and a 3: I compensation fo r the Cedar tree ($1950). Prior to the 
removal of any City trees, the applicant will need to seek fonnal pennission from Parks 
Operations Division and removal of the hedges will be at the owner's cost. 

15 trees are in poor condition. 

Based on the 2:1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP), 
46 replacement trees are required for the removal of 23 bylaw-sized trees on-site. According to 
the Prel iminary Landscape Plan (Attachment 2), the developer is propos ing to plant 35 
321)418 CNCL - 343
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replacement trees on-site and provide cash-in-lieu ($500/tree) for off-site planting of the balance 
of the required replacement trees (i.e. $5,500 cash contribution for 11 replacement trees). Staff 
will work with the landscape architect to explore additional tree planting opportunity on-site at 
the Development Permit stage. Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after 
Third Reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to Final Adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the 
applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit, install tree protection around trees to be 
retained, and submit a landscape security (i.e. $23,000) to ensure the replacement planting will 
be provided. 

In o rder to ensure that the eight (8) protected trees will not be damaged during construction, as a 
condition ofrezoning, the applicant is required to submit a $24,000 tree survival security. The 
City will retain 50% of the security until the proposed landscaping is planted on·site. The City 
will retain the remaining 50% of the security for one (1) year after inspection of the completed 
landscaping to ensure that the protected trees have survived. 

All neighbouring trees are to be protected. Tree protection fencing on·site around the driplines 
of alt trees to be retained will be required prior to any construction activities, induding building 
demolition, occurring on·site. In addition, a contract with a Certified Arborist to monitor all 
works to be done near or within all tree protection zones (for both on·site and off-site trees) must 
be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. Tree protection barriers, as per the 
Tree Retention Plan (Attachmen t 12), must be installed on-site prior to any construction or 
demolition works commencing. 

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements 

An independent review of servicing requirements (sanitary and storm) has been conducted by the 
applicant's Engineering consultant and reviewed by the City'S Engineering Department. The 
Capacity Analysis concludes that no sanitary upgrades are required to support the proposed 
developmen!, however, storm upgrades to the existing system are required. Prior to issuance of 
the forthcoming Building Permit, the developer is required to enter into a standard Servicing 
Agreement for the design and construction of the storm upgrades as identified in the capacity 
analysis (please see Attachmen t 13 for details). 

Prior to final adoption, the developer is required to dedicate a 4 m x 4 m comer cut at 
Maple Road and No.2 Road, provide a 2.0 m wide Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) along the 
entire No.2 Road frontage for future road widening, and provide a $3,000 contribution for the 
upgrade of the pedestrian signal on the north leg of the No.2 RoadlMaple Road intersection. As 
part of the Servicing Agreement for the servicing upgrades, the design and construction of 
frontage improvements is also required. Improvement works include but are not limited to 
widening of Maple Road with new curb and gutter, grass and treed boulevard, and a 1.5 m 
sidewalk a long the new property line (see Attachment 13 for details). 

Indoor Amenity Space 

The applicant is proposing a contribution in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space in the amount 
of $18,000 as per the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Council policy. 
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Outdoor Amenity Space 

Outdoor amenity space will be provided on-site and is adequately sized based on Official 
Community Plan (OCP) guidelines. The design of the children's play area and landscape details 
will be refined as part of the Development Permit appl ication. 

Public Art 

The Public Art Program Policy does not apply to residential projects containing less than 
20 units. 

Analysis 

Official Community Plan (OCP) Compliance 

The proposed development is generally consistent with the Development Permit Guidelines for 
multiple-family projects contained in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposed height, 
siting and orientation of the buildings respect the massing of the existing single-family homes to 
the north and east and the apartment building to the south: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The proposed 3-storey townhouses will be bui lt on existing grade. which is 
approximately 1 m below the existing road elevation, so their 3-storey appearance will be 
somewhat lessened. The proposed top floor is also about the same height as the second 
floor of the adjacent seniors' apartment. 

The 2~-storey interface with single-family along the east property line complies with the 
requirements under the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the DCP. 

The 2!h- to 3-storey massing is also a result of the design intent to leave existing grade as 
is, which requires non-habitable space below the road elevation. 

Units are laid out along the No.2 Road and Maple Road to provide a pedestrian scale 
along the street fronts . The rest of the townhouse blocks on-site are laid out with an 
east-west orientation to provide view corridors (north-south) from the adjacent seniors' 
apartment. 

These proposed design features will be controlled through the Development Permit process. 

Medium Density Townhouses (RIM3) 

The proposed zoning (RTM3 with a maximum density of 0.7 FAR) and the proposed density 
(0.69 FAR) complies with the Low-Density Residential land use designation contained in the 
Official Community Plan (DCP) for development on the City'S arterial roads. Densities above 
the range of 0.6 floor area ratio (FAR) are usually considered in conjunction with development 
sites in close proximity to a Community Centre and/or Neighbourhood Service Centre. The 
subject site is across from a local commercial site and is within walking distance to the 
Blundell Shopping Centre (approximately 650 m). 10 qualify for the proposed density and to 
satisfy the requirements of the RTM3 zone, the applicant is: 

• Preserving eight (8) bylaw-sized trees and four (4) under- sized trees on-site, as we ll as 
prolecting all trees on adjacent properties, located in proximity to the development site; 

• Providing a voluntary contribution to the Affordable Housing Strategy reserve fund; and 
32134L 8 CNCL - 345
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• Providing at least one (1). possibly two (2), convertible units which are designed to 
accommodate a vertical lift. 

Development Variances 

The proposed development is generally in compliance with the Medium Density Townhouses 
(RTM3) zone. Based on the review of current site plan for the project. no variance is being 
requested. However, the following variances are envisioned should the proposal be revised to 
provide some 2- to 2Y2-storey un its with the same overall floor area and unit yield as currently 
proposed: 

I. Increase in lot coverage for buildings; and 

ii. reduction in lot coverage for landscaping with live plant materials. 

Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations 

A Development Permit will be required to ensure that the development at 9160 No.2 Road is 
sensitively integrated with adjacent developments. The rezoning conditions will not be 
considered satisfied until a Development Permit application is processed to a satisfactory level. 
In association with the Development Permit, the following issues are to be further examined: 

• Guidelines for the issuance of Development Permits for multiple-family projects 
contained in Section 9.3 (Multiple-Family Guidelines); 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

1211411 

Opportunities to shift the entry driveway west; 

Detailed review of the site plan to ensure a 4.3 m minimum vertical clearance is provided 
over the entire width of the internal drive aisle and that corner cuts are provided at the 
internal intersections on-site; 

Opportunities to reduce the height of the easterrunost townhouse block to a maximum of 
21,12 storeys; 

Opportunities to break the townhouse block fronting Maple Road down to duplexes or 
triplexes better match the form and character of the large single-family houses on Maple 
Road; 

Detailed review of bu ilding form and architectural character including elimination of 
significant projections into required yard setbacks; 

Review of the location and design of the convertible unit and other accessibility features; 

Review of site grade to ensure the survival of protected trees and to enhance the 
relationship between the first habitable level and the private outdoor space; 

Ensure there is adequate private outdoor space for each unit; 

Landscaping design and enhancement of the outdoor amenity area to maximize use; and 

Opportunities to maximize permeable surface areas and articu late hard surface treatment. 

CNCL - 346
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Public Hearing Notification Area 

Should the application be endorsed by Counci l and proceed to Public Hearing, it is 
recommended that the notification area be expanded. The statutory requirement for notification 
of Public Hearing is 50 m (164 ft.) from the development site, which generally includes all 
immediate neighbours. An expanded notification area as shown in Attachment 14 is proposed. 

During the public consultation process, neighbours within the area identified in Attachment 7 
were notified and invited to the meetings. It is recommended that the Public Hearing notices be 
sent to the same notification area to ensure that residents who were involved in the earlier public 
consultation process are advised of the Public Hearing date. 

In addition, a significant number ofresidents reside outside of the area identified in 
Attachment 7 signed the petition in opposition to the subject proposal (see mapping of the 
petition, including written submissions received. in Attachment 9). It is recommended that the 
Public Hearing Notices also be sent to these residents to ensure that they are advised of the 
Public Hearing date. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The subject app lication is consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP) regarding 
developments along major arterial roads. Further review of the project design will be required to 
ensure a high quality project. This review will be part of the future Development Pennit process. 
On this basis, staff recommend that the proposed rezoning be approved 

Edwin Lee 
Planning Technician - Design 
(604-276-4121) 

EL:blg 
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RZ 10-516267 

Original Qate: 03/02110 

Amended Date: 05118/11 

Note: Dimensions urc in METRES 
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City of Richmond 
69 11 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2el 
www.ri chmond.ca 
604-276·4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 10-516267 Attachment 3 

Address: 9160 NO. 2 Road 

Applicant: Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. 

Planning Area (s): _ S"'I"'u"nd"'e"'II'-_ _ _________ ___________ _ 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: W estern Maple lane Holdings Ltd . No Change 

Site Size (m2
): 3,127 m' (33,660 ft') 3,119 m' 133,574 rr) 

Land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential 

OCP Designation: Low-Density Residential No Change 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No Change 

702 Policy Designation: N/A No Change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RSlIE) 
Medium-Density Townhouses 
IRTM3) 

Number of Units: 1 18 

Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Other Designations: Policy - Multiple Family No Change 

Develooment 

On Future Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance 
Subdivided Lots 

Density (units/acre); N/A 23.3 upa n1a 

Floor Area Ratio; Max. 0.7 0.69 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Build ing; Max. 40% 35.4% none 

Lot Coverage Non·porous 
Max. 70% 60.7% none 

Surfaces 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 25% 25% min. none 

Setback Front Yard NO. 2 
Min. 6m 6.0 m none 

Road 1m): 
Setback - Ext~~i:or Side Yard -
MaDle Road (m : Min.6 m 6.0m none 

Setback -Interior Side Yard 
Min. 3 m 3.2 m none 

, (South) 1m): 

Setback -Rear Yard (East) (m): Min.3m 10.9 m none 
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On Future 
Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance Subdivided Lots 

Height(m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) 9.15 m (3 storeys) none 

lot Size (min. dimensions): 
Min. 40 m wide Approx. 50. 29m wide 

x 30 m deep x 62.1 8 m deep 
none 

Off-street Parking Spaces 
2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 

2 (R) and 0.22(V) per 
none 

Residen, (R) I Visi'or (V): unit 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 40 40 none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 0 none 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m2 or Cash-in-lieu $16,000 cash-in-lieu none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 
Min. 6 m~ x 18 units 

132 m2 min. = 108 m2 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees. 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

LEO CHAN 

9297 Romaniuk Drive. Richmond BC V7E 5G6 Tel: 604-377-7748 (C) / 604-448-9297(H) 

March 2. 2011 

The Urban Development Division 
City Hall 
6911 No.3 Road. 
Richmond. B.C. 
V6Y2CI 

Ref: RZ 10-516267 

Dear Sir, 

[saw that the property at the comer of Maple Road and No.2 Road is finally demolished. cleaned 
up and will be developed. I am in full support of the development. That area was an eye-sore 
for many years and the land was under-used. The townhouse development will improve the look 
and value of the neighborhood and the criminal occurrence in any case. 

[ hope the City will approve the project. 

Yours truly. 

'/' /J __ , __ [L / -.1. . 
L.J15t!~(,:1Q ~.'3::. - ---.-

Leo Chan Shu Woon 
9297 Romaniuk Drive 
Richmond BC V7E 5G6 
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March 15th, 2011 

Urban Development Division 

City of Richmond 

6911 No.3 Road, 

Richmond, B.C. V6Y-2C1 

Re : Re-Zoning Application to rezone 9160 No.2 Road, 
Richmond. 

Dear Sir or Madame: 

My name is Tom Cheng and I reside at 9651 Gilbert 
Crest in Richmond, B.C. 

I hereby to express my support for the rezoning 
application from Western Maple Holdings Ltd to rezone 
9160 No.2 Road from a single detached ( RS 1 IE ) to a 
townhouse ( ZT69 ) zone. 

Should you have any additional questions, please feel 
free to contact the undersigned. 

spectfully Yours, 

Tom Cheng 
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May31,2011 

- --- Planning Department 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, B.C. 
V6Y 2CI 

Ref: RZ 10-516267 

Tiffany Kwong 
#77-12500 McNeely Drive 
Richmond, B.C. 
V6V 2S4 

Dear SirlMa:~di:a:m:-, ------'-------------'----- ------

My name is Tiffany Kwong and I live in #77-12500 McNeely Drive, Richmond, B.C. Canada. I 
am liv ing with my parent now and I am graduating from Simon Fraser University th is summer. I 
have an unc le who lives in the Maple Road/Gi lbert Road area. My uncle and his family live in a 
pretty nice and big house. I heard from my uncle that a proposed townhouse projects in that area 
is getting a lot of opposition, simply because the residents in that area do not want any small er 
and mUltip le fam ily homes. I th ink this is a totally wrong idea. If we maintain this idea, 
Richmond will become a city that will be occupied only by rich people. People like me and 
many of my high school classmates who do not have rich parents will be forced to move out of 
R ichmond, where we grew up and have many friends and relatives. We like to stay in 
Richmond. My" uncle is rich and he he lped his children to buy their own homes in Richmond. 
As the newspaper said, housing in Richmond is getting very expensive and unaffordab le, the 
City official should, whenever possible, allow more houses to be built. This will help to make 
housing more affordable to the younger generation people like me and my friends. The 
townhouse project that is getting all the opposition is on No.2 Road. It is on a busy street, a 
location more su itable for mUltiple family and more affordable housing. Actually, I do not 
understand why the people living on Maple Road and Gilbert Road oppose to the project, 
because it has very little effect on this end of Maple Road. Richmond City officials should not 
listen on ly to the rich people, they should be aware of the situatiun of the average alld not so rich 
citizens. They shou ld allow this townhouse and similar projects to go ahead, so that more houses 
are bu ilt and Richmond becomes more affordable to live. 

Yours truly. 

'~~, 
Tiffany Kwong 

CNCL - 365



The Township of Riclunond 
Urban Development Dept 

Proposed Development at Maple & Two Road 

ATTACHMENT 5 

The destruction of the property and the construction of eighteen townhouses is going to 
negatively impact the lives of many of the senior citizens who live at 9260 Two Rd. 
(Already. since the demolition of the buildings on the property, we have had an invasion 
of large carpenter ants.) Many wildlife animals and birds inhabited the property - no 
doubt the surrounding homes will inherit them. It's already creating an increase in our 
Budget for Pest control. 

On the north side of the building the residents, especially those on the first and second 
floors. will lose quiet enjoyment, view and light when the development is completed. 
(The reasons we moved here in the first place) Plus during construction the dust that 
inevitably comes with building will invade our homes making it next to impossible to 
keep them clean. Many ofthe seniors who live here are allergic to dust. It follows that 
they will suffer health problems (in some cases, severe) from the pollution and it wiII cost 
more to keep our homes clean 

With eighteen writs there will be a dramatic increase in vehicles producing more 
pollution. They will .have to tum on to Two Rd (a road that is already one of the busiest in 
Riclunond - but not well serviced by Transllnk) as there is no exit from Maple to the 
east. 
We seniors have to cross Maple Rd to get to and from the bus. 
In all likelihood there will be an increase in accidents as none of us move quickly_ 

On top of that we understand that the building will be only ten feet from our fence, so 
those of us on the north side will have to keep our window coverings closed aU the time. 
And the noise level will increase dramatically. 

All of this will contribute to a decrease in market value for our homes. (Not to mention 
less inheritance for the families we leave behind.) 

It is our hope that if the application to rezone is approved (and from the work that has 
already been done this seems to be a 'done deal ' ) there will at least be a restriction on the 
number of units to be built. Also some way to decrease the problems the residents at 
Covenant Court (9260 Two Rd) will face. 
Sincerely. 
Ellen Langan 
110-9260 No 2 Rd., 
Riclunond, BC 
V7E2C8 
604-277-0994 or email omat04@gmail.com 
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March 29, 2010 

City of Riclunond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Riclunond BC 
V6Y2C1 

Dear Sir I Madam: 

Man YingLee 
6240 Maple Road 

Riclunond BC 
--~. 

~ '/-~~a.:;Ide. 
(, / 20 f'1.r1e Rood 

98:J2....:J $ , 
' -'- ________ JLlILU?3 __ _ 

Re: Rezoning Applicatjon on 9160 No.2 Road Riclunond (File No. RZlO-5162671 

I am writing to oppose the abovementioned rezoning application. The concerns include 
the following: 

1. This project will, not conform to the nonn, stereotype of our neighborhood as the 
size of each proposed individual dwelling would be too small and too dense (size 
of each of the neighborhood single-family house is over 2,000 sq. ft.). 

2. Increased flow of traffic and corresponding increased parked cars along Maple 
Road and its interception with No.2 Road will be hazardous to the drivers and the 
residents living in this area. 

3. It will be even more dangerous when the main entrance of this site is set on Maple 
Road as it is too close to the junction ofNa. 2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may 
be easily occurred. 

4. The proposed 3-storey building would no doubt affect the private lives of our 
neighbors, especially when the proposed 3-storey building is constructed facing 
the East and/or facing the North of Maple Road. 

5. Incrca:;ed density of population wi ll inevitably hamper the quality of life, the 
harmony and peaceful envirorunent of this quiet community. . 

In view of the foregoing, your decision to decline this rezoning application would be 

highly appreciated. ~ Mf'O..JlJ J...~ ~jj...;" t;,~. 
Yours fa' fully 1)14, .f-J--;ti,. ~ "'" 91\.,. ~'-

an Yi gLee 
Owner d Occupant 
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March 29, 2010. 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
RichmondBC 
V6Y2Cl 

Dear SirlMadam: 

6280 Maple Road 
RichmondBC 

V7E1G5 

Strongly oppose the rezoning application on 9160 No.2 Road Richmond (File No. RZlO-5162671 

I am writing to oppose the above mentioned rezoning application. The concerns include the following: 

1. This project will Dot confonn to the norm, stereotype of our neighbourhood as the size of 
each proposed individual dwelling would be too small and too dense (size creach of the 
neighbourhood single-family house is over 2,000 sq. ft.) . 

2. Increased flow of traffic and corresponding increased parked cars along Maple Road as it 
is too close to the junction oCNa. 2" Road will be hazardous to the drivers and the 
residents living in this area. 

3. It will be even more dangerous when the main entrance of this site is set on Maple Road 
as it is too close to the junction ofNe. 2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may be easily 
occurred. 

4. The proposed 3-storey building would no doubt affect the private lives of our neighbours, 
especially when the proposed 3-storey building is constructed facing the East and lor 
facing the North of Maple Road. 

5. Increased density of population will inevitably hamper the quality of life, the hannony 
and peaceful environment of this quiet community. 

In view of the foregoing, your decision to decline this rezonina: application would be highly appreciated. 

Yours faithfully 

f)~N'~ 
Alan Wong rf ' 
Owners and Occupants 

~ 
}'l~ 

Joyce vJimg OJ 
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April 11 '", 2010 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road, 
Richmond 
B.C. 
V6Y 2Cl 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Edmund San 
6180 Maple Road, 
Richmond, B.C. 
V7E 1 GS 

"""TV.···,.. ."', . ,". n "\Mn v! ~ Y '.J" ,... . ";"ihA'i:"< 

Ai"R 1.{ ZOIQ 

Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No.2 Road, Richmond (File No. RZI 0" 
516267) 

We are writing to oppose to the captioned rezoning application. Our 
reasons for objections are: 

o This project is of high density in nature crowded with 18 smaller 
townhouse u·nits . This does not conform with our neighbourhood 
with mostly larger single family houses on bigger lots. 

o This project will have an adverse impact on the parking situation on 
Maple Road. No.2 Road is not allowed for parking at all times and 
occupants and visitors of this 18 units will greatly increase the 
number of cars parked on Maple Road. 

o This increased flow of traffic along Maple Road and its interception 
of No. 2 Road will be hazardous to the drivers and residents in the 
area. 

o The proposed 3 storey building would invade the privacy of us as the 
east facing units are overlooking directly onto our backyards. 

We strongly oppose to any high density developments in this area and your 
decision to decline this rezoning application would be highly appreciated. 
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J. & S. Bjelos 
6100 Maple Road 
Richmond, BC 
V7E lG5 

April 29, 2010 

City of Richmond 
6911 NO. 3 Road 
Richmond , BC 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

RE : Rezoning Application on 9160 No. 2 Road, Richmond (File No. RZ10-516267) 

We are writing to you to express our opposition and concerns regarding the above mentioned 
rezoning application. Please note the following concerns: 

1. The proposed project at 3 stories does not conform to our neighbourhood's profile, The 
height of the buildings will impede on the homes around the project. IT WOULD BE 
PREFERRABLE THAT THE PROJECT BE KEPT TO 2 STORIES IN HEIGHT, This 
would be a much better fit and keep the flow of the existing neighbourhood, 

2. The Increase in density is of concern as well , The increase in traffic created by the 
project will affect the flow and congestion of both Maple & No, 2 Road in a negative 
fashion . 

3. Privacy - The height of the project will negatively affect the levels of privacy that the 
residential home occupants have. 

With reference to the foregoing, your decision to decline th is rezoning application or at the very 
least, review and change to 2 ~torey application would be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

John & Stella B)elos 
Owner 

4~ 
, . 

-
" . 

' .. 
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Page I of I 

Lee, Edwin 

From: AI and Harriet [deboer1867@shaw.caj 

Sent: August 24,20109:04 PM 

To: Lee, Edwin 

Cc: Hingorani, Sonali 

Subject: Townhome proposal 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Green 

Dear Edwin, 

This e-mail concerns the town home developement proposal at No.2 Rd and Maple Rd .. 
The file number is RZ1 0516267. 
I was given your name to contact wilh my concerns. 

My name is Harriet de Boer and I live at 9248 Romaniuk Drive which is just around the 
corner from the above. My husband and I are concerned about the traffic that will 
inevitably become much busier should this developement be allowed. Already, it is very 
difficult to make a left turn onto No. 2 Rd. and many in the neighborhood choose not to 
and make a right ·turn instead but then are also adding to their driving distance. Even 
turning right on this street can take awhile because of traffic volume on No. 2 Rd .. Maple 
Rd. turns into my street Romaniuk Drive at the barrier on Maple Rd. Therefore my way out 
is mainly at this point. An 18 unit townhome, will increase traffic significantly regardless of 
where the entrance to the developement is planned. ---Also, this area is comprised of all single family homes, from Francis Rd. north to 
Woodwards Rd .. I think it should be kept that way. The other developements that are 
happening at this moment - 2 on Maple Rd . close to the above mentioned site are large 
single family homes. I am concerned that a townhouse developement will hinder the 
house values in this area. 

The block - off in the mid point of Maple Rd between Gilbert and No.2 Rd. was created 
years ago due to traffic concerns, when our area was developed. People feared cars 
racing to Gilbert or No. 2 Rd. with young children living on Maple Rd . Now that No. 2 Rd. 
has become much busier and Gilbert less busy I would suggest opening up Maple Rd. 
again so we can travel either east or west to our destinations, whatever is prudent. A 
round-about in place of the barrier will prevent through traffic from speeding through . I 
think there is enough room, as on the east side of the barrier, the road is a large cul -de
sac. 

I would appreciate your feed back on this matter. 
Thank you in advance for your consideration to our concerns, 
Sincerely, 
Harriet deBoer 
604-271-1867 

12/0112010 
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Lee, Edwin 

From : 

Sent: 

To: 

Aliard Lau [aliardlau@gmail.comJ 

April 25, 2011 9:28 PM 

Lee, Edwin 

-------------------

Subject: Folder # 10 516267 000 00 RZ - Rezoning of9160 No 2 Road to 18 units townhouse 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Purple 

Hi, 

Further to our phone conversation of April 14,2011, I am emailing you my personal opinion on the 
above rezoning. I apologize of missing the public hearing last month. 

I disagree to open up the barrier on Maple and I suggest the access to the townhouse through No 2 
Road instead of Maple. 

I live at 6100 Martyniuk Place, Richmond for more than 10 years. I like the setup in my area because 
there are 2 cul -de-sac and a few more near the park area, plus one barrier on Maple and the other one on 
Wood wards to block the traffic. The only entrance and exit to the whole area is the intersection at No 2 
Road and Maple. 

I believe this set up is to ensure road safety and to prevent car accident for the reasons below: 

(1) walk I bike to elementary and secondary school 

My son is currently 14 years old. His elementary school was Errington and secondary school Steveston
London. He has to walk through Maple, through the park area, cross the street to get to his school. It is 
a 20-30 minutes walk to Errington and 15-20 minutes to Steveston-London. 

In addition to my son, I believe there are other kids walk to school or bike to school every day. 
Errington has about 200-250 students (Age 5 to 12) and Steveston-London about 1200-1300 students 
(Age 12 to 17). That is probably why we have barriers on both Maple and Woodwards to reduce the 
traffic in the area. 

(2) walk 1 bike to the park 

My mom is currently 83 years old. She walks to the park almost every day, again through Maple, to 
meet her friends from the neighbourhood Her eyesight and hearing is not as good as before 
and she walks slow. Lesser traffic is for sure more encouraging for seniors to continue exercising and 
walk to the park as a daily routine. I believe there are other seniors and adults walk (with a dog) I bike to 
the park every day. 

I prefer no change to the current set up in the area and I disagree to open up the barrier on Maple. 
The followings explain the probable impact if opened .. 

(1) Opening up the barrier on Maple could be attracting more traffic. from east of the barrier to the 
intersection or No 2 Road and Map.K. 
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If there is no barrier on Maple, people can choose which main road to take - Gilbert or No 2 Road. If 
the parent drives the kid to Steveston-London, probably will turn right on Gilbert. If the driver wants to 
go to Richmond Centre, Airport or Vancouver during peak hours, probably will tum right on No 2 Road, 
then No 2 Bridge to Vancouver. 

During peak hours;people tend to turn right - less lanes and traffic to worry about before making the 
turn, and less chance to be held responsible if car accidents happen. 

(2) Potential re-zoning to another townhouse directly across the street from the current site 

I notice that the houses on Maple, directly across the street from thi s 18 units townhouse were recently 
sold. With the opening up of the barrier, it would enhance the developer to re-zone these single 
detached houses into another townhouse or condo next year. If this is the case, the traffic at this 
intersection of No 2 Road and Maple would become a seious issue. 

The re-zoning of9160 No 2 Road from 1 single detached home to 18 units townhouse in this 0.77 acres 
lot result in everything being 18 times more as compared to before - cars. garbage. visitors etc. It is a 
plus that each unit of the townhouse has double garage and there are 6 visitor parkings. However, if it 
snows and stays in winter times, the owners of these townhouse tend to park their cars along Maple for 
easy access. During holidays like Christmas and New year, the visitors to this same 0.77 acres 
lot become 18 times more than before and the overflow has to park along Maple. The 6 visitor parking 
could be j ust. comparable to the dri veway of the previous 1 single detached home. 

Conclusion 

The traffic increases as a result of thi s re-zoning into a 18 units townhouse. As explained above, 
the opening up of the barrier on Maple is not a good option. To minimize the impact on the 
neighbourhood, I suggest to have the townhouse accessed through No 2 Road instead of Maple. By the 
way, the official address of the site is 9160 No 2 Road , Riclunond. The City cannot sacrifice the intent 
of the current set up and the interests of the other owners (kids and seniors) in the whole area to 
accommodate I owner - the developer of9160 No 2 Road. 

In addition, there should be more visitor parking in this 18 unit townhouse complex to reduce the 
likelihood of cars parking along Maple. 

The approval of current proposal plan could set a precedence for future rezoning and development, like 
the potential sites directly across the street from this 18 unit townhouse. As explained above, the 
opening up of the barrier on Maple and the entrance to the townhouse through Maple could increase the 
likelihood of car accident in the area with a probable result of holding Riclunond City Hall responsible. 

Please email me if you need any clarification. Hopefully, this email is not too late for consideration by 
Richmond City Hall. 

Thanks. 
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, , 

Apri12S,2010 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richll10ncJ Be 
V6Y 2el 

Ann: Urban Development Division 

Dear Sir I Madam: 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Re: Rezoning Application on 9160 No.2 Road Ric!unond (File No. RZlO-516267) 

We are writing to oppose the abovementioned rezoning application. The conce1l1S 
include the following: 

1. This project will not co~form to the norm, stereotype of our neighborhood as the 
size of each proposed individual dwel1ing would be too small and too dense (size 
of each of the neighborhood single-family house is over 2,000 sq. ft.). 

2. Increased flow of traffic and corresponding increased p<uked cars along Maple 
Road and its i~terception with No.2 Road wit! be hazardous to the drivers and the 
residents living in this area. 

3. rt will be even more dangerous when the main entrance of this site is set on Maple 
Road as it is too close to the junction of No. 2 Road. Cross-traffic accidents may 
be easily occurred. 

4. The proposed 3-storey building would no doubt affect the private lives of our 
neighbors, especially when the proposed 3-sto rey building is constructed facing 
the East and/or facing the Nortl~ of Maple Road. 

5. Increased density of population will inevitab ly hamper the quality of life. the 
harmony and peaceful environment of this quiet COnuTIUnity. 

In view 'of the foregoing. your decision to .decline this rezoning application would be 
highly appreciated. 

Yours faithful ly 

Owners and Occupants 
Maple Road 
RichmondBC 

. En.c1:· 37 Specimen Signatures for 33 owners/co-owners ani ~ccilparits of Maple Road 
opposing this rezoning application. CNCL - 376



SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO; RZ10-516267 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONiNG APPLICATION FILE NO, RZ10·S16267 
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SPECIMEN SiGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCC'UPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267 
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2011 April 08 

City of Richmond 

6911 No. 3 Road 

Richmond, Be 
V6Y 2C1 

Attention : City Clerks Department 

Dear Sirs: 

Re: Rezoning Application File No. RZ10-516267 

Please find enclosed lists of signatures of homeowners/occupants opposing the above rezoning. 

Please note that a letter with a list of signatures, (attached) was sent to the Urban Development 

Division on 2010 April 28 and those signatures are now included in the new list provided 

along with a copy of the letter. 

My husband and myself have lived on Maple Road for 38 years and have come up against a 

few developers wanting to change the zoning. This road should remain as single family 

residences, we have beautiful expensive ($3,000,000 plus) homes being built and sold on 

our road and think townhouses are not suited to our neighbourhood. 

The undersigned would like to be notified of any upcoming meetings regarding this property. 

~rY~thism.tter. 

~ 

Sue Plett 

6611 Maple Road 

Richmond, Be V7E lG4 

(604) 274-7302 

cc : Urban Developmen Division, w/encls. 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10·516267 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANtS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10·516267 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10-516267 
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SPECIMEN SIGNATURES OF OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OPPOSING REZONING APPLICATION FILE NO. RZ10·516267 
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9160 No.2 Road (RZ 10-516267) 
Report on Public Information 

ATTACHMENTS 

held on March 15,2011 at the City Hall of Richmond. B.c. 

- A total of 152 invitations were delivered to the residents in the Maple Road and No.2 
Road neighborhood, as per catchment plan provided by City Staff. Separate invitations 
were sent to the residents of the senior housing complex, Covenant Court. 

- 19 persons (some are from the same family) attended the meeting. 

- The developer, Wayne Fougere, the Architect and Masa Ito, the Landscape Architect 
were present. 

- Edwin Lee from the City was also present. 

- The meeting lasted from 5:30 to 7:30 pm. 

- Plans, drawings and renderings were presented for viewing. 

The following is the summary of the comments from the residents attended the meeting: 

I . The townhouses do not conform to the single family housing in the neighborhood. The 
density is too high, the units are too small. 

2. The 3 storey buildings are too tall. 

3. The 18 units of townhouses will create traffic and parking problems on Maple Road and 
No.2 Road, particularly for cars trying to tum left from Maple Road onto No.2 Road in 
the morn ing. 

4. The road block on the middle of Maple Road can be removed so that traffic can go from 
No.2 Road to Gilbert Road, hence easing the south-tum traffic from Maple Road onto 
No.2 Road. 

5. The entrance to the townhouse project can be on No.2 Road. 

6. A traffic light can be installed on the junction of No.2 Road and Maple Road, or on No.2 
Road and Woodward. 

7. The market value of the properties in the neighborhood will be adversely affected. 
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Our response to the above mentioned concerns are as follows: 

I. Our property is situated on the south-eastern comer of No.2 Road and Maple Road. 
Immediately to our south is a senior housing apartment complex, and on our east is an older 2 
storey house. In the immediate neighborhood, forms of development include, older small 
bungalows, older walk-out basement bungalows, new modest-sized No-storey homes (with 
double car garages facing the street, two storey entries and auto courts), newer large two· 
storey homes (with auto courts, three car garages and two storey entries), a three and a half 
storey apartment building, (the senior housing immediately to the south of the subject 
property), a church (with a large parking lot) and a small commercial development. Within a 
block radius of the property there are also several townhouse developments, duplexes and a 
small commercial centre. 

2. Smaller homes in the neighborhood will provide affordable hous ing for young people and 
families. many of who would prefer to stay in the neighborhood they grew up in, close to 
their parents. Smaller homes will also allow long time area residents who find themselves 
empty nesters to downsize from a large family home without moving out of their 
neighborhood. 

3. Along No.2 Road between Westminster Highway and Steveston Highway. there are 23 
multi-family housing projects, some situated on comer properties, some in the middle of the 
block. The proposed project will be one of the most attractive ones among them . . 

4. Eighteen homes wi ll generate a limited amount of traffic, base on the Traffic Study 
perfonned by Bunt and Associates. 

5. All of the homes have a garage for parking two cars side-by-side. The City requires us to 
provide an extra four cars for visitor parking but potentially we may provide six visitor 
parking stalls (a 50% increase in the required visitor parking). 

6. More street parking will be available due to our improved roadway frontage on Maple Road 
and the location of a single driveway crossing situated at the eastern property line. 

7. The property east of our development will be screened with a row of tall trees and there is 
ample open space separating it from the townhouses. 

8. Our three storey buildings will be built below the road elevation and will appear to be two 
and a half storey tall along our Maple Road Frontage. The windows in our homes will be the 
same types of windows in the homes on the north side of Maple Road (entry, living room, 
master bedroom and stair). 

9. Garage doors will not face Maple Road. 

21Pagc 
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to. As to the increase density. These new townhomes are of very high quality, with side-by-side 
double car garages and very modern and eye-pleasing exterior finishes. They wi\! compare 
very well with the neighboring homes and certainly will add value to the area. A few more 
friendly people in the neighborhood will add to the quality of life, increase the number of 
residents keeping watch over the neighborhood and will deter the criminal elements by 
increasing the number of eyes on the street. 
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ATTACHMENT 10 

9160 No.2 Road (RZ 10·516267) 
Report on Public Information Meeting held on April 4, 2011 

at Covenant Court, 9260 No.2 Road. Richmond, B.C. 

The meeting was attended by 13 residents and the officials of the Christian Reformed Senior 
Housing Society, Nick Loeoeo and Simon Hanemaayer. The meeting was also attended by 
Edwin Lee of the City of Richmond. 

After the assembly had a chance to view the plans, drawings and renderings. Wayne Fougere 
gave a brief run-down of the proposed townhouse project. The residents then took tum to ask 
questions and comment. A summary of the comments are as follows: 

The 3 units adjacent to the senior housing apartment building are too close and there are 
concerns of loss of privacy, sunlight and view. 

The density bonus given to the townhouse development is not justified and one unit in the 
middle of the project should be removed so that an open space becomes available. 

The driveway should not be too close to the senior housing. 

The playground, if there is one, should be situated away from the apartments and there. 
should not be too many toys and games that will create excessive noise. 

The townhouses will create traffic problems. 

Our response to the above mentioned concerns are as follows: 

The above-mentioned concerns were presented to us over a year ago and we have since then 
made drastic changes to our design and site layout. The plans and renderings presented in this 
meeting have the following features: 

- Only 3 units with east-west orientation are now situated adjacent to the neighboring 
apartment building, with no window opening and no deck looking onto any of their 
balconies and windows. The apartment is situated on the southern property line, and their 
residents are only looking onto the side-yards of the three townhouses. 

The original grade was maintained so that even though the townhouses are 3 storey in 
height, the top floor is of about the same height as the apartments' second floor. No 
townhouse residents will be looking onto the apartment units as the flIst floor of the 
apartment is a parkade, and the window openings of the townhouses are high and small. 

The entrance to the project is on Maple Road, away from the apartments. 
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We agreed to plant some trees on the apartment property to create more shelter and 
pleasant look, as the services right-the-way on the project's property does not allow any 
tree planting along the property line. 

The exterior of the townhouse will be painted with light colo r and cl imbing plants and 
flowers will be planted on the fences. A new privacy fence with lattice will be built. 

The roof slopes have been reduced significantly. 

We will commission a traffic study to assess the future traffic impact and if needed 
implement remedies. (The traffic report was done) 

- The density bonus was a result of our effort to save the trees along No.2 Road and Maple 
Road. Tn doing so, we need to build the townhouses on the present grade, requiring the 
construction of bridges to access the units fronting on No.2 Road. Density bonus is also 
given to a project for its contribution in up-grading the underground services and road 
work, which will benefit the area. The project will incur substantial costs in this regard. 

On a whole, the residents were pleased that we listened to their concerns and have made a good 
effort to make changes to accommodate their suggestions. 
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April 11,2011 

City of Richmond Planning Department 
Atl: Edwin Lee 
Re: RZ-IO-516267 

Dear Mr. Lee: 

.... '-, 

J. ___ _ 

ATTACHMENT 11 

Thank you for attending the information me'eting. Following the 
presentation our residents agreed to submit lhis letter. It contains our 
corporate response whi le recognizing that each Strata Lease Holder is 
entitled to make a personal submiss ion. I 

, 
, 

Covenant Court (9260 #2 Rd.,) I 
Covenant Court, located adjacent to and south of subject property, is a 26 
unit frame construction apartment building on 3 floors above a concrete 
parkade. It is designed for seniors 55 years ~nd over. , 

The units are strata titled. Twenty-one units are owned by their occupants 
under a long term lease called Life-Estates. These Life-Estates are contracts 
between the non-profit Christian Reformed Seniors Society and the 
occupants. Life-Estates are registered againlt title. Five suites are rented to 
provide affordable housing to persons ofli~lited financial means. 

The governi ng bodies are the Society's Boa!'d of Directors and the Strata 
Council. I 

Impact on Covenant Court 
The developer proposes 18 units in 4 blocks or strips of townhouses, one 
parallel and adjacent to Maple, three parallel to # 2 Rd. Nine suites of 
Covenant Court face north. Residents ofth6se suites will look at the end
walls of these blocks of townhouses. Those 'three end-walls will be 10 feet 
from the fence . Their height from existing grade is three levels plus a roof. 
The 10 feet setback is further reduced by a two foot cantilevered bay- . 
window space, without glass. The Covenan! Court building is 25 feet within 
the fence. 

CNCL - 400



The potential negative impact of the proposed development includes: 
• Loss of view 
• Loss of daylight, making the north facing suites dark and dismal 

even during daytime. 
• Loss of privacy, particularly for the 9 outside patios 
• Increased noise, such as radios, car doors slamming, playground 

noise, basketball thumping, etc. 
• Increased traffic congestion particularly at the Maple/#2 Rd. 

intersection and exiting the Covenant Court driveway will be more 
dangerous. 

Relationship with Developer 
Since this application for rezoning was first made over a year ago, the 
developer, Mr. Thomas Leung and his staff, have been respectful, 
understanding, and helpful. Their attitude and approach is much 
appreciated. Twice there were private meetings. In addition, on April 4 the 
developer and his staff held an information meeting strictly for the residents 
of Covenant Court, Mr. Edwin Lee representing Richmond Planning was 
also in attendance. 

As a result the current proposal incorporates significant changes that help 
address some of the concerns expressed by our residents. The changes 
include: 

• Reduced total height. 
• Reduced and relocated windows facing south and limiting their total 

area to reduce loss of privacy for Covenant Court suites. 
• Reduced roof slope. 
• An undertaking to apply light colours to outside finish on end walls. 
• An undertaking to replace aging fence. 

Remaining Concerns 
1. Proximity of the middie block. 

The greatest deprivation of daylight and loss of view is for the centre most 
suites on the first and second floors of Covenant Court. We request that 
consideration be given to eliminating the southern most unit of the centre 
block, thus increasing the set-back from 10 to 30 feet, for that block only. 
That would reduce density and eliminate the density bonus the applicant has 
applied for. This seems only just, because why should a density bonus be 
allowed in exchange for preserving trees when Richmond's tree by-law 

2 
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imposes a duty on all property owners to preserve trees? 

So far, the developer has been hesitant to agree to this specific request on 
the basis that reducing density will make this project less profitable. Money 
is important but it is equally important for both sides. We ask the Planning 
Department and City Council to also consider the negative financial impact 
on the nine suites that face north. Is their financial well being not also 
important? And ifso, what is the dollar value of their loss and how does that 
compare to the potential profit for the developer on just one unit? 

It is our belief that rezoning is never a right, particularly where a 
development is allowed a mere LO feet set-back when ours is 25 feet . A 
rezoning can only be justified if there is a public interest and if there is no 
harm inflicted on others. We ask you to consider the harm inflicted on our 
suites under the current proposal and to accept reasonable accommodations 
to off-set such harm. We respectfully submit that our request is reasonable 
and not unduly self serving or an excessive burden to the developer. 

2. Traffic 
Traffic volume along #2 Rd. may require additional signals at the Maple 
Street intersection. West bound traffic turning left onto #2 Rd. is 
particularly at risk. In addition, our residents find it increasingly more 
difficult to exit and enter Covenant Court's driveway which is shared with 
the church next door. 

Another improvement would be to move the existing bus stop along the east 
side of #2 Rd. from north of Maple to south of Maple and to move the #2 
Road cross walk also to the south side of Maple. Most car traffic is on the 
north side of this intersection. Placing the cross walk and bus stop on the 
south side of the intersection would separate car and pedestrian traffic more 
effectively. 

In the event it is not possible to move the bus stop, consideration should be 
given to move at least the cross waLk to the south side. There is significantly 
more vehicular traffic on the north side of the intersection than on the south 
side. If the light-controlled sidewalk were on the south side, Maple 
vehicular traffic, both east and west, can turn onto #2 Road to go north, and 
south-bound #2 Road traffic can turn into Maple whi le the cross walk is 
occupied, without endangering pedestrians. Currently that is not possible 

3 

CNCL - 402



and yet cars are constantly tempted to do this, hoping to beat the 
pedestrians. 

Moving that cross walk will make for a much safer intersection. For 
example, it will greatly help the residents of Covenant Court, all of whom 
are seniors and many of whom use the bus, and it will also help church 
traffic. That church operates a daycare, programs for youth, and is in use 
every day of the week. Currently, both Covenant Court residents and church 
users who come by bus south-bound on #2 Road must cross #2 Road, once, 
and Maple, twice. The Maple crossings are without the benefit of a light or 
crosswalk. By moving the cross walk south the two Maple crossings are 
eliminated for those persons. It is true that this gain is off-set by area 
residents who live north of Maple and now enjoy the benefit of not having 
to cross Maple twice. But that group is fewer in number and will be even 
more so when this proposed development is in place. 

The primary reason for moving the crosswalk is that nearly all car traffic 
that comes out of or goes into Maple is on the north side of the intersection. 

3. Noise 
Mindful that Covenant Court is home to seniors we ask that playground 
areas not be equipped with noise producing features such as a basketball 
hoop and special consideration be given to minimize noise emanating from 
playground areas. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

On behalf of all residents. 

DOI·inne Hudie 
President, Strata Council 
LMS 1251 

Nick Loenen 
President, Christian Reformed 
Seniors Housing Society 
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Rezoning Considerations 
9160 No.2 Road 

RZ 10-516267 

ATTACHMENT 13 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769, the developer is required to complete 
the followi ng: 

1. Dedication ofa 4m x 4m corner cut at Maple Road and No.2 Road. 

2. The granting ofa 2.0 wide Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) right-of-way along the 
entire west property line (No.2 Road frontage) dw a 4m x 4m comer cut at Maple Road 
fo r future road widening. 

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title. The minimum Flood Construction 
Leve l is 2.9 m (geodetic) or 0.3 m above the surveyed top of the crown of the adjacent 
public road. 

4. City acceptance of the developer's voluntary contribution 0[$2.00 per buildable square 
foot (e.g. $47,003.23) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

5. City acceptance of the developer's offer to vo luntarily contribute $5,500 to the City's 
Tree Compensation Fund for the planting of eleven (II) replacement trees within the 
City. 

6. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $24,000 for the eight 
(8) protected trees to be retained on-site. 50% of the security will be released upon 
completion of the proposed landscaping works on site (design as per Development Permi t 
for 9160 No.2 Road). The remaining 50% of the security will be release one year after 
final inspection of the completed landscaping in order to ensure that the trees have 
survived. 

7. Issuance ofa separate Tree Cutting Permit for the removal of two (2) street trees along 
the Maple Road frontage. The City's Parks Division has reviewed the proposed tree 
removal and concurs with it. Identified compensation in the amount of$3,250 is 
required. 

8. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arbori st for 
supervision of anyon-site and off-site works conducted within the tree protection zone of 
the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, 
including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

9. City acceptance of the deve loper's offer to voluntari ly contribute $3,000 towards the 
upgrade of the pedestrian signal on the north leg of the No.2 RoadlMapte Road 
intersection. 

10. Submission of cash-in-lieu for the provision of dedicated indoor amenity space in the 
amount of $18,000. 

11. Submission and processing of a Development Permit application'" to the acceptance of 
the Director of Development. 

32\3411 
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Prior to issuance of Demolition Permit: 

1. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing on-site around all trees to be retained 
on site and on adjacent properties to the north and east prior to any construction activities, 
including building demolition, occurring on-site. 

Note: Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after Third Reading of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, but prior to Final Adoption of the Rezoning Bylaw, the 
applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit and submit a landscape security 
(i.e. $23 ,000) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided. 

Prior to issuance of Building Permit: 

1. Enter into the City's standard Servicing Agreement to design and construct off-site works 
on both frontages. Works include, but are not limited to: 

a. No 2 Road: (this ALL subject to the health & proximity of the existing trees along 
the No 2 Road edge) ... Removal of the existing sidewalk, pouring a new 1.5m 
sidewalk at the new property line and establishing a grass and treed boulevard; 

b. Maple Road: 

1. Per the capacity analysis, upgrade the storm sewer across the Maple Road 
frontage to 900mm diameter on a manhole to manhole basis. 

II. Widen Maple Road to 11.2m, relocating the curb & gutter, creating a grass 
& treed boulevard c/w davit ann street lighting and installation a I.50m 
sidewalk at the property line. 

Ill. It is noted that the Maple Road widening will be over a I50mm AC 
watermain. The design Engineer may recommend that the watennain be 
replaced as part of the design/construction process (all existing watermain 
breakages during construction are the clients sale responsibility) . 

Note: All works are at the clients sole cost; i.e. no DCC credits apply. 

2. A construction parking and traffic management plan to be provided to the Transportation 
Department to include: location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, 
application for request for any lane closures (including dates, times, and duration), and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for Works on 
Roadways (by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 
0 1570. 

* Note: This requires a separate application. 

[Signed original on file} 

Signed Date 

3213418 
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City of Richmond 
691 1 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2el 
www.richmond.ca 
604·276·4000 

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

, RZ 10-516267 Attachment C 

Address: 9160 No.2 Road 

Applicant: Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): _S"'I"'u"nd"'e"'II'-______________________ _ 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd . No Change 

Site Size (m2
) : 3,127 m' (33,660 tt') 3,119 m2 (33,574 ttl) 

Land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential 

OCP Designation: l ow-Density Residential No Change 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No Change 

702 Policy Designation: N/A No Change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) 
Medium-Density Townhouses 
(RTM3) 

Number of Units: 1 18 

Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Other Designations: Policy - Multiple Family No Change 

Development 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Density (units/acre): N/A 23.3 upa n/a 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.7 0.675 none permitted 

l ot Coverage - Building: Max. 40% 35.2% none 

l ot Coverage - Non-porous 
Max. 70% 70% Max. none 

Surfaces 

lot Coverage - landscaping: Min. 25% 25% Min. none 

Setback - Front Yard - NO.2 
Min. 6m 6.0m none Road (m): 

Setback Exterior Side Yard 
Min. 6m 6.0m none Maple Road (m): 

I ~etba~)\;;,\~ terio r Side Yard 
South m : Min. 3m 3.0m Min. none 

Setback -Rear Yard (East) (m): Min. 3m 6.0m none 

CNCL - 408



On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided lots 

Height (m): Max. 12.0 m (3 storeys) 11 .7 m (3 storeys) none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): Min. 40 m wide Approx. 50.29m wide 
x 30 m deep x62.18 m deep none 

Off-street Parking Spaces -
Resident (R) I Visito'r (V): 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 

2 (R) and 
0.22(il)· per unit none 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 40 40 none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 0 none 

Small Car Parking Stalls: 
Max. 50% x 40 stalls 

18 
= 20 stalls none 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m2 or Cash-in-lieu $18,000 cash-in-lieu none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 
Min. 6 m x 18 units 

110 m2 min. 
= 108 m2 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for removal of bylaw-sized trees. 

CNCL - 409



ATIACHMENTD 

~h rl ~I IJII I!:! I!HIII :!~ ~ :!II"br~ 'ib :D11I~ ~:d:!11 

April 3, 20 12 
City of Richmond Planning Department 

, , 

Att: Edwin Lee and Planning Committee I fCouncil 
Re: RZ-10-516267 

Dear Mr. Lee and Planning Committee: 

This is an Addendum to our submission dat~d April 11 , 20 II. 
I 

We wish to re-confirm that in principle we Jre not opposed to this 
development particularly since it has been qouncil ' s policy to permit 
mUltiple family rezoning all up and down N)Jmber 2 Rd., 

We appreciate the developer's positive reslnse to several requests we have 
made as noted in last April 's letter. We not that in addition to those 
improvements the developer is now also co nmitting to signalization of the 
Number 2 Rd .,lMaple Rd. intersection. I 

However, we are concerned that some people are call ing for this 
development's driveway to be placed onto Number 2 Road. 

Such a driveway impacts not only Covenant, Court and its residents but all 
who use the shared driveway between Covenant Court and the adjacent 
church. We circulated a petition among Co~enant Court residents and those 
who regularly use our common driveway. ~'he 121 name petition in 
opposition to a Number 2 Rd. driveway is altached. 

I 

We wish to register our objection to a Num~,er 2 Rd. driveway in the 
strongest possible manner. The reasons for ~ur objection are as follows: 

• A Number 2 Rd. driveway contravenes the Official Community Plan 
guidelines which recommend driveways be kept off arterial roads 
whenever possible. 

• All up and down Number 2 Rd. developments in recent years have 
been made to comply with the OCP's guidelines to keep driveways 
off arterial roads. Why should this development be treated 

CNCL - 410



differently? 
• It is against the original staff recommendations. 
• It places the future residents of this proposed development at greater 

risk both when coming and going. 
• This driveway will add to the difficulty of going into and out of our 

shared driveway with the church, thus placing even more people at 
risk. 

• The 9 suites that look out over the proposed development will be 
impacted far more severely with noise and exhaust fumes from cars, 
garbage trucks, delivery vans and at night bright headlights etc. The 
quiet enjoyment of the use of those 9 outdoor patios and sun decks in 
particular will be severely curtailed. 

It has been suggested that traffic on the proposed driveway would be 'right
in and right-out' only. That sounds nice but it is unenforceable and highly 
impractical. Consider yourself a future resident wishing to run an errant at 
the nearest shopping centre -- Blundell and Number 2 Rd. Going is fine, but 
coming back is highly problematic. 

You are south-bound on Number 2 Rd. At Francis Rd. you must turn either 
left or right. It matters not which way you turn; either way the trip will be 
extended nearly four times. Suppose you turn right, you proceed to 
Railroad, turn left to Williams. On Will iams you go back to Number 2 Rd. 
then turn left and proceed to your driveway. The just over 0.5 mile return 
trip has now become just shy of2.5 miles. Does anyone seriously believe 
that people are actually going to do that? If you assume that future residents 
will actually do it, why would you impose such a dreadful penalty on these 
folks, particularly when there is an alternative readily available? 

It is not as though Maple Rd. is burdened with traffic. As you know, Maple 
is blocked between Number 2 Rd. and Gilbert. Hence, the traffic on Maple 
east of Number 2 Rd., where the subject property is, is but a fraction of the 
traffic on Maple west of Number 2 Rd. 

Traffic along Number 2 Rd. is very heavy almost anytime of the day'. There 
is a double yellow line, which many wrongly assume does not permit south
bound traffic to turn into the church driveway and when cars do, as happens 

lOne of OUf residents observed the following numbers of cars on Sunday, Oct. 23, 20 II 
between 11: 15 am and 12: 130 pm. Right turns from Church drive 93 ; left turns from 
Church driveway 38; coming into Church driveway 17. 

2 
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frequently, following motorists get very annoyed. They have just left the 
signaled intersection and must now unexpectedly brake, stop and wait. This 
proposal would create two such bottle necks, one immediately after the 
other. Is that sound traffic planning? 

To allow this latest proposed driveway is very, very poor planning. The 
much revered, late Jane Jacobs taught that livable communities need to be 
planned with people in mind. Coming home in the dark, having to cross a 
double center line, two lanes of traffic and a sidewalk which the elderly 
residents from our seniors hous ing use in scooters and walkers is not 
planning with people in mind - it is more like abandoning people. 

Can any of you doubt that future residents of this proposed development if 
given an opportunity would choose Maple Rd. over Number 2 Rd. as a 
preferred way to enter and leave their home property? 

We sincerely hope planning for people will prevail and the location of the 
driveway will remain on Maple Road. 

In closing it is our view that the signalization of Maple and Number 2 Rd. 
will be a benefit to our residents but also all the traffic which tries to get 
onto Number 2 Rd. from west of Maple. That traffic has currently a hard 
time particularly in the morning when nearly all that traffic turns left to go 
north along Number 2 Rd. 

Nick Loenen 
President, CRSHS. 

3 
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August S, 2011 

Mayor and Councillors 
City of Richmond 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

ATIACHMENTF 

Re: Application by Western Maple laM! Koldings Ltd. for Rezoning at 9160 No. Z Road from Single Detached 

(RS1/E) to Medium Dens ity Townhouses {RTM3J - File: RZ 10~516267 

We .are writing to strongly oppose the captioned rezoning application. We are extremely disappointed that, 
despite opposition by numerous households and residents in the vicinity, via in writing and in person, the City still 
decides to proceed and give the rezoning application fjrst reading. 

We now reiterate our/fi rm opposition to this proposed rezoning. Our concerns are: 

1. This development will not conform in character and be compatible with adjacent properties. The site may 

fall within the general Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy, but the proposed townhouses, be they 2 or 3 

~toreys, a re certainly not ha rmonious in scale and form with this particular surrounding a rea, as required 

by the City Multiple-Family Guidelines. He re, the neighouring. properties a re large high-grade detached 

single-family houses sItuated o,n huge lots, many around or even over 10,000 sq. ft. each. 

2. The increase in population will no doubt ruin the long-time serene, quiet and peaceful environment and 
lifestyle of this low-density community. I 

3. Increased traftic and parking along Maple R~d and at the interception with No. 2 Road will be hazardous 

to pedestrians as well as the drivers. Residents are used to the existing light traffic, and will find it difficult 

to cope with. In particula r, many seniors and children, who walk to the park, school and bus stop every 

day, will be exposed to serious danger. The Maple Road ma in access of this development and the 

proposed 2 outbou nd la nes on Maple Road will not solve, but witt aggravate, the problem. 

, 
4. It is undeniable that this project will greatly de-value the neighbouring properties. 

We Sincerely a ppeal to the City not to sacrifice the well-being of numerous neighbouring residents over the 
interests of only one developer. We would a ppreaate your kind consideration ot our strong objections and reject 

the subject rezoning applicatfon. Otherwise, we will be obliged to take further action. 

Thank. you very much. 

Address: 

Te lephone ~.~,~, ___ _ -,~-~-''_,~----
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ATTACHMENT G 

Western Maple Holdings Ltd. 

9160 No.2 Road (RZ 10-516267) 
Report on Public Information Meeting 

held on March 29, 2012 at the Thompson Community Centre 

- A total of 164 invitations were delivered to the residents in the Maple Road and No.2 Road 
neighborhood, as per address labels provided by City Staff. A separate presentation was 
presented to the residents of the sen ior hous ing complex, Covenant Court. 

- 57 persons (some are from the same family) attended the meeting. 

- The developer and hi s staff, and Wayne Fougere, the Architect, were present. 

- Edwin Lee from the City was a lso present. 

- The meeting lasted from 5:45 to 7:45 pm. 

- Plans, drawings and renderings were presented for viewing. 

- There were questions and answers, and discussion among the people present. 

TH E FOLLOWING IS THE SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS FROM THE RESIDENTS 

ALONG MAPLE ROAD BETWEEN No.2 ROAD AND GILBERT ROAD WHO ATTENDED 

THE MEETING: 

I. The townhouses do not conform with the sing le family housi ng in the neighborhood. 18 units 
is too dense. Prefer si ngle family homes. 

2. The 3 storey buildings arc too high compared to the single family homes. 

3. The 18 units of townhouses will create traffic and parking prob lems on Maple Road and No.2 
Road, particularly for cars trying to tum left from Maple Road onto No.2 Road in the morning. 

4. The entrance to the townhouse project is better on No.2 Road instead of Maple Road as there 
will be traffic congestion caused by traffic entering No.2 Road from Maple Road. 

5. Suggesting a traffic light to be installed on the junction of No.2 Road and Maple Road. 
However, one commented that a traffic light on this junction is no good, as there is one light on 
Francis and No.2 Road already. 

6. Suggesting removal or blockade at Romaniuk Drive to ease traffic. 

7. The market value or the properties in the neighborhood wi ll be adverse ly affected. 

'J! 60 No.2 Road March 29 P1\ljecl InrOrm<lllOn :Vlerling CNCL - 419



8. There wi ll be too much parking on the street. There is not enough visitors' parking in the 
complex. 

9. The res idents on the east side of Romaniuk Drive are worried that the blockade at Romaniuk 
Drive wil l be removed because of the townhouse development. They opposed to the project 
because they do not want to see more cars driving to their side of Maple Road. 

THE FOLLOWING IS THE SUMMARY OF THE COMMENTS FROM TIl E RESfI)ENTS WHO 

LIVE OUTSIDE OF THE MAPLE ROAD VICINITY AND ATTENDED TH E MEETING: 

I. Will support the project if the traffic light is installed on No.2 Road and Maple Road, and the 
barricade blocking traffic between No.2 Road and Gilbert Road on Maple Road remains. 

2. Support the project as it is along a main road, with easy access to school and public transit. It 
is also next to another condo complex, plus other multi-family projects along No.2 Road. No 
reason to reject th is project. 

3. Support the project because Richmond needs more affordable housing for young and less 
wealthy people, other than single family homes for wealthy people. 

4. The project is well-designed and conforms to Richmond's City Policy. 

5. The City is gett ing less affordab le and needs more projects like thi s one. 

6. As a young professional, townhouses and condos are the only housing that is affordable. The 
townhome complex wi ll provide bigger community support and networking for young 
families, young couples and single professionals. High dens ity development also provides 
higher taxes for the City. 

7. The townhouse development brings balance to the community. 

8. Multi-fami ly is the trend on busy street like No.2 Road. A new development will beautify the 
entire neighborhood with new designs and planning. In this case, replacing a very old house, 
and represents best use for the land. 

9. The traffic light will make it safer for pedestrians crossing No.2 Road. 

10. The project has little effect on the homes situated on the eastside of Maple Road on the side of 
Gilbert Road. 
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OUR RESPONSE TO THE VISITORS AT THE MEETING REGARDING THEIR CONCERNS 

ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

I . Our property is situated on the south-eastern corner of No.2 Road and Maple Road. 
Immediately to our south is a sen ior hous ing apartment complex, and on our east is an older 2 
storey house. In the immediate neighborhood, fanns of development include, older sma ll 
bungalows, older walk-out basement bungalows, new modest-sized two-storey homes (with 
double car garages facing the street, two storey entries and auto courts), newer large two-storey 
homes (with auto courts, three car garages and two storey entries), a three and a half storey 
apartment building, (the senior housing immediately to the south of the subject property). a 
church (with a large parking lot) and a sma ll commercial development. Within a block radius 
of the property there also several townhouse developments, duplexes and a small commercia l 
centre. 

2. Smaller homes in the neighborhood will provide affordable housing for young people and 
families, many of who would prefe r [0 stay in the neighborhood they grew up in, close to their 
parents. Smaller homes wi ll also allow long time area res idents who lind themselves empty 
nesters to downsize from a large fam ily home without moving out of their neighborhood. 
Townhouse represents a good alternative between condo and single family home, and it is in 
fact preferred by many people. 

3. Along No.2 Road between Westminster Highway and Steveston Highway, there are 23 multi
fami ly housing projects, some situated on comer properties, some in the middle of the block. 
The proposed project will be one of the most attract ive ones among them. 

4. Eighteen homes will generate a limited amount of traffic, based on the Traffic Study performed 
by Bunt and Assoc iates, and the Traffic Experts in the City concur wi th this opinion, after a 
separate study of thei r own. We will install a full function traffic light at the junction of Maple 
Road and No.2 Road. This wi ll actually improve the traffic flow in this area, particularly for 
the traffic coming from Maple Road onto No.2 road from the westside of No.2 Road. 

5. A ll of the homes have a garage for parking two cars side-by-side. The City requires us to 
prov ide an extra four cars for visitor parking. Some of our units will have 3 car garages. 

6. More street parking will be available due to our improved roadway frontage on Maple Road 
and the location of a s ingle driveway cross ing situated at the eastern property line. If single 
family homes are built instead, the frontage will be taken by driveways instead of fo r on-street 
parking. 

7. The property east of our development wi ll be screened with a row of tall trees and there is 
ample open space separating it from the townhouses. The height of the townhouses is not too 
much higher than the new single family homes in the area. 
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8. Our three storey buildings will be built below the road elevation and will have about the same 
height as the newer single family homes built along Maple Road. The windows in our homes 
will be the same types of windows in the homes on the north side of Maple Road (entry, living 
room, master bedroom and stair). These Maple Road fronting homes will be all duplexes, (so 
are the units situated on the eastern propcrty line facing our eastern neighbor), making them 
more similar to the single family homes. 

9. Garage doors will not face Maple Road. It makes the exterior look better than some single 
family homes in which the garages are the prominent feature. 

10. As to the increase density. These new townhomes are of very high quality construction, with 
side-by-side double car garages on the back side, and very modern and eye-pleasing exterior 
finishes. Thcy will compare very well with the neighboring homes and certainl y will add value 
to the area. A few more friendly people in the neighborhood will add to the quality of lifc, 
increase the number of residents keeping watch over the neighborhood and will dcter the 
criminal elements by increasing the number of eyes on the street. 

II. The blockade that blocks the traffic on Maple Road at Romanuik Drive will remain. This will 
ease the mind of the residents living east of this blockade, who does not wam to see through 
traffic from No.2 Road to Gilbert Road. 
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April 1, 2012 

Mayor and, Councillors 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be, V6V 2Cl 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

ATIACHMENT I 

Re: Ao plication by Western Maple l ane Hold ings ltd . for Rezoning at 9160 No.2 Road from Single 

Detached (R51/E) to M edium Density Townhouses (RTM3) - Fi le: RZ 10.516~~7 

The purpose of this letter is to note our fervent objection to Western Maple lane Holdings ltd.'s 

application to rezone 9160 No.2 Road . The developer's rezoning application, submitted last yea r, was met 

with strong opposition by 447 neighbourhood residents, and at that time the Mayor and Councilrors were 

notified either in writing ~r in person. The developer withdrew his plan from the scheduled public hearing 

last September. 

However, the developer's current revised design is still totally unacceptable. It ignores our concerns as he 

still plans to build 18 three-storey townhouses where a single house went down. The slight modifications 

he proposes are purely cosmetic in nature and do not resolve any of our neighborhood's concerns. 

We are left with no choice but to ·once again reiterate our fi rm opposition to this proposed rezoning. Our 

concerns are as follows: ' 

1. This proposed townhouse develop"ment in no way conforms in character to any adjacent 

properties. As you deliberate on this matter, you should not take the biased view that only the 

continued multiunit development along No. 2 Road should be considered. The proposed 

townhouse development will have a la rge footprint along Maple Road, which consists entirely of 

detached single-family dwellings! You should also look at the rest of the immediate neighborhood: 

Maple Road, Martyniuk Gate and Place, Romaniuk Drive, Magnolia Drive, Juniper Gate and Drive, 

and other arterials. The properties in this a rea consist of large, high-grade detached single-family 

houses situated on oversized lots. Townhouses of the type and quantity proposed are not in 

character with this particu lar area, as required by the City Multiple-Family Guidelin es. 

2. Currently, residents in this a rea are already experiencing traffic problems at the intersection of 

Maple Road and No.2 Road, particularly in the mornings and early evenings. With the influx of 

eighteen more households .where a single house stood before, including visitors to the proposed 

complex, the increase in vehicular traffic will certain ly create hazards, further delays, and present 

inconvenience for both drivers and pedestrians of this neighborhood. The proRosed traffic light 

will not ease the p.roblems. This traffic light - if it is ever installed - will only be a few houses from 

the t.raffic light at No.2 and Francis Rds. There have al ready been numerous accidents at that 

intersection. Another traffic light so close to that main intersection will only create more problems. 

The Maple Road entrance and exit from this proposed development will only aggravate this 

problem. 
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3 . The consequent population increase in the 18 units will doubtless negatively affect the serenity and 

peacefulness ofthis low-density community. 

4. An increase of 18 households will no doubt create a parking problem along Maple Road. Many city 

dwellers today use their garages for .storage and therefore have to park their cars on the street. 

Residents of the proposed complex would be forced to park along Maple Road. But there is no 

allowance for this. Visitors to the proposed complex would also be parking along Maple Road, since 

there are too few designated visitor parking sp'ots in the proposed complex. This is dearly 

unacceptable in this quiet and unassuming neighborhood. 

Our community sees no rationale for why the City has to sacrifice the well-being of numerous 

neighbourhood residents over the business interests of one developer. Hence, we appeal for the second 

time to the City to listen to our deep-seated concerns about this proposed development and reject the 

rezoning application. As an alternative, we ask you to consider the development on the southwest corner 

of Gilbert and Blundell. Here, three lots were rezoned to permit the construction of a total of six single 

detached houses. Could that not be a model for the development on No.2 Road and Maple? Also, on the 

northwest corner of Maple and No.2 Rd., plans call for three single-family homes to be constructed on 

that lot. This development, again, fits into the character of the surrounding neighborhood. This is all we ask 

for. Please do not fundamentally change our neighborhood for the sake of another multiunit development. 

Your thoughtful consideration is much appreciated . 

Yours sincerely, 

Signatures(s) > , . 

Name(s) 

Address: • 

"-

Telephone U" • 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATIACHMENT K 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 9160 No.2 Road File No.: RZ 10-516267 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769, the deve loper is required to complete the 
fo llowing: 
t. Dedication of a 4m x 4m corner cut at Maple Road and No.2 Road. 

2. The granting of a 2.0 wide Public Rights of Passage (PROP) right-of-way along the entire west property line (No.2 
Road frontage) c/w a 4m x 4m comer cut at Maple Road for future road widening. 

3. Registration ofa flood indemnity covenant on title. 

4. Enter into a Servicing Agreement· for the design and construction of off-site works on both frontages. Works 
include, but may not be limited to: 

a) No 2 Road: 

Removal of the existing sidewa lk, pouring a new 1.5 m sidewalk at the new property line and establishing a grass 
and treed boulevard (th is ALL subject to the health & proximity of the ex isting trees along the No 2 Road edge); 

b) Map le Road: 

I. Pcr the capacity analysis, upgrade the storm sewer across the Maple Road frontage to 900mm diameter on a 
manhole to manhole basis. 

ii. Widen Maple Road to 11 .2m, relocating the curb & guner, creating a grass & treed boulevard clw davit ann 
street lighting and installation a 1.50 m sidewalk at the property line. 

III. It is noted that the Maple Road widening will be over a 150mm AC watennain. The design Engineer may 
recommend that the walennain be replaced as part of the design/construction process (all existing watennain 
breakages during construction are the clients sole responsibility). 

c) No.2 Road/Maple Road Intersection: 

Upgrade the intersection with full traffic signa ls, complete with audible pedestrian signa ls (APS) . The works will 
includc but not be limited to: roadway widening, utility relocation, reconstruction of Maple Rd. on the east and 
west leg, pavement markings and signage changes. In order to determine the requirements of the Servicing 
Agreement for the design and construction of off-site works, a Transportation Functional Plan including road 
dimensions and road cross sections for all approaches is required . All proposed transportation and traffic 
improvements are subject to review and final approval of the Director of Transportation and the Director of 
Engineering. 

Note: All works are at the developer's sole cost; i.e. no DCC credits apply. 

5. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $47,003.23) to 
the City's affordable housing fund. 

6. Contribution of $1 ,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $18,000) in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space. 

7. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $5,500 to the City'S Tree Com pensation Fund for 
the planting of eleven (II) replacement trees within the C ity. 

8. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $24,000 for the eight (8) trees to be retained. 
50% of the security will be released upon completion of the proposed landscaping works on site (design as per 
Development Pennit for 9160 No.2 Road). The remaining 50% of the security will be release one year after final 
inspection of the completed landscaping in order to ensure that the trees have survived. 

9. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $3,250 to Parks Division's Tree Compensation Fund 
for the remova l of a Hazelnut tree and a Cedar tree located on the city boulevard on Maple Road. 

351 0056 
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Note: Deve loper/contractor must contact the Parks Division (604-244-1208 ext. 1342) four (4) business days prior to 
the removal to allow proper signage to be posted. All costs of removal and compensation are the responsibility 
borne by the applicant. 

10. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for superv ision of anyon-site 
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of 
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

I 1. The submission and processing of a Development Pennit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Devclopment. 

Pr ior to Demolition Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing on-site around all trees to be retained on-site and on adjacent 

properties to the north and east prior to any construction activities, including build ing demolition, occurring on-site. 

Note: Shou ld the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after Third Reading of the Rezoning Bylaw, but prior 
to Final Adoption of the Rezoning Bylaw, the applicant wi ll be required to obtain a Tree Permit and submit a 
landscape security (i.c. $23,000) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided. 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 

Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application fo r any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

2. Incorporation of access ibility measures in Building Pennit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning andlor 
Development Pennit processes. 

3. Obtain a Building Pennit (BP) fo r any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily 
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For addit ional information, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276-4285. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application . 

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property o\voer but also as covenants pursuant to Section 2 I 9 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shaH have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development detennines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Devclopment. 

[Signed original on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8769 (10-516267) 

9160 NO. 2 ROAD 

Bylaw 8769 

The Counci l of the C ity of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond , which accompanies and fonns part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the ro!Jawing area and by designating it Medium Density Townhouses (RTM3). 

1'.1.0.010-776-443 
Lot 1 Except: Firstly: Part Subdivided By Plan 31630 

Secondly: Pan Subdivided 13y Plan 38285, Block "13" 
Section 30 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 2777 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as " Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8769". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND R~AD!NG 

THIRD READING 

DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

32 1846 1 

JUL ! 1 lD!1 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
IitICH ... ONO 

APP~OVEO 

" , 
{ 

APP~QVEO 
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LOOKING BACK, 

MOVING FORWARD · 

\ 

Annual Report 2011 & Business plan 2012 
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Annual Report 20U & Business plan 2012 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 2011- 2012 

Chair 

First Vice-Chair 

Second Vice-Chair 

Treasurer 

Secretary 

Directors 

E)( Officio 
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Mel Gol.ll.lw;" 
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Ed Zyblut 
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LorenSlye 
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• 
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CHAIR'S AND EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR'S MESSAGE 

In 2011 the Society marked its 25th anniversary and, as with any 
major milestone, this led our organization to reflect on both 
our past and OUf futu re. Not only have ,",ve been cons.idering 
this in organizational terms. but also in terms of the state of 
the fishing industry and the needs of the community in general. 

A
n anniversary event in Sep

tember welcomed hundreds of 

past and current supporters to 

the Cannery for a celebration of the ac

complishments from the past 2S years. 

Everyone was reminded of how changes 

in the fishing industry led to the closure 

of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery in its in

carnation as a salmon cannery, herring 

reduction plant, fish depot and net 

loft , and its rebirth as a national 

historic site and museum. Key to 

this transformation was the com

munity's commitment to preserving 

this important piece of its history, 

and Parks Canada's commitment 

to community-based stewardship 

of nationally significant historic 

sites. These commitments remain 

strong to this day and continue to 

define the relationship between the 

Society and Parks Canada. 

As we look ahead to the next 25 

years. the Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society 

will continue to look at issues and stories 

related to th e past. but it will also make a 

stronger commitment to explore current 

matters with an eye to the future. Explor

ing contemporary issues wilt be a higher 

priority in the years ahead. The history 

of fishing on the West Coast did not end 

in 1979 when the Cannery ceased opera

tions, nor d id it end yesterday, nor w ill it 

end tomorrow. It is an ongoing narrative, 

and just as the past impacts where we 

are today, so wi ll current act ions affect 

the future. 

In this report, we are pleased to share 

the Gulf of Georg ia Cannery Society's 

past accomplishments and vision for the 

year ahead. We invite you to consider the 

important role that the Cannery p lays in 

t he community, to reflec t on our shared 

history and the threads that link this his

tory to our common futu re. 

We look forward to hearing your thoughts 

on this new d irection, and to welcoming 

you at the Cannery again soon -

MARIE FENWICK RAI.PII TURNER 

• 

, 
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The GulfofGeorgia 
Cannery is a real anchor in 
our community ... Steveston 
Village is truly special 
because of the history, place 
and people of the Cannery." 

- John Yap, ,.,LA Richmond -Steveston 
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2011 YEAR 
I NREVIEW 

It 
.. J 

THE GULF OF GEORGIA 

CANNERY SOCIETY 
CELEBRATES 25 YEARS 

In the mid-1970s members of the local 

community sta rted on the long road 

that led to t he Gulf of Georgia Cannery 

becoming the National Historic Site 

and active museum that it is today. The 

Steveston Historical Society Committee 

Concerned wi th the Preservation of the 

Gulf of Georgia Cannery was formed 

and approached other local community 

groups, businesses and individua ls to 

tell them of the urgent need for act ion 

to save the Cannery. As the movement 

grew, it became clear that establish 

ing a separate society devoted to the 

Cannery was the next logical step. On 

December 11 , 1986 the Gulf of Georgia 

Cannery Society was incorporated, and 

as they say, the rest is history, 

On Sept ember 23, 20 11 the Society cel

ebrated this important milestone with the 

launch of the book The Monster Cannery: 

The History of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery. 

This well -attended event is a testament 

to how much t he Cannery means to t he 

community to t his day - it continues to a 

foster a connection to Steveston's history 

and cultivates the sense of community 

that was responsib le for saving the build

ing before it suffered the same fate as 

Steveston's o ther canneries, 

_ LEFT 1\ r.,hcrm"n ""nJ.' rn ,uJly ' '''r hi. (ull lo3d " r 

~,h . ,~ , /9J5 -/iNQ. 

Local passion and knowledge of the West Coastfishing 
industry combined with tec1mical expertise andfundsfrom 
Parks Canada to create a vibrant site that neither party could 
have accomplished on their own." 

- Anne Landry, Sot;lety Member • .no P<lrks Canada emplQYee, rer;ounting what she learned while working at the 
Cannery In her at;t;eptaftt;e speet;h for her CEO Award for Outstanding Career- June 2011. 
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THE MONSTER CANNERY: THE 

HISTORY OF THE GULF OF 

GEORGIA CANNERY 

Building changes, industry changes, 

fishing method changes, social changes, 

ownership changes ... the Gulf of Georgia 

Cannery has seen them all. The Monster 

Cannery explores the story of the Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery National Historic Site 

and connects the history of one of British 

Columbia's most unique structures to the 

larger story 

of industrial 

and social 

change that 

occurred in 

the province 

since 1890. 

The book was 

produced to 

accomplish 

a number of 

goals, including: reaching new audiences 

who may be unable to visit the site in 

person, creating an additional resource 

for outreach education kits for use in 

schools, providing members of the com

munity opportunities to connect and 

contribute to the Cannery in meaning

ful ways, producing a unique souvenir 

product that extends the experience of 

a visit to the Cannery and serves as a 

marketing tool to encourage future visits 

to the Cannery, and producing a legacy 

project in honour of the Gulf of Georgia 

Cannery Society's 2s,n Anniversary. 

The manner in which The Monster Cannery 

book was conceived and developed is a 

re flec t ion o f the way in which the Can

nery itself was saved and re-imagined as 

a museum. Unlike the p rocess involved 

in creating most books, this project was 

highly participatory and brought together 

t he combined experience, knowledge 

and expert ise o f many stakeholders. The 

book was started nearly 10 years ago by 

the Collections Commi t tee of the Gu lf of 

Georgia Cannery as a way to consolidate 

and share the extensive knowledge that 

Society mem bers and Pa rks Canad a 

staff had about t he Cannery itself and 

the wider fishing industry. The fi rst draft 

was researched and written entirely by 

volunteers. Due to shift ing p riorities and 

limi ted resou rces, this initial d raft sat on 

a shelf for eight yea rs, used on ly by staff 

and volunteers for training or reference. As 

the operat ions of t he Cannery grew, the 

awareness of the value of outreach activi

t ies increased and as the 25,n anniversary 

of the Society approached, comple t ing 

this p roject became a higher priority. The 

Cannery's Collections Manager took on 

t he role of p roject manager and worked 

wi t h t he vo lunteer committee, many o f 

whom had been involved in produc ing 

the original draft. as well as w ith a p ro

fessional editor and an award-winning 

graphic design team. 

The committee established the g oals 

for the p roject; p roduce a book t hat 

wou ld appeal to a 

broad audience by 

crea t ing a p roduc t 

t hat was edi torially 

accessible, visually 

appealing and af 

fordab le to an av

erage visitor to the 

Cannery. While the 

initial draft formed 

the basis of this new 

book, the process 

remained inclusive 

through to comple

tion. Society sta f f 

and volunteers were 

asked to share their 

favou r ite sto r ies 

and artifacts f rom 

the Cannery ~ the 

_ LEFT TI .. MOH,rtrC",,

"",.,: Th.· lIi.lor, Qflrn. 

Gulf ofGrorg;D Ca,,"er, 

W".I> ,h~ ,.,·,,,10 "f ,I><: ,,,i-
1.1>"".,;,,, .rr>.>n,..r m.OI)· 
~ic'Y ""ff. onomhc .... 

."I"n'~e", . • nd po",,,,,,,, 

• BOTTOM o.. 

""p'emhcr 1J.1011 

'ho Society ho".J 

• l",hc";n1["( p." 
."J pre><n' So<:i<'ly 

'n<mhcro.OI.ff .• 00 

por'ner> ,,, ".,1,,1:><-010 il> 

l~" '\nni,,,r .. ry.OO 'ho 

launch "r '" ",,,,,. h.",k 
Tho! M"'Wt T Cam',,,,, 
Thl' lIi'/OT,nfrllfl Gulf 

,t/G"'r-gia C~m''''" 
r hoo,<r<J;"Amy f'ampU 

CNCL - 437



things they connected to most, as well 

as things they felt v isitors connected 

to the most. These contributions were 

integrated seamlessly into the book and 

he lped to create a sense of ownership and 

connection to the final product among 

the entire team at the Cannery. 

Drafts were written and (e-written, and 

new sections were added, everything be

ing reviewed by volunteer subject matter 

experts every step of the way. Once the 

manuscript was deemed complete by 

the volunteer committee, the graphic 

designers worked wi th the Collect ions 

Manager to finalize the select ion of ar

tifacts. archival photographs and other 

materials to illustrate the book. This was 

all pulled together, with further review and 

input from the committee, and produced 

in time for the Society's 25'~ anniversary. 

Since its publication in September, the 

book has been widely circulated and 

initial feedback has been overwhelmingly 

positive. Both Cannery visitors, who likely 

knew very li ttle about the fishing industry 

or the Cannery prior to their visit, and local 

residents who actually lived the stories 

told in the book have been pleased with 

The Monster Cannery. Sales in the Cannery 

Store have been steady 

and copies have been dis

tributed to The Vancouver 

Public library, the West 

Vancouver librar y, Van

couver City Archives, the 

BC Provincial Archives, The 

National library (Library 

and Archives Canada), the 

Irving K Barber Learning 

Centre at UBC, the City 

of Richmond Library. the 

City of Richmond Archives 

and local elementary and 

secondary schools. 

This highly informative and visually stun

ning book promotes physical, intellectual 

and social outreach by engaging audi

ences unable to visit the Cannery due to 

phYSical, geographic or other barriers. It 

also serves as both a promotional tool to 

create interest in a visit to the Cannery, and 

as a souvenir to help remember and share 

a visit. The quality of the book speaks 

for itself - it is engaging and attractive. 

The success of the project demonstrates 

that museums can and should tell their 

stories outside the confines of their walls. 

On September 23, 2011 t he Society 

celebrated its 2S,k Anniversary with the 

launch of the book The Monster Cannery: 

The History of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery. 

This well-attended event is a testament 

to how much the Cannery means to the 

community to this day - it continues to a 

foster a connection to Steveston's history 

and cultivates the sense of community 

that was responsible for saving the build

ing before it suffered the same fate as 

Steveston's other canneries. 
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, 
The program was greatfor problem 
solving, cooperation and critical thinking." 

- Cannery Stories program participant, Grade 6 teacher 

2S YEARS, 2S OBJECTS 

In honour of the 2St~ Anniversary of the 

Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society, the 

Collections Team hand -picked a series 

of memorable artifacts that represent 

the Cannery's important contribution 

to the preservation of the West Coast 

fishing industry. 

Each month, four objects appeared on the 

Cannery's website and in the "Treasu res 

of t he Collect ion" disp lay case located 

in t he main Cannery lobby. 

ARCHIVAL PHOTOGRAPH 

COLLECTION GOES ON-LINE 

In September, an on-line database of over The Society has already had many op-

5,000 photographs trom the Society's portunities to make use o f its digit ized 

collection went live on the gulfofgeor

giacannery.com website. The goals of 

this multi-year project were to provide 

better physical and intellectual control 

of the Society's historic photograph 

collection for both in-house exhibit and 

program development and marketing 

and communications purposes, to better 

engage the public and raise awareness 

of the history of Canada's West Coast 

fishing industry. The public is now able 

to browse or search through this unique 

photograph col lection from their home 

or office and order prints from the col

lection. 

historic photograph collect ion in a varie ty 

of projects including: the revi talization of 

several permanent exhibits in the Cannery 

(Fishing Issues Tou ch Screen, Fishing in 

the Family Album). the temporary exhibit 

Salmon People, the produc t ion of the 

Society's book The Monster Cannery: The 

History of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery. 

the developm ent o f p rom otional and 

marketing materials and t he fu lfillm ent 

o f several out side research requests and 

pho to reproduction orders. 

This p ub lic ly ava il able database w ill 

continue to grow and showcase the cur

rent and future holdings o f the Society's 

histo ric photograph collect ion . 
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SALMON P EOPLE: COAST 
SALISH FISHING ON THE 

FRASER RIVER 

Si nce 2002 the Gu lf o f Georg ia Ca nnery canneries were established. Abor iginal 

Society has p roduced an annual seasonal people fished S.C's waters. The banks 

exhib it and interpretive programming of the Fraser River have t raditionally 

to complement the exhibit. Previous served as Coast Salish fishing grounds. 

exhib its have included Hong Wo - Liv- The exhibi t was constructed inside the 

ing in Harmony, What·s Afloat: A Boat Cannery's temporary exhibit space and 

Spotters Guide to the South Arm of the consists of art ifac ts f rom Cannery's col

Fraser River, Nifty 150: Skiffs. Nets and lection, as well as artifacts on-loan from 

GPS, Uprooted; A Journey of Japanese 

Canadian Fishing Families and Head's Up: 

A Look at Cannery Architecture. These 

exhibi ts, overseen by our Exh ibits and 

Public Programs Committee and Public 

Programs Manager, are researched, de

veloped and designed in-house. 

The 2011 exhibit, Salmon People, explores 

the culture o f Coast Salish fishing on 

the Fraser River in both its historic and 

co n te mp orary context . Long before 

, 

o ther inst itutions, interpret ive panels in 

both English and French, video d ips and 

several activities to encourage children to 

interact and explore the exhibit further. 

The exhibit was developed in consultat ion 

and with the support of a d iverse group 

of individuals and organizations including 

the Musqueam. Sto:lo, and Tsawwassen 

bands, Richmond Museum and Archives, 

Langley Centennial Museum, Fort Lang-
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I I~y National Historic Site, Visionkeeper To support the exhibit, special activities 

Film Productions and the Simon Fraser were held for National Aboriginal Day in 

University Teaching and Learning Centre. June as well as workshops. crafts, games 

A very special part of the exhibit is a 

dugout canoe hand carved by Brit ish 

Columbia's Lieutenant-Governor Steven 

L. Point (Xwe ffqwel Mlm), former Chief 

ofSkowkale First Nation, w ith the help of 

master carver and KwaGulth chief Tony 

Hunt (Naquapenkim). 

Named Shxwtit6stel, a Hu l'q'umi'num' 

word meaning "a safe place to cross 

the river", the canoe was launched on 

April 10, 2010 at Ross Bay on Vancouver 

Island. A working river canoe, the sides 

are engraved wi th Point 's father 's crest 

and the canoe has the shovel nose, eyes, 

scales, and ta il of the legendary monster 

of Chi ll iwack's Cultus Lake, which Ab

original people called Slahkum. 

Tve had this belief for some (Ime that If 

people see our world like a canoe - like 

we're together - we're not indiViduals In 

separate canoes." Po int said . "We're in 

the same canoe It'S calfed the Earth, the 

world. Its like we're travelling through 

space. We have to try and work together. 

paddle in the same direction. Maybe we 

can accomplish something." 

and activities for children throughout the 

summer. Over 60 drop-in medicine pouch 

workshops were also held. The workshops 

introduced visitors to the concept of a 

talk ing circle. including ci rcle etiquette 

and the importance of listening, sharing 

and fami lial rela tionships, 

As a legacy of the 2011 temporary exhibit, 

a new school program, Salmon People: 

Coast Salish Fishing Educational Pro

gram, was launched to complement the 

prescribed learning outcomes for the 

grades 4 - 6 social stud ies curricu lum. 

Using object-based inquiry, students are 

encouraged to explore the significance of 

fish in Coast Salish culture and compare 

fishing and preservation methods. 

, 
Whenever I visit the cannery, I am inspired 
by the stories of the people who worked in 
cannery towns up and down the British 
Columbia coast, helping to build strong, 
vibrant communities." 

- Andrew Campbell, Parks ClJrliJda 

CNCL - 441



The relationship between Parks Canada and 
the Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society is a 
model of community-based stewardship for 
the protection and presentation of Canada's 
national heritage. I have been very impressed 
with the exceptional community involvement 
that the residents of Steves ton continue to 
provide for this remarkable historic site and will 
continue to do what I can to support this very 
worthwhile organization." 

- Kerry-lynne D. Findlay, a.c., M.P., Delta - Richmond East and Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Minister of Justice 
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HISTORIES REVEALE D: SALM ON CAN LABEL D ESIGN AND 

CULTURE DAYS 

Did you know that you can uJlcov<.'r interesting facts about Can<ldi:1n history simply 

by looking At an 01,1 s:~lmc}n (.'an label? How did ('annt'ries n~-uo;e their labt'ls years 

before rl'cyding pro.!,,'TatIlS crune illto efr(~ct? which labels perpetltated Canadian 

stereotypes ahro:ld? How did elements of Cal1ada's ditrker history appear on cans? 

As part of Culture Days, a collaborative pan-Canadian volunteer movement to raise 

the awareness, accessibility, participation and engagement of all Canadians in the 

arts and cultural li fe of their communities, the Cannery produced a special display 

of our extensive and rarely seen salmon can label collection. Visitors were able to 

discover more about how accurately salmon can label designs reflect their social 

and historical contexts. Additionally, guests were invited to seek out new histories 

through participation in can label activities and investigat ion of the display, 

THE CANNERY'S REGULAR ONGOING OFFER OF SPECIAL EVENTS, EXHIBITS, 

SCHOOL AND PUBLIC PROGRAMS CONTINUED, INCLUDING: 

_ Christmas at the Cannery Wi th a special visit from Santa Claus, ClassIc Christmas 

movies and the Festival of Trees decoraled by local merchants, Tin Can Challenge 

which raised 553 pounds of food for the Richmond Food Bank, Easter Scavenger 

Hunt. Doors Open Richmond, Steveston Salmon Festival, Parks Day, Music at the 

Cannery, Salmon Stomp, Culture Days, Fishing the West Coast Photography Show 

and Contest. Tall< like a Pirate Day, and the Haunted Cannery Halloween Tours. 

_ The Cannery delivered programming at several off-Site events and festivals 

throughout the year mcludmg' Richmond's Wmterfest at the OlympIC Oval, 

Ships to Shore In Garry Point Park, the Richmond Maritime Fest ival at Bntannla 

Hentage Shipyards. Richmond Hentage Fair. Fingerling Festival in Port Moody, 

Parks Day in Stanley Park, Hyack Fesltval In New Westminster, the Steveston 

Grand PriX of Art, BC Field Trip Fair, BC SOCial Studies Teachers' ASSOCiation 

Conference, Provincial Intermediate Teachers' ASSOCIation Conference and the 

BC New Teachers' Conference. 

_ The Geocachlng program was expanded With the launch of a second cache In 

the area that used to be home to Cannery workers hOUSing. 

Geocachers who track down thiS location will learn more 

about the lives and liVing condilions of Cannery workers 

_ The Cannery hosted a variety of commUnity. private and 

corporate events throughout the year including: the Falm

land Defence League Dinner recogniZing Harold Steves for 

his advocacy work around farmland, food secunty, fisheries 

and heritage, the Steveston Rotary Club's Wine and Sea

food FestIVal, the Fisherman's Memonal on the National 

Day of Mourning for people injured and killed on the Job, the Steveston High 

School Class of 1971 Reunion, and book launches for Steves ton. A Community 

History by Richmond City Councillor Bill McNulty and The Good Hope Cannery: 

Life and Death at a Salmon Cannery. 
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PARKS CANADA CAPITAL 

INVESTMENT AT THE CANNERY 

FISHING ISSUES TOUCH 

SCREEN EXHIBIT 

Parks Canada pro .... ided the funding and What is thl' Aboriginal footifishc.ry?Wild 

the Cannery's Exhibits and Programs orfarmed.what.'sabetterchoic.eformy 

Committee provided the expertise for fumjIY?(~lllloncfisht'c:lllycost$400.(lOO? 

the development of two new permanent 

exhibits, as well as an interactive virtual 

post card kiosk, a site map brochure and 

an updated Fishing in the Family Album. 

" 

These are some of the questions raised 

in the new Fishing Issues Exhibit at the 

Cannery, Issues rang ing from conserva

t ion, the polities o f f ish and t he Pacific 

Salmon Treaty, the Aboriginal food fish

ery and fish farms are explo red through 

the eyes of a concerned consumer. a 

commercia l fisherman, a young Coast 

Salish woman and a fourt h-generat ion 

Japanese-Canadian teenager. 
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Designed to appeal to a youth audience, VIRTUAL POST CARD KIOSK 
the interactive touch screen allows visitors 

to learn more about these wide-ranging As part of the Cannery's goal to extend 

and complex issues and consider how the visitor experience beyond its walls, 

their actions playa role in the broader and offer opportun ities for Visitors to 

picture. 

EVOLUTION OF T U E CANNERY 

TOUCH SCREEN EXH I BIT 

How diJ changt>s in t he local community 

altol around the world influence the evolu~ 
tion of d u.' Cannery structure? 

share and remember their visit to the 

Cannery, a virtual post card kiosk was 

installed in 2011 . This booth allows 

guests to take thei r photo or record a 

video and email it to a friend along with 

a personalized message and an image 

from the Cannery o f their choos ing . 

EXPLORE! VISITOR S ITE MAp 

A new si te map for self-guided visitors 

was p roduced to help visitors immerse 

themselves in the sights and sounds of 

Canada's West Coast fishing history by 

exploring at their own pace. 
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Before European settlemen t, grasses 

and elderberry covered the southern 

shore of Lulu Island. Deer were plenti

ful, as were bear, beaver, and muskrat. 

Aboriginal groups camped along the 

shoreline to fish the summer runs, By 

the end of the 19'" century, this was all 

changing. Steveston had everything a 

successful salmon cannery required; it 

was located at the mouth o f the Fraser 

River, an important transportation cor

ridor already well known for its abundant 

salmon stocks, and t he local expert ise in 

salmon canni ng and export ing. It was a 

boom time for Steveston and the need 

to can more salmon for export led to 

the construction of the orig inal Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery in 1894. In 1897, the 

Cannery f illed almost 2.5 m illion 1 lb. 

cans of sockeye - t he largest pack of 

any cannery in S.c. 

Through this exhibit , visitors can trace the 

evolution of the orig inal 1894 L-shaped 

Cannery through its many alterations, 

designed to accommodate changing 

processes and demands 

Excellent - first visit 
but will definitely make 
it an annual trip." 

- Cannery Stories program participant, Grade 5 teacher 
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PARKS CANADA MANAGEMENT PLAN TABLED IN PARLIAMENT 

On November 4, the Parks Canada Management Plan for the Gulf of Georgia 

Cannery National Historic Site was tabled in parliament by the Honourable Peter 

Kent, Minister of the Environment and Minister responsible for Parks Canada. This 

is the key Parks Canada reference document that guides decisions and actions 

in sharing, protecting, managing and operating the Cannery. The 2011 plan is the 

third plan for the Cannery. 

Recognizing the collaborat ive nature of the relat ionship between Parks Canada 

and the Gulf o f Georgia Cannery Society. the Society's input was sought through

out the management planning process and shaped the development o f this plan 

every step of t he way. Communit y stakeholders and the public were also invited 

to p rovide inpu t. 

Integrating the three elements o f Parks Canada's mandate ( the protection o f heri

tage resources, the facil itat ion o f visitor experiences and the p rovision o f pub lic 

outreach educat ion) this plan includes several key strategies, 

_ Weathering the Storm focuses on Improving the conservation of the Cannery 

and Its collections, ensuring our heritage can be shared with present and future 

generations, A mult i-year collections rationalization prOject IS now underway as 

a result of this strategy. 

_ The Steves ton Experience builds ties between the Cannery and community. so 

both can grow together. The Site Intends to nurture current and new relation

ships to enhance promotions and programs, making the Cannery the anchor of 

the 'Steveston Experience' 

_ Explore the Cannery, In person or from afar, and get Caught up in the Real West 

Coast. ThiS strategy alms to ensure continued connection With the hearts and 

minds of Canadians through a program offer which responds to the needs and 

expectations of visitors, in addition to creating new and improved outreach edlJca

tion opportunities and products for people who may not VISit the site III person, 

_ The Cannery can sometimes be mistaken for an active commercial fishing op

eration The area management approach fOCUSing Outside the Cannery Walls . 

will enable the site to welcome viSitors, Improve wayflndlng and branding , and 

Investigate new experiences and products outSide the Cannery complex. 

POWER SMART PROGRAM - LED REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

As part of the Cannery's commitment to environmentally sound business prac

tices, the Soc iety, with the support of the Be Hydro Power Smart Incentive Fund, 

upgraded 7S0 light fixtures to lEO bulbs , Not only will the replacement of inef

ficient technology result in significant energy sav ings, 65,000 kWh a year, it will 

also result in an annual financial sav ings of $4,000. 
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RECOGNITION FROM THE 

COMMUNITY 

tho IlCI'lo<k<:" lmp ... .,.i. 1 The Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society 
,·b"I. ~a.1950.. was honoured to be nominated for the 

Richmond Chamber of Commerce Busi· 

ness Excellence Award for Association of 

the Year. and Volunteer Richmond's Nova 

Star Award which honours organizations 

that have carried out their objectives with 

creativity and innovation and responded 

to the needs of the com munity. 

IMPROVING ACCESS FOR ALL 
CANADIANS 

The Richmond Centre fo r Di sabil ity 

conducted a site survey at the Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery in June 2011 . The ir 

report concluded, "We are pleased to 
report that we found it veryaccessible ... 

you are to be commended for your fine 

establishment. It is wonderful to find 

people who are trying to help make 

improvements to the already very high 

level of accessibility of our city." 

In follow up t o this v isi t , the Cannery 

implemented several improvements imme

diately, including adding an Accessibility 

page to our websi te to address concerns 

of visitors of all abilities when planning a 
t rip to the site, creating a guide for staff 

and volunteers on helping people with 

disabilities. creating a large-print guide 

for the Salmon People exhibit available 

for the visually impaired and written 

transcriptions of the audio kiosks for 

the hearing impaired. A report detail

ing future recommendat ions was also 

produced and will inform future exhibit 

and capital planning to ensure the best 

possible visitor experience for all guests 

at the Cannery. 

IP"""---~ 
VISITATION 

46.469 people visited 
in the Cannery ,n 
2011 Including 2.992 
elementary and secondary 
students who partic ipated 
in our educational 
programs. 1,272 English 
as a Second Language 
students. 12.397 viSi torS 
to the Stevesto .... Winter 
Farmers and Artisans 
Market and a record 4.494 
on Canada Day. 
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DONATIONS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

The Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society gratefully acknowledges the following orga

nizations and individuals for their generous financi al and in-kind support. 

$10,000 + 

$7.500 + 

$ 2,500 + 

$1,0 0 0 + 

$500 + 

$1 0 0 + 

Donors 
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nr H)·dru Puwer Sll:i<l:rt 111<'~'lltivc Fuud 

UC Gaming Cmllmissioll, Din·(f ,\(cess Prugram 

Hmmm RCStturn~s and Skills f)(>vdupmt'nt CUn.uIOl, Canada StHllllll!1" 

J;)hs 

(;&F Fin;lI1ciaiCr(>up 

City of R;~'hlTlol1d 

Steves! 011 I\lt'Tchanrs ~\ '~"lcial.i(ln 

Sh' vc~t()11 H igh School Ahl1llllJ, Class nf1971 

Margard HcwL·t1 ami Chris Morri". Bell Gwa.!rncy, D(,flYUC 8utl(·r 

ami Richard Gr egory 

clu.ud<!tt(> ~;lkal\lot(). Jmltl Kdllnghll"en, M;.ria Lynch, Keith lIlltl 

Cheryl MacJ)Olull(t Hden McDonald. JR and Pt',I4'gy Cal·t1edg-~" Dill! 

_'''II N:}!IC), Pdt,n,on, D;1l1 and Cull"'('11 N(lllmr;l and ShdJa Duti,<\ 

IN-KIND SUPPORT PROVIDED By: 

Axis Technical Services, Canfisco, Steveston Community Society, Steveston Farmers 

and Artisans Market, Safeway, !chiro Japanese Restaurant, Fort Langley National 

Historic Site, langley Centennial Museum, Musqueam First Nation, Richmond Mu

seum and Archives , Port Moody Station Museum, St6:lo Research and Resource 

Management Centre, Tsawwassen First Nation, Visionkeeper Film Productions, 

Leonard Ham, Susan Point, Debra Sparrow, Leona Sparrow and Harold Steves . 

Operational Funding for the Gulf of Georgia Cannery Nationa l Historic Site is pro

vided by ParkS Canada. Parks Canada's support for community-based stewardship 

through its ongoing relationship with the Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society ensures 

the conservation and presentation of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery as a nationally 

significant piece of Canadian heritage. Parks Canada p rovided over $ 500.000 of 

operational and maintenance funding. plus capital investments, program grants, 

pro fessional and support services. In 2011 this accounted for 60% of t he Society 's 

operating budget. 

A "'pedal thank Y01\ to lhe indivithlal memhcn; ofthe Gulf fJfGt'Ill';::ia C;1nlWI"y Society 

Wh •. hl' o)u"istcnt support ('('mtl'illllH's Illunca.'>lll'ably t,) the success ofthis unitlue site. 

1.< 
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ATTENDANCE BY YEAR, 2007 - 2011 

2006 17,S71 

2007 18,531 

2008 

2009 

2010 48,484 

2011 

o 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 

WHERE DO OUR VISITORS COME FROM? 

• Metro Vancouver 40% 

m¥. British Columbia , % 

• Canada 16') .. 

II United States - Mountain Pacific 9% 

• United States (Other) 7% 

Hili Europe 13% 

Asia 4 % 

• International (Other) 3'},. 

" 
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If you do anything else when you visit 
Vancouver you have to go to the Cannery." 

- Trlpadvlsor,ca visitor review 

GULF OF GEORGIA CANNERY NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

ATTENDANCE BY CATEGORY 2011 

• Individuals 11,123 

Hm Educational Programs 4,263 

• Senior and Other Group Programs 1,281 

"; ... 
!if:! Farmer's Market Admissions 12,397 

• Promotional Admissions 13,831 

• Sponsored and Rental Admissions .,.574 

• ABove l:",w "",n,\>croon the hcrdng 

,dn~ boo< I'cdi. h,ulln. "'" b)' h. nd. 

ca.l9QQ-/9U. 
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EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM ASSESSMENT - 20ll 

The Gulf o f Georgia Cannery Society continuously solici t s feedback from teachers who 

participate in our educat ional p rograms. The fo llowing summary is based on 70 evalu

at ions that were re turned to the p rogram staff in 2011. Copies of complete evaluation 

forms wit h comments are available upon request . 

0 1. Overall, how-would you r atc this lH'ognIlU? 02 . How would you r ate the (:ontClltof the pl'ogr:un? 

I 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 5 

o o 1 55 o o o 61 

0% 0% 1% 20" 79% 0% 0% 0% n % 88% 

03. How wullldyou r ate thclu'escnter 's knowledge 
of t lte material? 04. HowT/.,k,,·antwas thep l"ogram to yourcurrlt1.dum? 

I 2 J 4 ;; I 2 3 4 5 

o o • .. o o , , .0 

0% 0% 0% ." 04" 0% 0% ,% U % 8.% 

05. Would you rc(."Ommcnd this 
jlrogram to otllt.·r teachers? 0 6 . How Jilt you hear ahout thc prog'nulI? 

Vr.S NO COI.I..F.AGUE PREVIOUS ElIl.OCIlURE wr.IlS!'tJ-: OTln' R 
VISIT 

70 o 17 35 7 • 
100% 0% 50% 20% W% 6% 

07, J' rogr llnl 

CANNI<RV STOIUF.S FISIIY BlJSINt:SS GOIPRO NOQ SALMON'S JOlJRNF.V MACIIINE AT WORK OTIIER 

17 " • • , 

,,% 77% 73% . % . % 

08. Gr oup Lev('I/GroLtpType 

PRIMARY INTERr.tEPIATE SECONPARV fSI.. ~;Sl.. OTHER 

16 " 
, , 

2S% 6<" 1.5% ,% '" 1.5% 

" 
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VOLUNTEER PARTICIPATION 

The Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society has over 60 volunteers who contribute to 

all aspects of the site's operations. In 2011 volunteers contributed a total of 1,497 

hours of service. 

Board & Committees 

Administration 

Interpretat ion 

Collections & Archives 

Special Events 

Gift Shop 

Catering 

o 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 

• ABOVE V"luou,,,,, _ OPPOSITE RIGHT 

pr"m"'~ .M ConJd. Crt.'W rnomber.< "n, b,lI· 

I'ay.pl,i, hy ~.,.~".i"l: hu t r .. "inlll>o:,,, I'Mer 
,·;'i."".nd h.ndin!:"out • ,ki lT into . he W"CT. 

H.I;!' In,W" .he C,nne,), r~.!~15·I9JI. 

" 

387 

400 
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The GulfofGeorgia Cannery is 
a cornerstone to the village of 

. Steveston that attracts tourists 
from the globe all year round, and 
a partner that is more than willing 
to work with local merchants in 
promoting Steveston as a great place 

, to live, work, shop and play." 

- Jim van der Tas, PreSident, StevestQn Merchants ' Association 

-
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2012 BUSINESS PLAN 
HIGHLIGHTS 

In 2012, the Society willm<lintain its focus on providing high 
quality visitor exper iences while expanding-the offer available 

to local residents, school groups and tourists. A key addition to 
our offer this year will be greater opportunities for visitors to 
consider contemporary issues and how their personal choices 
affect the environment. 
The objecrlves outlined in the business plan were developed based on the priorities estab

lished by the Board of Directors in consultation with the staff, the wider priorities of (he 

local community and Parks Canada, as well as the current social and economic climate. 

_ OPPOSITE RIGHT Copies o f the complete business plan are avatfab/e upon request. 
2011 ~'i,h i "!1 Iho We>! 

I:":'" J'h. "n l:on",,,enlrl', 

-so.I«,-

• BELOW (: .. "umOO 

inle'p",'er1lcod 

p,,~m, "n-,ill' . oJ 

"'presell! lhe ( ' """11' 

"' off_,ile cv< nlS 

thmu~"", ,,,' , h<-.ummt..-. 

" 

SEAFOOD FOR THOUGHT 
EXHIBIT 

The Gulf of Georgia Cannery's 2012 ex

hibit aims to help visitors learn about 

ocean-friendly seafood and make choices 

that benefit our waterways. The exhibit 

is divided into seven sections, with each 

addressing a different question about 

ocean-friendly seafood : 

1. What i!i sustainaitility? 

2. What is happening to our wntel-S? 

3_ wild or f,u-med? 

4 . Is there- enough fish? 

5. What's ill a I;lhel? 

6. What is thl." fu!"llre offISh? 

7. l\'hal are the h('st choices? 

The exhib it w ill make use o f art. film , 

video, and multimedia el ements. Marine

themed artwork from local art ists will be 

displayed throug hout the exhibit space. 

Films to be screened for t he exhibit in

clude Shark Water, End o f the Line, and 

Sushi: A Global Catch. Videos of four Ted 

Talks will be ava ilable throughout the 

exhibit and visitors w ill have t he chance 

to participate in the d iscussion through a 

d iscussion board. Short d ramatic pieces 

will add to the pub lic program o ffer and 

a school p rogram geared toward t he 

science curricu lum will be developed to 

fur ther the exhib it's message. 
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Considered a dynamic 
and interactive 
national heritage site, 
the Cannery is a must 
stop on any traveler's 
visit to Richmond and 
British Columbia." 

- Tracy Lakeman, CEO Tourism Richmond . 
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SUSTAINABLE SEAFOOD 

FESTIVAL 

The first annual Gulf of Georgia Can

nery Sustainable Seafood Festival will 

be launched on Sunday September g in 

Fisherman's Park. This free community 

event will support the temporary exhibit 

Seafood for Thought and will feature 

sustainable seafood themed cooking 

competitions, chef demonstrations, 

information booths, entertainment, and 

complimentary admission to the Cannery. 

Many commu nity partners will be invited 

to contribute and participate in the event, 

including local Oceanwise restaurants, 

Ocean Wise, SeaChoice, sustainable pro

ducers (BC Salmon Marketing Council. the 

Canadian Sablefish Association, Canadian 

Pacific Sardine Association, Pacific Urchin 

Harvesters ASSOCiation) and local con

servation organizations (Pacific Salmon 

Foundat ion, Great Canadian Shoreline 

Clean-up, the Living Oceans Society, the 

David Suzuki Foundation) as well as local 

heritage and community organizations 

(Steveston Historical Society, Britannia 

Her itage Shipyards, London Farm, the 

Steveston Fa rmers and Art isans Market, 

Steveston Community Society). 

BEST CATCH MULTI-TOUCH 

SCREEN 

The aim of the Best Catch multi· touch 

screen exhibit is to educate visitors 

about making ocean-friendly seafood 

choices that will support healthy wa

terways and oceans. Visitors will gain 

a better understanding of the marine 

life in the Strait of Georgia and how dif

ferent fishing methods affect the area. 

This permanent exhibit will build on the 

research and content explored in the 

Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society's 2012 

temporary exhibit, Seafood for Thought, 

and will complement the Cannery's 

permanent exhibits that deal with local 

fish species, fishing methods and con

temporary issues in the fishing industry. 

While the exhibit will be accessible to 

all visitors, the content and interface 

will be designed to appeal to a youth 

audience, including school groups, and 

to complement the Seafood for Thought 

educational program. The exhibit will be 

in both French and English. 

• ABOvE "~ilen' 
Sentinel" ["'It> tl>< lUll 

Fi,hinj; the 1\b. 1,;" ... 

Ph",,, t:'mte.,, . 
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OTHER NEW EXHIBITS AND PROGRAMS FOR 20U INCLUDE: 

_ The Cannery from A-Z which tells the story of the Cannery through the d isplay 

of rarely seen artifacts and the 26 letters of the alphabet. This exhibit wl il be 

ava lable both on -Site and on-hne. 

_ Taking Its Inspiration from the US Nat ional Parks SerVice's, the 

Parks Canada Xplorers Program will offer children aged 6-11 

and their families the opportunity to explore and discover the 

Cannery In an engaging and fun way though games, ques 

tions and -dIscovery activities. 

_ The Cannery's Girl Guide and Boy Scout Program w ill enable 

gUides and scouts to earn their heritage badge. 

_ A program o f livC! demonstrations will further animate the 

Cannery dUring the peak summer months With net mending, 

rope making, f ish cleaning and other hands on activi t ies that 

bring the Cannery to life 

_ The development and Installation of an off-si te exhib it at Fort Langley will both 

help to promote the Cannery and foster closer workmg relationships will our 

colleagues at other Nat ional Historic Sites. 

_ The launch of a multi-cache Geocache Educat ion Program for Grade 11 and 12 

geography students The program's focus IS on the phySical and cull ural geog

raphy of the local area and how thiS geography IS mtegral to both the develop

ment o f the f ishing Industry and the development of the Steveston community. 

_ PreViously successful programs. events. exhibits and prOjects Will continue and 

grow, Including: 

_ The Steveston Farmers and Art isans Market, MUSIC at the Cannery. Doors 

Open Richmond, Spring Break Programming. Easter Prog ramming, Canada 

Day Open House, Fishing the West Coast Photo Show and Contest. Parks 

Day. Culture Days. Strolling through Steveston Wal king Tour. Talk like a 

Pirate Day. Haunted Cannery Tours, Chnstmas In Steveston Village, Santa's 

VISit to the Cannery, the Festival of l rees and ClaSSIC Christmas MOVies. 

_ The Cannery Store Will continue to offer unique and local products and 

greater sense of atmosphere and seamless tranSition from store to Cannery 

_ Work With City of Richmond. the Steveston Harbour Authof'll y and the 

local community to create a more dynamiC sense of place In the area 

surrounding the Cannery 

_ Maintain commItment to p reserve the bUIlding and the collection 

_ Ensure long-term stabili t y of the Society by fully developing a ll sources 

of revenue. ma lntalnmg a balanced budget and mvestll""lg In the develop

ment of the Board of Directors. staff and volunteers. 
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Congratulations to the 
GulfofGeorgia Cannery 
Society on another 
successful year." 

- Mayof Maleol~ 8rodle, City of Richmond 
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_ OPPOSITE LEFT 

Vi"",,, of .11 age' ~njoy 

'he au,l", ,,,,I"n<., ,h. 

(:""Il<'ry. 

1'3tklnlC r"mr,ny 

e<>mplc< .. . 'ric",l1y 

0"" .. " N. ... 'k. hl.l'kl. 
IIC . <a.l930 • . 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
OVERVIEW 

ASOUTUS 

Established in 1986, the Gulf of Georgia 

Cannery Society is an independent non

profit society and registered charity re

sponsible for the operation of the Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery National Historic Site. 

The Society's mandate is to preserve 

and promote the history of Canada's 

West Coast fishing industry. An elected 

volunteer Board of Directors oversees 

the site's operation. 

After the Gulf of Georgia Cannery ceased 

operations, the local community lobbied 

various levels of government to preserve 

the Cannery due to its signif icant contri

bution to Canadian history. In 1979 it was 

purchased by the federal government and 

transferred to Parks Canada. Development 

of t he site began in the early 1990s and 

the first phase opened to the public in 

EXHIBITS AND COLLECTION 

The Cannery was built in 1894 and was 

the largest building of its kind in Brit

ish Columbia. It stopped canning in the 

19305, but remained active as a net loft, 

fish depot and later as a herring reduction 

plant. Key exhibits include a functioning 

salmon canning line that presents both 

the social and technological history of 

the canning industry, a herring reduction 

plant and a flexible exhibit space, The 

featured temporary exhibit for 2011 was 

Salmon People - an exploration of the 

culture of Coast Salish f ishing in both 

its historic and contemporary context. 

The si te is home to ove r 10,000 art ifacts, 

documents, photographs and books rela t 

ing to bot h the Gulf of Georgia Cannery 

specifically and the West Coast fishing 

industry in general. There are two d istinct 

1994. 46.469 people visi t ed the Gulf of collect ions on site; one belonging to the 

Georgia Cannery in 2011. Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society a nd 

one belonging to Parks Canada. Both 

collections are cared for by the Sociely. 

LOCATION 

The Cannery offers a wide range of in 

teractive school programs designed to 

compleme nt the social studies and sci

ence curricula for students in grades K-7 

and for English as a Second language 

programs. 2,991 students visited the 

Cannery to participate in our programs 

in 2011. 
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SCHOOL AND PUBLIC PROGRAMS 

The Cannery offers a w ide range of interactive school programs designed to 

complement the social studi es and sci ence curri cula fo r students in grades K-7 

and for English as a Second Language programs. 2,991 students v isited the Can

nery to participate in our programs in 2011. 

_ Salmon's Journey (Grades K-2) explores the salmon life cycle. 

_ Cannery Quest (Grades 3-5) Investigates the evolution of the salmon canning 

process over the 20th century. 

_ Fishy Business: A Century of Change (Grades 3-5) Introduces students to the 

history of the local f ishing Industry. 

_ Cannery Stories (Grades 4 -6). Introduces students to the multicultural history 

of B.C.'s fish'ng Industry. 

_ Machines at Work (Grade 5) explores how Simple and compound machines work. 

_ Des Poissons et des Conserves (Grades 4-7) bnngs the French language to life 

outside the classroom. 

_ Strolling Through Steveston Walking Tour (Grades 8-12. ESL) bnngs Canada's 

social history to life through a unique walking tour that weaves Its way through 

a century o f laughter and hardship In 5teveston. 

_ Seafood for Thought (Grades 5-8) uses dramatic techniques to analyze the 

manne food web and compare fishing methods to find the best chOices for 

themselves and thelT families. 

_ Salmon People: Coast Salish Fishing (Grades 4-6) uses object-based Inquiry to 

explore the importance of fish,the fishing methods and preservation techniques 

of Bntish Columbia·s Coast Salish people. 

_ My Monster Cannery and B.G. 's Fishing History Education Kits bnng the Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery Into the classroom. The k its contain artifacts. historical photo

graphs and act iVities that are adaptable for different grade levels. 

The Cannery offers a variety of interpretive Both school groups and the general public 

programs for the general public including can also watch the 20-minu te Journey 

tours of t he canning line and herring re- Through Time film in the Boiler House 

duct ion plant, drop-in chiJdren's activi t ies, Theatre. The f ilm provides an overview of 

Music at the Cannery (an ou tdoor music the history of f ishing in the region from 

series), St rolli ng through Steveston (a traditional First Nations' fishing techniques 

walking tour of the vi llage of Steveston), to the challenges o f commercial fishing 

Fishing the West Coast (an annual pho- at the end of the 20'" century, 

tography contest and exhibi t ion), and 

Haunted Cannery Halloween tou rs and 

Christmas at the Cannery, 

The Cannery 's interpretive p rograms are 

available in both French and English. 

_ OPPOSITE RIGHT 

' ·bi"";<!1j,,y dl<'{: .. nillj( 

1.i""1"~'. 

I 
; 
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Outstanding program -just loved every 
minute of it ... so fascinating, very well 
presented ... (an) excellent history lesson." 

- Fishy Business School Program participant, Grade 5 Teacher 

ADMISSION RATES AND HOURS MEMBERSHIP AND 

SUPPORTERS 
In 2012 the Cannery w ill be open to the 

public from 10 AM-S PM daily. 

Admission rate are: Adults $7.80, Seniors 

$6 .55, Youth $3.90 , Fam ily $19 .60 

Adm ission is free for Society memb ers 

and children under 6, 

FUNDING 

The Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society 

receives funding under a contract for 

services from Parks Canada to support 

the site's operations. Additional funds 

are generated t hrough admission fees, 

memberships, gift shop sales, site rentals, 

grants, sponsorships and fundraising. 

The Society currently has over 300 in

dividual and corporate members. Mem

bership rates are $18 for individuals, $30 

for families, $15 for seniors and $50 for 

corporations and organizations. 

'" 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8759 (10-519918) 

7500, 7520, 7540 AND 7560 ST. ALBANS ROAD 

Bylaw 8759 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows : 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accomparues and fonns part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it mGH DENSITY TOWNHOUSES 
(RTH4). . 

P.LD.011 -233-851 
North Half of the North HalfLot 2 Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New 
Westminster District Plan 7502 

P.LD.011-233 -834 
South Half of the North Half Lot 2 Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New 
Westminster District Plan 7502 

P.I.D.0033-633-772 
North I-Ialf of the South Half Lot 2 Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New 
Westminster District Plan 7502 

P.1.D.004-909-704 
South Half South Half Lot 2 Section 16 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster 
District Plan 7502 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8759". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

nURD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 
3206211 

MAY 24 2011 

JUN 2 a 1011 

JUN 2 a 201 1 

JUN 2 0 2011 
MAY 1 5 2012 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RlCKMONO 

APPROVEO 

if 
APPROVED 
by ~n:cIO' 

or ~'tor r, , 
, 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8785 (RZ 09-499249) 

8540 NO. 3 ROAD 

Bylaw 8785 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and fonns part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES 
(RTM2). 

P.I.D.003 -510-417 
Lot 45 Except the South 66 Feet Section 21 Block 4 North Range 6 West New 
Westminster District Plan 14746 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8785" . 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3236386 

JUt 25 2011 

SEP 07 2011 

SEP 0 7 2011 

SEP 07 2011 

MAY 23 2012 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" ,V2 
APPROVED 
by Director 

"' olicilor 

. 
'\ 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond City Council 

Joe Erceg, MCIP 
Chair, Development Permit Panel 

Report to Council 

Date: May 23, 2012 

File: 0100-20-DPER1 

Re: Development Penn it Panel Meetings Held on March 28, 2012 and 
Ja nuary 25, 2012 

Panel Recommendation 

That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of: 

i) a Development Permit (DP 11-585139) for the property at 8399 Jones Road 
(formerly 7500, 7520, 7540 and 7560 St. Albans Road); and 

ii) a Development Permit (DP 10-545013) for the property at 8540 No.3 Road; 

be endorsed, and the Permits so issued. 

6::.g,MC[P 
Chair, Develop ot Pennit Panel 

SB:blg 
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May 23, 2012 - 2- 0100-20-DPERI 

Panel Report 

The Development Penn it Panel considered the following items at its meetings held on 
March 28, 2012 and January 25, 2012. 

DP 11-585139-WESTERN ST. ALBANS VENTURE LTD. - 8399 JONES ROAD 
(FORMERLY 7500, 7520, 7540 AND 7560 ST. ALBANS ROAD) 
(March 28, 2012) 

The Panel considered a Development Pennit application to permit the construction of 23 
three-storey townhouse units on a site zoned High Density Townhouses (RTH4). A variance is 
included in the proposal to reduce the road setback from 4.5 m to 3.0 m above the main floor. 

Architect, Wayne Fougere, of Fougere Architecture Inc., provided a brief presentation, 
including: 

• The site is maintained low in the ground in order to save as many trees as possible. 

• On-site healthy trees will be retained at the subject sile's northeast comer, and a healthy 
Beech tree at the southwest comer is also being retained. 

• The retention of these on-site trees could only have been done by pushing the site down in 
the gTound. 

• The townhouse units backing onto an existing mu1ti-unit building to the east of the proposed 
development have a lower elevation than their neighbours to the east. 

• The design has a 'rowhouse' concept that fronts both Jones and St. Alban's Roads. 

Staff supported the Development Permit application and the requested variance. Staff advised: 

• That, while comer sites are always a design challenge, the applicant has responded 
appropriately to street fronts and property adjacency issues. 

• The impact of the proposed development on the neighbouring single-family residence is 
minimized by siting of the townhouse lUlits as far away as possible from the residence and 
also, the four-storey, multi-unit residential bui lding located to the east of the subject site. 

• Pushing the townhouses away from the single-family dwelling results in a 3.2 m setback for 
the side yard which exceeds the 2 m requirement, and is associated with a requested variance 
to reduce the road setback from 4.5 m to 3.0 m. 

• The applicant has made efforts to save on-site trees. 

In response to queries by the Panel directed to the applicant and to staff, Mr. Fougere and staff 
provided the following additional infonnation: 

• Neighbouring residents will enjoy privacy as a result of: the proposed first habitable floor in 
the townhouse units will be at a lower elevation than the neighbours' first floor; and the 
outdoor living space for the townhouse units is below the lowest living level of the 
neighbours' homes. 

• The children play area is in a sunny spot, features open grass, and has play equipment 
catering to chi ldren 2 through 6 years ofage. 

• Some decorative paving is used on the road surface in order to define the pedestrian area. 
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• The grade meets the City's objectives, with all li ving space in the proposed townhouse units 
above the flood plain; units fronting S1. Alban's Road are at least I ft. above the highest point 
of the street, and four steps are used to access these units. 

• A wrought aluminum decorative fence, painted to match the railings on the townhouse units, 
provide a feature at the comer of Jones and Sl. Alban 's Road. 

• Due to the busy nature of St. Alban's Road, access to the site is provided from Jones Road, 
and the access is a safe di stance from the busy intersection of Jones and St. Alban's Roads. 

Public correspondence was received regarding the application, advising that the correspondent 
was unable to attend the meeting. 

General Currie Road resident, Ms. Cecile French, addressed the Panel posing three questions: 
0) Would an on-site Cedar tree in declining health be replaced with a healthier tree? 
(ii) Would the proposed townhouse units be setback from Jones and St. Alban's Road 

equidistant as new townhouse units were setback from Blundell Road? 
(ii i) With regard to traffic/pedestrian safety, would vehicles accessing the Jones Road 

entrance to the subject site be allowed " left only" turns? 

Staff addressed each query and supplied the following infonnation: 
(i) Staff will mcet with Ms. French in order to identify the tree in question, and will review 

the applicant's plans regarding trees to be retained, and trees to be replaced. 
(ii) The setback di stance for the proposed townhouse units do equal setbacks from other 

recent townhouse developments in the area, and the upper floors of the proposed 
to",,'llhouses w ill project closer to the road frontages, than will the ground floors. 

(iii) The Jones Road access to the subject site allows for right and left turns. 

General Currie Road neighbour, Ms. Kay Ogilvie, addressed the Pane l pos ing two queries: 
(i) What is the height of the proposed townhouse units? 
(ii) Would the proposed units fronting the streets rise higher than the proposed units that are 

at the back of the subject site? 

Staff and Mr. Fougere advised that: 
(i) The three-storey townhouse units ri se to a maximum height of 12 m, or 36 ft. 
(ii) The proposed units at the back of the subject site; those closest to the building where 

Ms. Ogilvie lives, are slightly lower in height than 12 m. Staff added that proposed side 
yard setback of3.2 m exceeds the required 2 m setback. 

General Currie Road neighbour. Mr. Ogilvie. addressed the Panel , asking what the distance was 
between the townhouse units and the adjacent Queen' s Gate multi-residence building, and how 
far balconies on the proposed townhouse units would protrude. His question related to his 
function as a member of Block Watch. and the accessibility for emergency vehicles. 

Staff advised that the proposed townhouse units arc setback from the Queen ' s Gate building by 
5.3 m, and that the balcony features of the proposed townhouse units are setback 3.2 m. 

The Panel recommends that the Permit be issued. 
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The Panel considered a Development Pemlit application to permit the construction of eight (8) 
townhouse units on a site zoned Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2). Variances are included 
in the proposal for reduced lot width, reduced setback from Bowcock Road and the south 
property line, tandem parking and small-car parking spaces. 

Architect, Mr. Fougere, of Fougere Architecture, Inc., provided a brief presentation, including: 

• Using an iPad, Mr. Fougere drew the Panel 's attention to: (i) a view of the exterior of the 
proposed townhouse units from the east, along Bowcock Road; (ii) a view looking west, and 
including the individual entrances of the units; and (iii) a view of the units taken from the 
standpoint of the No.3 Road bus stop. 

• Mr. Fougere then noted the following details: (i) the two-storey building form includes a 
gable end to address the half-storey; and (ii) there is a window on the half-storey tucked into 
the roof fonn, where the attic family room is located. 

Discussion ensued between the Panel and Mr. Fougere, and especially with regard to: 

• The roof design is sloped, but the architectural rendering perspective indicates a steeper slope 
than the roofs will have when they are completed; 

• The fenced children's play area is adjacent to the sidewalk and includes: (i) play equipment 
for children aged two to six years old; (ii) a bench; (iii) an open grass area that is fenced; and 
(iv) includes a 'fall zone'. 

• Fences, some planting material , and a sidewalk separate the proposed development's 
structures from the single-family residence to the east of the subject site. 

• The subject site is at a higher elevation than the surrounding sites, but the design includes 
stepping the grade up and does not include a change in grade at the property line. 

• The applicant agreed to erect a new fence along the property lines, and not just refurbish 
existing fencing. 

• The design includes: (i) a side-by-side double car garage in each of the end units; 
(ii) four (4) outdoor tandem parking spaces in front of four of the townhouse units; and 
(iii) five (5) small-car parking stalls in five (5) of the townhouse units. 

The Chair commented that the play area's location at the north perimeter appeared to be hemmed 
in between the proposed development with just a fence separating it from the sidewalk. 
Discussion ensued with regard to the play area' s location, and when asked iran alternative 
location was considered, Mr. Fougere remarked that in an earlier iteration of the design, the play 
area was sited at the back of the subject site, but the design had been changed to relocate it to its 
present location to address neighbour concerns. 

Discussion continued regarding whether there was enough width for some landscaping elements 
to buffer the sidewalk from the play area, and advice was provided that the ' fall zone' precluded 
any landscaping. 
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Staff supported the Development Permit application and the requested variances. Staff notcd 
that: 

• The application is a small townhouse project, and that the architect has taken into account the 
concerns raised regarding the rezoning at the September, 2011 Public Hearing. 

• Regarding the location of the play area, staff advised that the move to the north side of the 
subject site met with staff's support, and that perhaps a trellis with climbing vines could be 
incorporated at the edge of the play area. 

• With respect to the requested parking variance, staff noted that the request is reasonable, 
especially in light of the small size of the proposed development. In addition, two (2) 
significant trees are being retained on the site. 

• Staff remarked that the applicant has worked hard on the No.3 Road project appearance, 
which is appropriate, given the character of the area. 

The Chair commented that staff's idea to incorporate a trellis, with climbing vine, into the edge 
of the play area, was something the Panel would like to see. 

In response to a query regarding the design of the play area, staff advised that the piece of active 
play equipment included in the design requires the inclusion ofa fall zone, and that if the 
applicant had chosen a 'touch element' play area instead ofan active play area, there would be 
no requi rement for the fall zone. 

Public correspondence was received regarding the application. Staff advised that the authors of 
the letter: (i) requested that the tree at the corner of No. 3 Road and Bowcock Road be retained, 
and that the applicant will be retaining that tree; and (ii) requested that Smart Meters not be 
located along the subject site's southern boundary, but that the location of Smart Meters is out of 
the control of the City and the applicant. Staff added that the City and the applicant, through the 
Building Permit process, would do what they could, so that the metres are situated in a location 
other than that addressed by the variances. 

The Panel agreed that the active play area is preferable to a 'touch element' play area, and staff 
were asked to investigate provision ofa landscaping treatment or vine planting with the applicant 
to lessen the exposure of the play area to the sidewalk, prior to proceeding to Council. 

Subsequent to the Panel meeting, the interface of the amenity area and Bowcock Road was 
improved to include planting along the fence line. 

The Panel recommends that the Pennit be issued. 
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