4 Richmond Agenda

City Council

Council Chambers, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, June 25, 2012
7:00 p.m.
CNCL ITEM
Pg. #

MINUTES

1.  Motion to adopt:

(1) the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on Monday, June
11, 2012 (distributed previously); and

CNCL-13 (2) the minutes of the Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings held
on Monday, June 18, 2012 (Schedules available on City website).

AGENDA ADDITIONS & DELETIONS

PRESENTATION

CNCL-31 Margot Daykin, Manager, Sustainability: Introduction of Richmond
Elementary School Climate Change Showdown Program winners.

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

2. Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on
agenda items.
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Council Agenda — Monday, June 25, 2012

CNCL
Pg. #

3556228

ITEM

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)

Motion to rise and report.

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION

CONSENT AGENDA

(PLEASE NOTE THAT ITEMS APPEARING ON THE CONSENT
AGENDA WHICH PRESENT A CONFLICT OF INTEREST FOR
COUNCIL MEMBERS MUST BE REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT
AGENDA AND CONSIDERED SEPARATELY.)

CONSENT AGENDA HIGHLIGHTS

= Receipt of Committee minutes
= Anti-ldling Initiatives & Regulation on Public Property
= Provincial Office of the Seniors Advocate

= Financial & Policy Considerations — Proposed Kiwanis Towers
Affordable Housing Development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard

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

= 6251 Minoru Blvd — Rezone from (SI) to (ZHR11) (Polygon Carrera
Homes Ltd. — applicant)

= 8751 Cook Road — Rezone from (RTL1) to (RTH3) (Matthew Cheng
Architect Inc. — applicant)

= Application for a Heritage Alteration Permit at 3531 Bayview Street

» Proposed Road Section in Richmond to be added to Translink’s Major
Road Network

= Proposed Changes to Translink’s TaxiSaver Program

Motion to adopt Items 6 through 14 by general consent.
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Council Agenda — Monday, June 25, 2012

Consent
Agenda
Item

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-33

CNCL-39
CNCL-55

CNCL-59

CNCL-65

3556228

ITEM

COMMITTEE MINUTES

That the minutes of:

(1)

(@)
3)

(4)

the Community Safety Committee meeting held on Tuesday, June 12,
2012;

the Planning Committee meeting held on Tuesday, June 19, 2012;

the Public Works & Transportation Committee meeting held on
Wednesday, June 20, 2012;

the Council/School Board Liaison Committee meeting held on
Wednesday, May 16, 2012;

be received for information.

ANTI-IDLING INITIATIVES & REGULATION ON PUBLIC
PROPERTY
(File Ref. No. 12-8020-20-8829/8830/8831) (REDMS No. 3537567)

See Page CNCL-65 for full report

COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

1)

2

3)

(4)

(5)

That the City proceed with Option 2 as outlined in the staff report
dated May 15, 2012 from the General Manager, Law & Community
Safety titled Anti-ldling Initiatives and Regulation on Public
Property;

That Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 8829
(Attachment 3) be introduced and given first, second and third reading;

That Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No. 7403, Amendment
Bylaw No. 8830 (Attachment 4) be introduced and given first, second
and third reading;

That Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No.
8122, Amendment Bylaw No. 8831 (Attachment 5) be introduced and
given first, second and third reading; and

That the staff report dated May 15, 2012 from the General Manager,
Law & Community Safety titled Anti-ldling Initiatives and
Regulation on Public Property be forwarded to the Council/School
Board Liaison Committee.
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Council Agenda — Monday, June 25, 2012

CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-79

3556228

ITEM

PROVINCIAL OFFICE OF THE SENIORS ADVOCATE
(File Ref. No.:) (REDMS No. 3553326)

See Page CNCL-79 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1)

(@)

That the following resolution regarding the Office of the Seniors
Advocate, as attached to the report “Provincial Office of the Seniors
Advocate” dated June 13, 2012 from the General Manager of
Community Services, be forwarded to UBCM for consideration at the
2012 UBCM Convention:

WHEREAS the BC Ombudsperson released “The Best of Care:
Getting it Right for Seniors (Part 2)” with 176 recommendations to
improve home and community care, home support, assisted living and
residential care services for seniors;

AND WHEREAS the Province released “Improving Care for B.C.
Seniors: An Action Plan” in response, including the commitment to
establish an Office of the Seniors Advocate;

AND WHEREAS the Province conducted public consultations in
June and July 2012 to help shape the role and functions of this
Office;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the UBCM request that the
provincial government ensure that the Office of the Seniors Advocate
will,  to sufficiently address the BC  Ombudsperson’s
recommendations:

(@) be an independent officer of the legislature and fully resourced;

(b) focus on home and community care, as well as health
promotion services;

(c) provide proactive, systemic advocacy;

(d) ensure that effective procedures are in place regarding seniors’
care facility complaints, inspections and reporting;

(e) be accessible and responsive to BC’s diverse and growing
seniors population; and

() support local and provincial seniors’ organisations.

That a letter be sent to the Premier, with copies to the appropriate
Minister and Richmond MLASs, regarding proposed roles and
functions of the Office of the Seniors Advocate.
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CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-93

3556228

ITEM

PROJECT SPECIFIC FINANCIAL AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
FOR THE PROPOSED KIWANIS TOWERS AFFORDABLE
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AT 6251 MINORU BOULEVARD

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8915/8916) (REDMS No. 3487847)

See Page CNCL-93 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

1)

)

(3)

(4)

()

That the recommendations in the staff report dated May 30, 2012
from the General Manager, Community Services, to provide financial
support by the City to Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing
Society for the proposed Kiwanis Towers affordable housing project
at 6251 Minoru Boulevard, be endorsed, subject to the following
conditions being satisfied:

(@) Richmond Rezoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8914
(RZ 11-591685) being adopted; and

(b) Confirmation from the Kiwanis Seniors Housing Society that
the required funding and/or financing has been secured;

That the Kiwanis Towers development be approved as a special
development circumstance, meeting the Affordable Housing Strategy
and other City policy requirements, as outlined in the staff report
dated May 30, 2012 from the General Manager, Community Services,
titled “Project Specific Financial and Policy Considerations for the
Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing Development at 6251
Minoru Boulevard;

That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8915 to amend
the City Centre Area Plan (dated September 14, 2009), as set out in
the staff report dated May 30, 2012 from the General Manager of
Community Services, entitled “Project Specific Financial and Policy
Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard”, be introduced and given
first reading;

The Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8916 to amend
the West Cambie Area Plan (dated July 24, 2006), as set out in the
staff report dated May 30, 2012 from the General Manager of
Community Services, entitled “Project Specific Financial and Policy
Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard”, be introduced and given
first reading;

That Bylaws No. 8915 and No. 8916, having been considered in
conjunction with:

(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;
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CNCL
Pg. #

3556228

ITEM

(6)

(7)

(8)

©)

(10)

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

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

That Bylaw No. 8915 and No. 8916, having been considered in
accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043,
is hereby deemed not to require further consultation;

That amendments to the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy
(dated May 9, 2007), as set out in Attachment 3 of the staff report
dated May 30, 2012 from the General Manager of Community
Services, entitled “Project Specific Financial and Policy
Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard”, be approved as Addendum
No. 4 to the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy;

That staff work with the Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing
Society applicant team to assist in the development of a tenant
management plan to address: operation and tenant management,
resident amenity planning, and community networking and
partnership opportunities for the delivery of housing and resident
programming;

That $5,452,672 be allocated to Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Development from the existing City Wide Affordable Housing
projects; and

That staff bring forward reports to Council to request funds for the
Kiwanis project as part of the Capital Budget process or through a
special report, if required.
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CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-121

3556228

ITEM

10.

APPLICATION BY POLYGON CARRERA HOMES LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 6251 MINORU BOULEVARD FROM SCHOOL AND
INSTITUTIONAL USE (SI) TO HIGH RISE APARTMENT (ZHR11)
BRIGHOUSE VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE)

TERMINATION OF HOUSING AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 8677
(MAYFAIR PLACE) AND BYLAW NO. 8687 (CAMBRIDGE PARK)
AND TERMINATION OF ASSOCIATED HOUSING AGREEMENTS

ZONING TEXT AMENDMENTS INITIATED BY THE CITY OF
RICHMOND TO REMOVE REQUIREMENTS TO PROVIDE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AT 9399 (ODLIN ROAD (MAYFAIR
PLACE), 9500 ODLIN ROAD (CAMBRIDGE PARK) AND 9566
TOMICKI AVENUE (FISHER GATE / WISHING TREE)

(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8677/8687, RZ 11-591685, ZT 12-605555 & 12-605556 & 12-605577, HX 12-605913, &
12-605922; REDMS No. 3476878)

See Page CNCL-121 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8910, to repeal
the existing map designations in Sub-Area B.2 in Section 3.0 of
Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan, Development Permit
Guidelines), of the Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 for 6111 —
6651 Minoru Boulevard and by designating those areas "*Mixed Use
— High-Rise Residential , Commercial & Mixed Use", be introduced
and given first reading;

(2) That Bylaw No. 8910, 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;

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. 8910, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
not to require further consultation;

(4) That Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and
Cambridge Park) Bylaw No. 8911 be introduced and given first
reading to permit the City to authorize the termination of Housing
Agreements entered into pursuant to Bylaw No. 8677 (Mayfair Place)
and Bylaw No. 8687 (Cambridge Park);
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CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-145

3556228

ITEM

11.

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

©)

That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8912, for a
Zoning Text Amendment to the Low Rise Apartment (ZLR24) -
Alexandra Neighbourhood (West Cambie) Zone to increase the
allowable F.A.R. for 9500 Odlin Road (Cambridge Park) and 9399
Odlin Road (Mayfair Place) to a maximum of 1.7 be introduced and
given first reading;

That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8913, for a
Zoning Text Amendment to the Town Housing (ZT67) — Alexandra
Neighbourhood (West Cambie) Zone to increase the allowable F.A.R.
for 9566 Tomicki Avenue (Fisher Gate) to a maximum of 0.75 be
introduced and given first reading;

That the payment to the City for the termination and discharge of the
Housing Agreements entered into pursuant to Bylaw No. 8677
(Mayfair Place) and Bylaw No. 8687 (Cambridge Park) be allocated
entirely (100%) to the capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund
established by Reserve Fund Establishment Bylaw No. 7812;

That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8914, to amend
the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to create “High Rise
Apartment (ZHR11) — Brighouse Village (City Centre)” and for the
rezoning of 6251 Minoru Boulevard from "School and Institutional
Use (SI)™ to ""High Rise Apartment (ZHR11) Brighouse Village (City
Centre)", be introduced and given first reading; and

That the affordable housing contribution for the rezoning of 6251
Minoru Boulevard (RZ 11-591685) be allocated entirely (100%) to
the capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund established by Reserve
Fund Establishment Bylaw No. 7812.

APPLICATION BY MATTHEW CHENG ARCHITECT INC. FOR
REZONING AT 8751 COOK ROAD FROM LOW DENSITY

TOWNHOUSES (RTL1) TO HIGH DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTH3)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8917, RZ 04-265950) (REDMS No. 3428667)

See Page CNCL-145 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That Bylaw No. 8917, for the rezoning of 8751 Cook Road from *“Low
Density Townhouses (RTL1)” to “High Density Townhouses (RTH3)”, be
introduced and given first reading.
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CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-265

CNCL-271

3556228

ITEM

12.

13.

APPLICATION BY PENTA BUILDERS GROUP FOR A HERITAGE
ALTERATION PERMIT AT 3531 BAYVIEW STREET
(File Ref. No. HA 12-610486) (REDMS No. 3531833)

See Page CNCL-265 for full report

PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

That a Heritage Alteration Permit be issued to authorize the demolition of
structures and associated infrastructure at 3531 Bayview Street, on a site
zoned Light Industrial (IL), including:

(@) the demolition and removal of the building;
(b)  the excavation and removal of associated infrastructure;

(c) the temporary storage of existing concrete as milled granular fill
adjacent to and even in height with the raised area along the Bayview
Street edge of the property. The fill will be re-used in future
redevelopment;

(d) the securing of the site; and
(e) theinstallation of new fencing (if needed) with a landscape buffer.

PROPOSED ROAD SECTIONS IN RICHMOND TO BE ADDED TO
TRANSLINK’S MAJOR ROAD NETWORK
(File Ref. No. 10-6360-12-01) (REDMS No. 3516106)

See Page CNCL-271 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That the map of road sections proposed to be added to TransLink’s Major
Road Network, as shown in Attachment 1 and described in Table 3 of the
staff report dated May 24, 2012 from the Director, Transportation, be
endorsed.
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CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-279

CNCL-283

3556228

ITEM

14.

15.

PROPOSED CHANGES TO TRANSLINK'S TAXISAVER PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 01-0154-04/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3550714)

See Page CNCL-279 for full report

PUBLIC WORKS & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION

That TransLink be requested to:
(1) maintain the TaxiSaver Program;

(2) conduct full consultation, particularly with the Richmond Seniors
Advisory Committee and the Richmond Centre for Disability; and

(3) investigate enhancements to the system during the consultation
period that meet the needs of the users.

*khkhkhhhkhkhkkkhkhkhkiihiihkhkhhik

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE
CONSENT AGENDA

*hhkkkhkkkhkkhkkkkikkkikhkkihkikkikikk

NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS

COUNCIL REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES FOR 2011
(File Ref. No.: 01-0105-08-01/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3513521)

See Page CNCL -283 for full report

RECOMMENDATION

That the Council Remuneration and Expenses report for the year ended
December 31, 2011 be received for information.
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CNCL
Pg. #

CNCL-285

CNCL-347

3556228

ITEM

16.

17.

18.

2011 STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INFORMATION
(File Ref. No.: 03-1200-03/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3527741)

See Page CNCL -285 for full report

RECOMMENDATION

That Council approve the statements and schedules included in the attached
2011 Statement of Financial Information, prepared in accordance with the
Financial Information Act and to be submitted to the Province of British
Columbia.

PUBLIC DELEGATIONS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

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

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.

Motion to rise and report.

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION
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CNCL ITEM
Pg. #

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS

NEW BUSINESS

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION

CNCL-379 Revenue Anticipation Borrowing (2012) Bylaw No. 8896
Opposed at 1%/2"/3" Readings — None.

CNCL-381 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8822
(10391 Finlayson Drive, RZ 11-588990)
Opposed at 1% Reading — None.
Opposed at 2"/3" Readings — None.

ADJOURNMENT

CNCL —-12
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& Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, June 18, 2012

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

Present: Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Councillor Chak Au
Councdlor Linda Barnes
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

Gail Johnson, Acting Corporate Officer

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

PHI12/6-1 It was moved and seconded
That the order of the agenda be varied (o consider Item #2 after Item #12.
CARRIED

1. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8750 (RZ 06-344606)
(Location: 22560, 22600, 22620 Gilley Road; Applicant: Kaiman
Enterprises Co. Ltd.)
Applicant’s Comments:
‘The applicant was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:
(a) Wendy Walker, 4525 Fraserbank Place (Schedule 1)
(b) John and Heather Kaplan, 22611 Gilley Road (Schedule 2)
(c) Wen Jun Ma, 22551 Rathbwn Drive (Schedule 3)
(d) Devprect Mangat, 22591 Rathburn Drive (Schedule 4)
(¢) Sawroop and Ranjit Bains, 22520 Gilley Road (Schedule 5)
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Richmond Minutes

_ Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, June 18, 2012

Submissions from the floor:

Steve Whiteside, Rathburn Drive, expressed concern that his house would
be adversely affected by pile driving, and by construction trucks driving by,
and questioned who would pay if his home suffered damage as a result of
the proposed development.

Wendy Walker, 4525 Fraserbank Place, expressed concern regarding: (i)
Gilley Road, not Tumner Street, providing vehicle access to the subject site;
and (3t) safety hazards on Gilley Road due to the lack of sidewalks and the
presence of ditches creating safety hazards for area residents.

Jerry Heed spoke on behalf of his client, Michael Del Villar, who lives at
5100 Turner Street, and raised the following concemns: (1) earlier problems
due to construction projects that have taken place on Turner Street that have
resulted in cracks at Mr. Del Vilar’s home; (ii) heavy coanstruction trucks
that shake area homes; (iii) the difficulty homeowners experience collecting
from developers if damage is sustained by area homes; and (iv) poured
concrete in the area that will always settle.

PH12/6-2 [t'was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8750 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED

2. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769 (RZ 10-516267)
(Location: 9160 No. 2 Road; Applicant: Western Maple Lane Holdings
Ltd.)

See Page 9 for Council action on this item.

3. Zoning Amendment Bylaw §825 (RZ 11-582830)
(Location: 4820 Garry Street; Applicant: Armit Maharaj)

In accordance with Section 100 of the Community Charter, Councillor
Linda Barnes declared herself to be in a potential conflict of interest because
she owns property in the area, and left the meeting at 7:19 p.m.

Applicant’s Comments.
The applicant was available to answer questions.

CNCL - 14 .
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City of
Richmond - Minutes

{

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, June 18, 2012

Written Submissions:
None.
Submissions from the floor:
, None.
PH12/6-3 [t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8825 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED

Councillor Barnes returned to the meeting at 7:20 p.m.

4. Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8880 and Zoning
Amendment Bylaw 8881 (RZ 12-601319)
(Location: 23591 Westminster Highway; Applicant: City of Richmond)
Applicant’s Comments:
Staff was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:
None.
Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH12/6-4 It was moved and seconded

That OCP Amendment Bylaw 8880 and Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8881
each be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

5. Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8888
(Location: City Centre Area; Applicant: City of Richmond)
Applicant’s Comments:

Staff was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:
None.

CNCL - 15 N
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City of
Richmond | . Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, June 18, 2012

Submissions from the floor:

None.
PH12/6-5 It was moved and seconded
That OCP Amendment Bylaw 8888 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED
PH12/6-6 It was moved and seconded -
That OCP Amendment Bylaw 8888 be adopted.
CARRIED

6. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8890 (RZ 11-586782)
(Location: 6471, 6491, and 6511 No. 2 Road; Applicant: Matthew Cheng
Architect Inc.)
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to answer questions.
Whrillen Submissions:
(2) Wendy Leung, 5791 Garrison Road (Schedule 6)

o) . .
(Schedule 7)

Submissions from the floor:

Mr. Rigjit spoke on behalf of his brother who lives at 6451 Garrison Court,

and expressed surprise that City staft had not communicated with his

brother, or other residents to the west of the subject site, regarding the
rezoning application.

Sam Saromy, spoke on behalf of his parents who reside on Colbeck Road
expressing concem that the oanly egress from the subject site was a right turn
onto No. 2 Road, and remarked that the intersection at Westminster
Highway and No. 2 Road was an accident zone.

PH12/6-7 1t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8890 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED

CNCL - 16 .
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Richmond i Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, June 18, 2012

7.  Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8893 (RZ 12-600991)
(Location: 6471 Blundell Road; Applicant: Xi Chen (Chen Design Studio))
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:
None.
Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH12/6-8 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8893 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED

8. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8895 (RZ 10-522194)
(Location: 11340 Williams Road; Applicant: Khalid Hasan)
Applicant's Comments.
The applicant was not in attendance.
Written Submissions:
None.
Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH12/6-9 [t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Byluw 8895 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED

9. Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8900 and Zoning
Amendment Bylaw 8901 (RZ 11-596457)
(Location: 7431 Francis Road; Applicant: Avion Homes Ltd.)
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to answer questions.

CNCL -17
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- City of
Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, June 18, 2012

Written Submissions:
(a) Roy Budai, 7451 Francis Road (Schedule 8)
Submissions from the floor.
None.
PH12/6-10 It was moved and seconded

That OCP Amendment Bylaw 8900 and Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8901
each be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

10. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8902 (RZ 09-496145)
(Location: 7840 Bennett Road; Applicant: Timothy Tse)
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was not in atiendance.
Written Submissions:
" (a) Wen Jun Mo, 7808 Bennett Road (Schedule 9)
(b) Rob Bodnar, 215 Creekside Drive, Saltspring Island (Schedule 10)
Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH12/6-11 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8902 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED

11. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8904
(Location: City-Wide; Applicant: City of Richmond)
Applicant’s Comments:
Staff was available to answer questions.
Writien Submissions:
(a) Jerry Flynn (Schedule 11)

(b) Leon Leroux, Rogers Communications, #1600-4710 Kingsway,
Vancouver (Schedule 12)

CNCL - 18 .
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City of
Richmond Minutes

Regulér Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, June 18, 2012

Submissions from the floor:

Ken Barfow, Rogers Communications, advised that Rogers fully supports
the proposed amendment Bylaw 8904.

PHI12/6-12 [t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8904 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED
PH12/6-13 {t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylayw 8904 be adopted.
' CARRIED

12. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 (RZ 11-585209)
(Location: 7731 & 7771 Alderbridge Way; Applicant: Onnt 7731
Alderbridge Holding Corp. and Onni 7771 Alderbridge Holding Corp.)
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions.

(a) Mike Rasberry, Tim Hortons Restaurant, 125-7771 Alderbridge Way
(Schedule 13)

(b) William Cao, Legal Couasel, Tim Hortons, The TDL Group Corp.
(Schedules 14 and 15)

(¢) Helmut Eppich, Chairman of the Board, Richard Eppich, CEO and
President, Ebco Industries Ltd., 7851 Alderbridge Way (Schedules 16
and 17)

(d) Beau Jarvis, V.P. Development, ONNI Real Estate Development, 300-
550 Robson Street, Vancouver (Schedule 18)

(e) Sally Mercer, 303-8880 No. 1 Road (Schedule 19)

Submissions from the floor.

William Cao, Legal Counsel, Tim Horton’s, TDL Group Corp.,
accompanied by Mike Rasberry, provided background, advising that no

formal offer or written communications had been received from ONNI and
none of the three alternate locations suggested by ONNI were suitable.

CNCL -19
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Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, June 18, 2012

Mr. Cao stated that the Tim Horton’s restaurant has a right to continue to do
business at its Alderbridge Road address. He then requested that Councit
consider allowing the parties sufficient time, between six and 12 months, 1o
deal with the lease issues.

A representative of the Jones New York store, 7771 Alderbridge Way,
stated that he had received no communication from ONNI. He employs
eight people at his retail store that is on the subject site, and he commented
that it was important for hum to know what the future holds.

Beau Jarvis, V.P. Development, ONNI Real Estate Development,
accompanied by John Middleton of ONNI, advised that ONNI has not
issued notice to end tenancy agreements, nor has ONNI made any offers to
retailers on the subject site. He stated that ONNI has the ability to build out
the proposed development in phases, and construction could be phased
around the Tim Hortons restaurant.

Council members urged ONNI to initiate a communication pian to keep the
tenants apprised of further plans.

PH12/6-14 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 be given third reading.
CARRIED

2. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769 (RZ 10-516267)
(Location: 9160 No. 2 Road; Applicant: Westem Maple Lane Holdings
14d)

In accordance with Section 100 of the Community Charter, Councillor
Derek Dang declared himself to be in a potential conflict of interest because
he owns property in the area of 9000-block No. 2 Road. He left the meeting
at 8:11 p.m., and he did not retum.

Applicamt’s Comments:

Wayne Fougere of Fougere Architecture Inc., 230 West Broadway,
Vancouver, Architect for Western Maple Lane Holdings, provided the

following details regarding changes that the applicant has now committed to
in regard to the proposed townhouse development:

. there is a reduction from 18 to 15 strata homes;
. instead of one adaptable home on the site there will be two;
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. each unit wil] have a garage that accommodates three vehicles parked
side-by-side; and
o  visitor parking has increased from three to five spaces.

Mr. Fougere noted the proposed development would be built at the existing
grade and the City will control the final design concept.

Mr. Jackson advised that: (1) Council can add a restrictive covenant
regarding the applicant’s reduction from 18 to 15 units; (ii) the increase in
parking spaces exceeds the bylaw requirements.; (iii) the applicant and
architect have addressed concerns raised by residents of the neighbourhood;
(iv) instead of 15 townhouse units the subject site could accommodate four
large single-family homes, but at an increased grade and at the expense of
all trees on the site; and (v) the City’s 2006 Arterial Road Policy atlows
townhouse units on arterial roads, and No. 2 Road falls within that Policy.
In addition Mr. Jackson noted that staff supports the changes as outlined.

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, advised that: (i) traffic patterns in the
neighbourhood have been studied by City staff; and (ii) the City has no
plans to remove the barriers installed in the Maple Lane neighbourhood.

Wrilten Submissions:

(@ Kelvin Leung, 28-6099 Alder Street (Schedule 20)

(b)  Peter Kho, 9293 Romaniuk Drive (Schedule 21)

(¢) Rong Zbang, 6431 Maple Road (Schedule 22)

(d) AnitaFung, 114-8751 General Cunie Road (Schedule 23)
(e)  Ajymer Ghag, on behalf of 5260 Maple Road (Schedule 24)
(f)  Mun Ling Cheung, 5451 Maple Road (Schedule 25)

(g) Man Ying Lee, 6240 Maple Road (Schedule 26)

(h)  Gord Tumer, 6631 Juniper Drive (Schedule 27)

(i)  John Cantello, 6120 Maple Road (Schedule 28)

()  Felix Fei Lu, 6071 Martyniuk Place (Schedule 29)

(k)  Vincent Chan, 5386 Maple Road (Schedule 30)

() Henry Borr, 9291 Romaniuk Drive (Schedule 31)

(m) Prida Schweber, 6451 Juniper Drive (Schedule 32)

(n)  Dolly Bains, 5328 Maple Road (Schedule 33)
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(0) Thomas C. Leung, Director, Western Maple Lane Holdings Ltd., 250-
8833 Odlin Crescent (Schedule 34)

(p) Ivo and Stane Bjelos, 6100 Maple Road (Schedule 35)

()  Annie Olivia Hau, 6491 Maple Road (Schedule 36)

(r)  Richard Femnyhough, 9211 Romaniuk Drive (Schedule 37)

(s)  Shirley Schwabe, 6600 Juniper Drive (Schedule 38)

(t)  Regand Brenda Ewaskow, 6126 Rekis Avenue (Schedule 39)

(u) Wade Gork and Jennifer Wong, 6140 Rekis Avenue (Schedule 40)
(v)  Nettie Walters, 6011 Maple Road (Schedule 41)

(w) Sammy and Anna Chung (Schedule 42)

In addition, petitions in support of and ‘opposed to this application are on
file, City Clerk’s Office.

Submissions from the floor:

Maureen Mcdermid, 6480 Juniper Drive, spoke in support of the project and
commented that: (i) diversity enhances a neighbourhood; (ii) arterial roads
can accommodate townhouse infrastructure; (i) the applicant has made
changes based on concerns stated by area residents; and (iv) the project is
not only an asset, but also a good land use.

Roger Cheng, 3331 Trutch Avenue, spoke in support of the project and
commented that in terms of land use, there is a strong demand for
townhouse accomumodation, and that this type of housing brings diversity to
neighbourhoods.

Kiaas Focker, 6220 Maple Road, spoke of the proposed new traffic lights
and requested that they be instatled before construction on the subject site.

Blane Powell, 6360 Martinyuk Place, spoke in opposition to the project and
stated concerns regarding: (i) potential traffic problems in the area; and (ii)
the lack of a sidewalk on one side of his street. units on a side street.

Resident, Juniper Drive, spoke in opposition to the project and stated that
area residents want to continue to enjoy the nature of their neighbowrhood
and preserve it as a place with no exhaust fumes. He added that he was
concerned about the densification along arterial roads.
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Michael Chu, 9226 Romaniuk Drive, spoke in opposition to the project and
remarked that he wants the neighbourhood to remain safe and peaceful. He
expressed concern about the area’s traffic pattern and proximity of too many
traffic lights. He remarked that his property value might be cormpromised,
and questioned who would want to buy a single-family house with 15
townhouse units nearby.

Eric Yim, 10577 Kozier Drive, spoke in support of the project and noted
that townhouse units would bring diversity to a single-family home area. He
stated that the true value of a home is not always measured in dollars, and
said that townhouse units would bring families into the area, thereby
strengthening the community. He remarked that the project would have
positive benefits, and would contribute to property values in the area.

Mr. Bhullar spoke in support of the project and stated that his adult children
cannot afford to purchase a single-family home in the City, and that
townhouse developments provide affordable housing for the next
generation.

A resident of No. 2 Road, spoke on behalf of the residents of 10320
Williams Road, expressing support for the project and noted that young
people who cannot afford a single-family dwelling can afford a townhouse
unit.

Basil Kallner, 6951 Whiteoak Drive, spoke in support of the project and
stated that townhouse units: (i) do not negatively impact the neighbourhood,
and (i1) provide alternative housing choices for young adults the age of his

_grandchifdren.

Paul Ly, 6571 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and the
densification it represented and described growing up in a townhouse unit.
Experience taught him that townhouse unit residents use their garages for
storage and park their cars on the streel. He purchased his home on Maple
Road because it was a safe and quiet area.

Garry Mcdermid, 6480 Tuniper Drive, spoke in support of the project and
disputed the idea that property values for single-family homes in the area
would fall. He advised that property values would remain high if residents
properly maintained their yards and houses.
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Denis Liao, 6191 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and
remarked that: (i) if a townhouse unit resident had a party, cars would be
parked along Maple Road; (i1) the project would create traffic problems in
the area; and (iii) car accidents would occur at area intersections despite the
presence of traffic lights.

Nelson, 6571 Juniper Drive, spoke in opposition to the project for the
following reasons: (i) it will bring many people to the area and the Maple
Road neighbourhood will be the victim; (i) No. 2 Road is already very
busy; and (i) there are not enough visitor parking stalls on the subject site
and Maple Road will see an increase in parked cars.

Albert Ng, 6471 Magnolia Drive, spoke in opposition to the project and was
concemed that one single-family house lot could not accommodate 15 to 18
townhouse units.

Resident of 6231 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and stated
that because the subject site is not a large one there would be problems with
cars parking in front of his house.

Henry Soo, 6031 Martyniuk Place, advised that he spoke on behalf of ten
residents and spoke in opposition to the project. He remarked that
Richmond needed high density areas, but that the Maple Lane area benefited
from the good environment created by single-family homes. He added that
single-family homes can be economical if two or three generations of a
family lived in them.

Mr Bjelos, 6100 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and
expressed concem that property values, and not safety issues, were not
addressed. He preferred to see single-family homes on the subject site.

Trudy Lai, 6571 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and
commented that the Arterial Road Policy is not mandatory, nor is it a
blanket endorsement for every site. She was concerned that after having
enjoyed the serene environment of her neighbourhood the influx of 15
townhouse units would ruin the qualify of her lifestyle. She added that
townhouse units are out of character, not compatible and not harmonious
with her neighbourhood. She drew Council’s attention to the high number of
homes and high number of residents who had filed petitions stating
opposition to the project.
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Sandra Qi, 6060 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and said
that area residents work hard to protect their area’s environment. She was
concerned that if the townhouse units are built, drivers will make turns on
the yards of residents, cars will be parked in front of residents’ yards and
garbage will be thrown into residents’ yards.

Stephanie Ng, Martyniuk Place, spoke in opposition to the project and said
that: (i) Maple Lane is not an arterial road; (31) it was wrong to place the
proposed development’s vehicle access on Maple Lane; and (iit) drivers will
have to take a long time to make a left turn onto No. 2 Road. She was
concerned about the impact on the environment, the influx of population,
the increased garbage, noise and light pollution if the townhouse units are
built. She noted that the neighbourhood would be strangled with more cars.

Mr. Chow, Martyniuk Place, questioned: (1) why the proposed
development’s vehicle access was on Maple Lane; and (i1) how one block of
No. 2 Road could accommodate four traffic lights,

Tiffany Wong spoke in support of the project and noted that a townhouse
unit is an affordable housing choice for young people, and working people
with various income ievels, who want to live in the City.

John Galvin, Langley, spoke in support of the project and advised that he
has collaborated with the applicant on a number of developments. He
described the No. 2 Road project as worthwhile, and noted that the applicant
had made a number of costly changes to the project. The expanding
population and young people need homes.

Steve Yick, 6113 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and stated
that it would have a shocking impact on the neighbourhood. He added that:
(i) the applicant’s changes to the design did not solve the project’s
problems; (it) density in the area was a problem; (iii) heavier tratfic would
be introduced into the area; and (iv) he had concems with the project’s
frontage.

Mr. Pu, 6433 Maple Road, spoke on behalf of his family and stated their
opposition to the project. They were concerned about the negative impact on
the environment of the neighbourhood and that the tranquility and
peacefulness of the neighbourhood would be affected by townhouse units.

A resident spoke in support of the project.
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Joyce Wong, 6280 Mapte Road, spoke in opposition to the project and noted
that single-family homes would be welcomed on the subject site but not
townhouse units. She was concerned about: (i) increased traffic and a lack
of parking in the area; and (i) and the decline in safety.

Eddie spoke in support of the project and advised that he could not afford to
purchase a single-family home, but that he had purchased a townhouse unit
developed by the applicant. He added that his family enjoyed a nice

townhouse unit that is close to single-family homes. Concerns expressed
were unreasonable.

Carol Day, 11631 Seahurst Road, spoke in opposition to the project and
cited her experience with a project of a similar nature in her own
neighbourhood. She stated that the City should densify the City. Centre, but
not residential neighbourhoods outside the City Centre. She suggested that
if a survey was undertaken by the City, that it would be helpful. Also, the
Arterial Road Policy is a curse and needs to be changed to something more
sensible.

Eddie Chan, Blundell Road, spoke in support of the project and said that he
lives in a townhouse unit, and drives on No. 2 Road on a daily basis. He has
observed how development had transformed the road, and added that
townhouse units are an option for older residents who are downsizing from
a single-family home.

PHI12/6-15 . It was moved_and seconded
That the meeting be extended past 11:00 p.m.

CARRIED

Resident of 6131 Maple Road spoke in opposition to the project and stated
that cars would be parked on Maple Road because there were not enough
visitor parking stalls on the subject site. She was concerned that her
peaceful lifestyle would be destroyed by the project and that the applicant
would use the peaceful nature of the Maple Road neighbourhood to boost
sales for the proposed townhouse units.

- CNCL - 26

3531233



City of |
Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings
Monday, June 18, 2012

Nick Loenen, President of the Christian Reformaed Housing Society, No. 2
Road, spoke in support of the project and advised that twenty years ago his
Society applied for, and received, rezoning to enable the construction of the
26-unit senior apartment building on No. 2 Road. Initially he was opposed
to the current applicant’s design, because the nine apartments facing north
would be impacted by vehicular access to No. 2 Road, and he was pleased
that the revised access was from Maple Road. He stated that residents of his
facility were happy with the proposed new traffic signal, and that the subject
site was a trapsition property, between a site with an apartment block and
sites with single-family homes.

Gifbert Yeung spoke in support of the project and noted that a diversified
population was an asset. He said that the only place to construct townhouse
units was on the fringes of the City Centre, and that many young people can
afford a townhouse unit, but not a single-famity home. He stated that Maple
Road residents are members of the whole community, not just their area,
and he added that the proposed development would enhance the value of the
area’s single-family properties.

Diana Leung, 6099 Alder Street, spoke in support of the project and stated
that the developer had addressed many of the concemrns raised by area
residents. [n addition the developer had hired an appraiser who advised that
property vafue in the area would increase, and had hired a traffic consultant
who advised that there would be a minimal impact on the area with the
addition of townhouse units and their residents’ vehicles.

Tony Cheung, 6571 Juniper Drive, spoke in opposition to the project and
noted that traffic issues would arise if townhouse units were constructed in a
single-family home neighbourhood.

Resident, 6191 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and stated

that while she supports townhouse units, they are not suitable at the subject

site. She then stated the following concems: (i) traffic; (ii) speeding -
vehicles; and (iii1) unsafe left hand turns.
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The applicant, Magdalen Leung, 6431 Juniper Drive, advised that as
developers, she and her husband Thomas Leung, had developed sites in the
City since the 1980s, and that some of those sites feature townhouse
developments. She noted that they had heard comments from those who
supported . the project and those who opposed the project, and some
comments were speculation and conjecture. She noted that the City’s
Arterial Road Policy creates alternatives in the housing market. In
conclusion she advised that the development was given due process.

Trudy Lai, 6571 Maple Road, spoke a second fime, and noted that the other

townhouse developments the applicant referenced were not directly relevant
to the proposed development at 9160 No. 2 Road.

PH12/6-16 1t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8769 be given second uand third readings.
CARRIED
OPPOSED: Councillor Chak Au
Coungcillor Harold Steves
PH12/6-17 It was moved and seconded

That as a requirement of fourth reading of Zoning Amendment Bylaw
8769 (RZ 10-516267) a restrictive covenant be registered limiting the
number of townlouse units to fifteen (15).

CARRIED

Direction was given to staff to re-examine access being provided off No. 2
Road, during the Development Permit process.

ADJOURNMENT

PH12/6-18 It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (11:50 p.m.).

CARRIED
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Richmond Elementary School Program — Climate Change Showdown Champions

Background

The presentation at June 25" Council recognizes Richmond’s champion class of the 2011-2012
Climate Change Showdown Challenge. The Climate Change Showdown is an interactive
program that engages elementary school children across Richmond in taking action against
climate change by reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

The program is delivered by the City of Richmond in partnership with the BC Sustainable
Energy Association (BC SEA) and Richmond School District. With over 1300 students
participating, the 2012 Climate Change Showdown marks another successful year in Richmond.
By undertaking various initiatives during a 4-week take home contest, these students and their
families achieved a greenhouse gas emission reduction of over 690 tonnes. The winning class
achieved the best per person reduction with an average of 1.4 tonne per student.

The Climate Change Showdown is one of a wide range of initiatives that the City of Richmond is
undertaking to advance community sustainability.
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Date: Tuesday, June 12, 2012
Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall
Present: Councillor Derek Dang, Chair

Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Bill McNulty

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded

That the minutes of the meeting of the Comnumity Safety Committee held
on Tuesday, May 15, 2012, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Tuesday, July 10, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DEPARTMENT

. RCMP'S MONTHLY REPORT —~ APRIL 2012 ACTIVITTES
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3514011)

Renny Nesset, OIC, Richmond RCMP, commented on the RCMP’s April
2012 activities and noted that progress has been made in relation to cell phone
thefts, however those statistics are not reflected in the April 2012 figures.

Discussion ensued regarding excessive speeding along Steveston Highway
and OIC Nesset advised that he would direct traffic personnel to examine the

situation. CNCL -33
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In reply to a query from the Chair regarding bank robberies, OIC Nesset
advised that one suspect is in custody and is facing charges.

[t was moved and seconded
That the report titled RCMP’s Monthly Report — April 2012 Activities (dated
May 3, 2012, from the OIC, RCMP) be reccived for information.

CARRIED

RICHMOND FIRE-RESCUE - APRIL 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3534939)

In reply to queries from Committee, John McGowan, Fire Chief, Richmond
Fire-Rescue, advised that the training facilitated in Marina and Small
Watercraft firefighting was done in-service and as such, there was minimal
financial impact.

Discussion ensued regarding Fire-Rescue’s protocol for attending community
events. Fire Chief McGowan advised that there is a process for vetting
through these types of tequests; however, due lo an increase in these types of
requests, Fire-Rescue must strategically choose which requests can be
accommodated based on resources. It was requested that information
regarding Fire-Rescue’s vetting process for such requests be circulated to
Council.

In reply to a query from the Chair, Fire Chief McGowan stated that no single
cause was identified in relation to the increase in medical calls.

[t was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled Ric/unond Fire-Rescue — April 2012 Activity
Reporf (dated May 29, 2012 from the Fire Chief, Riclimond Fire-Rescue) be
received for information.

CARRIED

COMMUNITY BYLAWS - APRIL 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT
(File Ref, No. 12-8060-01) (REDMS No, 3531991)

Wayne Mercer, Manager, Community Bylaws, advised that Community
Bylaws has changed its annual coordination of KidSafe to be part of the
annual Public Works Open House. He highhghted that there was positive
response from the community and that Community Bylaws raised over $200,
which was donated to the Richmond Animal Protection Society.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Mercer provided the following
information:

. pumping service providers are contractors that empty grease traps for
operalors;
l the grease collected is typically recycled for bio fuel and other

products; and
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. off-leash dog complaints are relatively easy to enforce as once a
complaint has been received, staff target the area and the time the
alleged offence took place.

1t was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled Community Bylaws — April 2012 Activity Report
(dated May 10, 2012, from the Genesral Manager, Law & Community
Safety) be received for information.

CARRIED

ANTI-IDLING INITIATIVES & REGULATION ON PUBLIC
PROPERTY
(File Ref. No. 12-8020-20-8829/8830/8531) (REDMS No. 3537567)

Mr. Mercer provided background information.

Discussion ensued regarding the anti-idling regulation on public property, and
Mr. Mercer advised that tickets may be issued on school property at the
request of the schoo). Also, it was noled that the staff report be forwarded to
the Council / School Board Liaison Comunittee.

In reply to a query from the Chair, Mr. Mercer advised that if the proposed
anti-idling regulation were approved by Council, it would act as a tool to curb
unnecessary idling on public streets and on City-owned property.

It was moved and seconded

(1) That the City proceed with Option 2 as outlined in the staff report
dated May 15, 2012 from the General Manager, Layy & Community
Safety ftitled Anti-Idling Inifiatives and Regulation on Public
Property;

(2) That Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylmv No. 8829
(Attacliment 3) be infroduced and given first, second and third reading;

(3) That Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No. 7403, Amendment
Bylaw No. 8830 (Attachment 4) be introduced and given first, second
and third reading; and

(4) That Nofice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No.
8122, Amendment Bylaw No. 8831 (Attachment 5) be introduced and
given first, second and third reading.

(5)  That the staff report duted May 15, 2012 from tle General Manager,
Law & Community Safety ftitled Anti-Idling Initiatives and
Regulution on Public Property be forwarded to the Council/School
Board Liaison Committee.

CARRIED
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FIRE, CHIEF BRIEFING
{Verbal Report)

ltems for discussion:
(i)  BC Fire Chief’s Conference

Fire Chief McGowan commented on the success of the 2012 BC Fire Chief’s
Conference held at the Richmond Olympic Oval, noting that over 400
delegates and 750 trade shows attended.

(ii) IAFF Western Conference

Fire Chief McGowan advised that the IAFF Western Conference will be held
June 24 to June 27, 2012 in Richmond. He noted that the IAFF represents
over 300,000 full-time fire-fighters and the conference anticipates the
attendance of over 100 delegates.

(iiiy  Fire Boat Incident

Fire Chief McGowan spoke of a fire boat incident that occurred on May 27,
2012 and commented on the interoperability of Fire-Rescue with other
agencies. '

(iv) Rescue at Shady Island

Fire Chief McGowan commented on the recent sescue of a couple on Shady
Island and noted that Fire-Rescue assisted in getting the couple to safety.

(v  Langara Agreement

Fire Clief McGowan provided backgfound information and spoke of
upcoming workshops to be held by three Langara College students in the
Integrative Energy Healing program.

(vi) 700 Megahertz

Fire Chief McGowan referenced a recent announcement from the Honourable
Vic Toews, Minister of Public Safety, regarding the allocation of 10 MHz of
the 700 MHz bandwidth for the use of emergency responders including
police, firefighters and paramedics.

RCMP/OIC BRIEFING
(Verbal Report)

Tterns for discussion:
(i)  Police Week

OIC Nesset spoke of Police Week and highlighted that the detachment hosted
an outdoor event on May 19, 2012. He stated that the event was a big success

with over 400 people attending and he thanked the Steveston Rotary Club for
their support.

(i)  Jimmy Ng 10" Annnal Ball Hockey Tournament

OIC Nesset spoke of the Jimmy Nf 10" Annual Ball Hockey Tourmament.
CNCL -
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(iii) Banh Robberies
Please refer to Page 2 regarding this matter.
(iv)  Policing in the Hamilton Area

In reply to queries from Committee, OIC Nesset advised that (1) based on the
statistics for the Hamilton area, the calls for service are fairly low; (ii)
approximately 325 calls for service were reported over a five-month period;
and (iii) the community space in the Hamilton Fire Hall may not be suitable
for policing activities as the site does not lend itself well to walk-in
CUS{OMETS.

In reply to a query from the Chair, OIC Nesset adviscd that an apalysis of
community police stations is not underway, however it can be if that is
Council’s wish. Also, he was of the opinion that an independent observation
may be more suitable for such an analysis.

Also, OIC Nesset provided an update on the City Centre community police
station.

Discussion further ensued regarding policing in the Hamilton area and OIC
Nesset advised that he must assess the number of calls for service in a
particular area and determine how many resowrces are to be allocated to that
area.

MANAGER’S REPORT

(i)  Update on Status of Joint Emergency Preparedness Program

Deborah Procter, Manager, Emergency Programs, provided background
information regarding the Joint Emergency Preparedness Program and noted
that Metro Vancouver’s Greater Vancouver Regional District Board has
requested that the Federation of Canadian Municipalities pass an emergency
resolution to restore the Program.

PRESENTATION

With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation (copy on file, City Clerk’s Office),
David Guscott, President and CEQ, E-Comm, accompanied by Doug Watson,
Vice-President of Operations, E-Comm, highlighted the following
information:

. E-Comm provides the following services for Richmond: (1) 9-1-1 call
answer services; (i) police and fire dispatch services; (iii) fire
computer aided dispatch and record management system; and (1v)
police and fire wide area radio scrvices;
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= since 2009, 88% of 9-1-1 calls for police have been answered 'in ten
seconds;

x since 2009, 90% of 9-1-1 calls for fire have been answered within one
minute; and

" E-Comm completed upgrades to its radio network on June 5, 2012 with
no umpact to users.

Mr. Guscott spoke of the 2011 Stanley Cup riot, noting that in the span of four
hours, E-Comm recerved approximately 2000 calls. Typically, E-Comm
handles 2400 calls in 24 hours. He highlighted that despite the volume of
calls, calls were answered in a timely manner due to the consolidated dispatch
centre. Also, Mr. Guscott commented on the need for cell phone providers to
improve their equipment in an effort to curb accidental 9-1-1 calls.

ADJOURNMENT

[t was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:05 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Community
Safety Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Tuesday, June
12, 2012.

Councitlor Derek Dang Hanieh Berg

Chair

3550646

Committee Clerk
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Date: Tuesday, June 19,2012

Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Haill

Present: Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Linda Barnes (arrived at 4:04 p.m.)
Councillor Harold Steves

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded

Tha! the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on
Tuesday, June 5, 2012, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

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

The Chair advised that Steveston Heritage Zone and Port Metro Vancouver
Map would be added to the Agenda as Items 6 and 7.

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

1.  PROVINCIAL OFFICE OF THE SENIORS ADVOCATE
(File Ref. No.: ) (REDMS No. 3553326)

Lesley Sherlock, Social Planner, made reference to revisions to the proposed
UBCM resolution as suggested by the Richmond Seniors Advisory
Committee.
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It was moved and seconded

)

@

That the following tesolution regarding the Office of the Seniors
Advocate, as attached to the report “Provincial Office of the Seniors
Advocate” dated June 13, 2012 from the General Munager of
Community Services, be forwarded to UBCM for consideration at the
2012 UBCM Convention:

WHEREAS the BC Ombudsperson released “The Best of Care:
Getting it Right for Seniors (Part 2)” with 176 recommendations to
improve home and community care, home support, assisted ltvmg and

residential care services for seniors; '

AND WHEREAS the Province released “Improving Care for B.C.
Seniors: An Action Plan” in response, including the commitment to
establish an Office of the Seniors Advocate;

AND WHEREAS the Province conducted public consultations in
June and July 2012 to help shape the role and functions of this

- Office;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the UBCM request that the
provincial government ensure that the Office of the Seniors Advocate

will, fo  sufficiently address the BC  Ombudsperson’s
recommendations:

(a) be an independent officer of the legislature and fully resourced;

(b) focus on home and communify care, as well as health
Ppromotion services;

(c) provide proactive, systemic advocacy;

(d) ensure that effective procedures are in place regarding seniors’
care facility complaints, inspections and reporting;

(e) be accessible and responsive to BC’s diverse and growing
seniors population; and

() support local and provincial seniors’ organisations.

That a letter be sent to the Premier, with copies to the appropriate
Minister and Richmond MILAs, regarding proposed roles and
Sfunctions of the Office of the Seniors Advocate.

CARRIED

PROJECT SPECIFIC FINANCIAL AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
FOR THE PROPOSED KIWANIS TOWERS AFFORDABLE

HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AT 6251 MINORU BOULEVARD
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8915/8916) (REDMS No. 3487847)

Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development, provided background information
and advised that the proposed policy changes are necessary in order to
facilitate what he believce:sﬁoc be an ea&citing affordable housing project.
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Mr. Jackson stated that the City has been working the applicants, Polygon
Carrera Homes Ltd. (Polygon) and the Kiwanis Seniors Citizens Housing
Society (Kiwanis) in an effort to provide a feasible financial structure to move
forward with 296-units of dedicated seniors affordable housing. Also, he
stated that the proposed policy changes would provide flexibility in an effort
to provide rents below those set out in the City’s Affordable Housing
Strategy.

Cllr. Baynes entered the meeting (4:04 p.m.).

Dena Kae Beno, Affordable Housing Coordinator, provided the following
information regarding the three sections of the staff report:

Section A — Proposed Financial Structure

. the proposal identifies values for converting the requirement to provide
affordable housing units into a cash-in-lieu equivalent, refered to as
Affordable Housing Value Transfers (AHVT); and

. the proposal is requesting consideration of City contributions toward
the development cost charges, service cost charges, and development
application and building permit fees;

" also, the proposal is requesting additional contributions to support
related capital expenditures;

Section B — Proposed Policy Changpes

s the City Centre Area Plan needs to be amended in order to facilitate the
contributions from the current and proposed Polygon developments
within the City Centre Area;

. the West Cambie Arca Plan (CCAP) needs to be amended in order to
facilitate the contributions from the current and proposed Polygon
developments within the West Cambie Area;

. the Affordable Housing Strategy Policy Area 2 needs to be amended to
uphold the City’s preferred method of securing units through the
density bonusing approach and will allow for the AHVT contributions
to City approved affordable housing projects in special development
circumstances;

Section C — Special Development Circumstances

. the proposal is considered to be a special development circumstance as
it is striving to secure rents in perpetuity below the rates stipulated in
the Affordable Housing Strategy.

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Beno advised that (i) the Kiwanis
would be the affordable housing providers; (i) a housing agreement would
ensure that a needs assessment for standard annual verification for tenancy
would be in place; and (iii) Kiwanis has operated seniors housing in
Richmond since 1959 and are registered non-profit society.
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[t was moved and seconded

(1)

2

3

)

¢)

That the recommendations in the staff report dated May 30, 2012
Srom the General Manager, Conununity Services, to provide financial
support by the City to Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing
Society for the proposed Kiwanis Towers affordable housing project
at 6251 Minoru Boulevard, be endorsed, subject to the following
conditions being satisfied:

(a) Richmond Rezoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8914
(RZ 11-591685) being adopted; and

(b) Confirmation from the Kiwunis Seniors Housing Society that
the required funding and/or financing lhas been secured;

That the Kiwanis Towers development be approved as a special
development circumstance, meeting the Affordable Housing Styategy
and other Cily policy requirements, as outlined in the staff report
dated May 30, 2012 from the General Manager, Community Services,
titled “Project Specific Financial and Policy Considerations for the
Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing Development at 6251
Minoru Boulevard;

That Official Conumunity Plan Aniendment Bylaw No. 8915 to mmend
the City Cenire Area Plan (dated September 14, 2009), as set ont in
the staff report dated May 30, 2012 from the General Manager of
Community Services, entitled “Project Specific Financial and Policy
Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard”, be introduced and given
Sirst reading;

The Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8916 to amend
the West Cambie Area Plan (dated July 24, 2006), as sel out in the
staff report dated May 30, 2012 from the General Manager of
Community Services, enfitled “Project Specific Financial and Policy
Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Developnient at 6251 Minoru Boulevard”, be introduced and given
Sirst reading;

That Bylaws No. 8915 and No. 8916, 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;

are frereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;
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(6) That Bylaw No. 8915 and No. 8916, having been considered in
accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043,
is hereby deemed not to require fiurther consultation;

(7)  That umendments to the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy
(dated May 9, 2007), as set out in Aftachment 3 of the staff report
dated May 30, 2012 from the General Manager of Communily
Services, entitled “Project Specific Financial and Policy
Counsiderations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard”, be approved as Addendum
No. 4 {o the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy;

(8)  That staff work with the Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing
Society applicant team fo assist in the development of a tenant
management plan to address: operation and fenant management,
resident amenity planning, and community nebworking and
partnership opportunities for the delivery of housing and resident
programmming;

(9) That §5,452,672 be allocated to Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Development from the existing City Wide Affordable Housing
projects; and

(10) That staff bring forward reports to Council to request funds for the
Kiwanis project as part of the Capital Budget process or through a
special report, if required.

CARRIED

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

APPLICATION BY POLYGON CARRERA HOMELES LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 6251 MINORU BOULEVARD FROM SCHOOL AND
INSTITUTIONAL USE (SI) TO HIGH RISE APARTMENT (ZHR11)
BRIGHOUSE VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE)

TERMINATION OF HOUSING AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 8677
(MAYFAIR PLACE) AND BYLAW NO. 8687 (CAMBRIDGE PARK)
AND TERMINATION OF ASSOCIATED HOUSING AGREEMENTS

ZONING TEXT AMENDMENTS INITIATED BY THE CITY OF
RICHMOND TO REMOVE REQUIREMENTS TO PROVIDE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AT 9399 (ODLIN ROAD (MAYFAIR
PLACE), 9500 ODLIN ROAD (CAMBRIDGE PARK) AND 9566
TOMICKI AVENUE (FISHER GATE / WISHING TREE)

(File Ref. No: 12-8060-20-8677/8687, RZ 11-591685, LT 12-605555, ZT 12-603536, ZT 12605577, BX (2-
605913 & 12-605922; REDMS No. 3476878)

Mr. Jackson reviewed the proposed application and the following information
was noted:
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" the applicants have applied to the City for permission to rezone 6251
Minoru Boulevard from School and Institutional Use (SI) to a site-
specific zone (ZHR11) in order to permit the development of five high-
rise towers;

. two of the towers (Kiwanis towers) will have 296 seniors affordable
housing units to be owned by Kiwanis and the remaining three towers
(Carerra towers) will have 335 market housing units to be owned by
Polygon;

" the project will result in a new east-west half road along the existing
property’s northern property line that will connect to Minoru
Boulevard, and eventually connect north to Westminster Highway; and

» a ten metre wide road dedication combined with an adjacent 3.5 metre
public right of passage are required along the northermn property line to
accommodate the new east-west road, sidewalk and boulevard; this
will act as a new pedestrian connection from Minoru Boulevard to
Minom Park. '

Mr. Jackson commented on the current site and noted that the proposed
project required that the applicants and the City be creative in achieving their
goals in the absence of Federal and Provincial funds for affordable housing.

He reviewed the proposed financial structure and poted that the City would
contribute approximately $5 million from the Affordable Housing Capital
Reserve FFund, forgiving costs such as development cost charges, service cost
charges, and development application and building permit fees.

He spoke of the nine development sites that are proposed to assist in the
financial aspect of the proposed project. The estimated contribution amounts
are based on the affordable housing floor space totals required at cach
proposed ‘donor’ site and are converted to a dollar equivalent using the
appropriate AHVT rates. As a result of this mechanism, Kiwanis will require
a significantly smaller mortgage, thereby allowing them to keep rents at the
lowest possible.

Mr. Jackson stated that the total capital project cost of the Kiwanis affordable

housing aspect of the proposed project is expected to be approximately $58.5
million.

Mr. Jackson stated that the proposed project would provide a net gain of an
estimated 40 affordable housing units. Also, he highlighted that the proposal
would see the delivery of all the affordable housing units anticipated to be
buift faster than if they were to remain on their individual sites. Also, he
commented that although five of the six proposed donating sites are located in
the West Cambie Area, there remains substantial opportunities to potentially
build other affordable housing units in the area; therefore, the West Cambie
Area will remain a mixed income area.
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He commented on the proposed projects consultation, noting the applicant has
consulted with the School District No. 38, the Richmond Seniors Advisory
Committee, the Minoru Seniors Society Executive Board, Vancouver Coastal
Health, and the existing Kiwanis residents. Also, Mr. Jackson advised that
considerable effort has been made by both Polygon and Kiwanis to keep the
existing Kiwanis tenants informed of the proposed project. For instance,
Polygon has established a site office with a community liaison to meet with
each of the residents. Also, a tenant relocation program has been established
with funding in place to assist qualifying tenants with finding interim housing.

Mr. Jackson advised that as per the City Centre Area Plan, the City has the
discretion to determine whether the proposed density is appropriate given the
community benefit derived from the proposed project.

Mr. Jackson spoke of the various road and intersection improvements and the
following information was noted:

» the proposal includes 91 wvehicle stalls for the Kiwanis project,
- including ten stalls located within the Carrera. parkade;

" the proposal includes 466 vebicle stalls for Canera residents and
visitors; and

. rezoning considerations include the requirement of (i) electrical outlets
and specified voltages; (ii) cash contribution for a bus shelter; and (iit)
two dedicated visitor stalls for health care workers.

Also, Mr. Jackson commented on the proposed project’s public art
contribution and utilities, highlighting that the Carrera towers would connect
to the City’s district energy utility when it becomes available.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Jackson accompanied by Ms. Beno
and David Brownlee, Planner II, provided the following information
regarding the proposed project:

v the dedicated stalls for health care workers are pait of the project’s
visitor parking analysis;

" there will be sufficient space in the garbage / recycling area to
accorminodate green waste receptacles;

- the Kiwanis towers will consist of one-bedroom units only;

. the Kiwanis towers incorporate utility efficiencies such as glazing 1o

wall ratio of 47%, eleciric baseboard heaters and conditioned outdoor
air supplied into the corridors of the buildings;

. at the Development Permit stage, staff will ensure that that the design
allows that the project be accessible by all and connect to Minoru Park;

« if the project were not approved, the City would be left with 40 less
affordable housing units and would only see¢ the existing affordable
housing units built as opportunities arise;
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given the site’s proximity to transit, shopping, medical services, and
other amenities like Minoru Park and Minoru Seniors Centre, staff fecl
that a concentration of seniors in this area is suitable;

rezoning considerations include elements that will epsure that the
various towers of the project proceed in a timely manner;

Polygon has established a site office with a community liaison to meet
with each of the residents; also, a tenant relocation program has been
established with funding in place to assist qualifying tenants with
finding interim housing, and assisting with the costs of moving;

utilizing the 2006 Census, approximately 4,120 or 25 percent of
Richmond renter houscholds are core need households (i.e. spending
more than 30 percent of income on shelter) and of these households,
1,995 spend at least 50 percent of their income on reat; and

in 2011, BC Housing reported that it had 243 Richmond seniors on
their applicant registry waiting list.

In reply to queries from Committee, Jack Mulleny, representing Kiwanis and
Chris Ho, Vice-President of Development, Polygon, provided the following
information: :

one-bedroom units are more suitable for affordable seniors housing
versus the current bachelor or two-bedroom suites as in the past, if a
tenant’s spouse passed away, the tenant would be requested to move
into a smaller suite; \

one-bedroom units will be able to accommodate two twin beds;

the Carrera towers will consist of approximately 80 percent two-
bedroom units, 10 percent three-bedroom units, and 10 percent one-
bedroom units;

existing Kiwanis residents will have priority tenancy at the proposed
new Kiwanis towers;

Polygon representatives contacted Baywest Property Management, the
management company for Horizon Towers, with an offer to hold an
information rneeting on the project for the Strata; however, the Strata
indicated that they had no interest in meeting with Polygon on the
project;

Polygon will be holding a public presentation on Tuesday, June 26,
2012 at the Sheraton Vancouver Airport Hotel from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00
p.m.;

Polygon will be doing a letter carrier walk that will distribute
information regarding the project to residents in the immediate vicinity;
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. there will be 14,000 square feet of amenity space that will
accorynodate a large meeting area, a fitness studio, a games room, and
an arts and crafis room,;

. the Kiwanis towers do not have guest suites; and
. 80 percent of the Kiwanis towers’ units will have universal design
features.

As requested by Committee, Mr. Ho indicated that he would monitor the
construction and operating costs associated with the two different proposed
utilities for the towers.

Mr. Jackson advised that the City has received a total of 71 pieces of
correspondence, all but one are opposed to the proposed project.

In reply to a query from Committee, My, Jackson advised that the proposed
beight of the towers is typical of buildings in the City Centre.

Committee was pleased to hear that Polygon will be doing letter carrier walk
to inform those in the immediate arca of the proposed project.

The Chair advised that should Councit endorse this proposal, it would go
Public Hearing on Monday, July 16, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. in the Council
Chambers.

Adrian Sandu, 6080 Minoru Boulevard, stated that be was opposed to the
proposed development. He indicated that he 1s a member of the Strata
Council for the Horizon Towers and stated that the Strata did not want to meet
with Polygon on this matter as they did not see any value fo such a meefting.
M. Sandu stated concerns related to excessive density, additional traffic, and
the environment. He commented that he was not opposed to the affordable
seniors housing aspect of the proposal, however he believed that a low-rise
development would better suit seniors. Furthermore, Mr. Sandu cited concern
related to the potential shadowing effects the proposed towers would have on
the seniors care facility to the north of the subject site. Also, he was
concerned with potential aircraft collisions.

In reply to a guery from Committee, Ms. Beno advised that the Federal
government disinvested in capital funding for affordable housing in 1994 and
transferred this obligation to Provinces through social agreements. She stated
that currently there is no substantial capital funding available for new
affordable housing construction. Also, she stated that the proposed project is
ao innovative public, private, non-profit partnership approach to achieve the
City’s affordable housing vision.

In reply to comments from Committee, Mr. Jackson stated that a shadowing
study would be conducted. Also, he commented on the proposed parking,
noting that there would be approximately 547 stalls for the entire project. As
per the CCAP, the site is suitable for higher density and is near transit.

Cllr. Steves left the meeting (5:17 p.m.).
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Mr. Jackson provided a brief overview of the CCAP and highlighted the
following information:

n the CCAP was adopted by Council in 2009,

" the CCAP sets the stage for future generations fo live, work, play and
learn in Richmond’s City Centre; and

» some key features of the CCAP include (i) a transit-oriented downtown
planned to maximize the benefits of the Canada Line light rapid transit
system and encourage a shift from car-oriented uses and lifestyles to
ones that are more transit- and pedestrian-oriented; and (i) a network
of six “urban villages” in the form of higher-density, transit- and
pedestrian-oriented comrmunities.

Mr. Jackson advised that more detailed information on the CCAP 1s available
on the City’s website.

Francis Lau, 6080 Minoru Boulevard, stated that the Strata Council for the
Horizon Towers advised residents that they could not represent them at an
information meeting. He stated that a lot of residents are concerned with the
proposal and would like to see changes; however, he nofed that it is very
difficult to organize such a Jarge group.

Clly. Steves returned to the meefing (5:20 p.m.).

Richmond resident, 6088 Minoru Boulevard, stated that he believed that the
proposed project was not suitable for the site. He agreed that the City requires
affordable housing, however he commented that he believed high-rises are the
last thing the City needs more of. He believed that low-rise, low-density
housing is more appropriate for the proposal’s site.

1t was moved and seconded

(1)  That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8910, to repeal
the existing map designations in Sub-Area B.2 in Section 3.0 of
Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan, Development Permit
Guidelines), of the Official Commmunity Plan Bylaw 7100 for 6111 —
6651 Minoru Boulevard and by designaling those areas "Mixed Use
— High-Rise Residential , Commercial & Mixed Use", be introduced
and given first reading;

(2)  That Bylaw No. 8910, 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; '

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

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

®)

)

That Bylaw No. 8910, having been considered in accordance with
OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed
nol to require further consultation;

That Termination of Housing Agreements (Muayfair Place and
Cambridge Park) Bylaw No. 8911 be introduced and given first
reading to permit the Cify to authorize the termination of Housing
Agreements entered into pursuant to Bylaw No. 8677 (Mayfuir Place)
and Bylaw No. 8687 (Cambridge Park);

That Riclmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8912, for a
Zoning Text Amendment to the Low Rise Apartment (ZLR24) -
Alexandra Neighbourhood (West Cambie) Zone to increase the
allowable FAR. for 9500 Odlin Road (Cambridge Park) and 9399
Odlin Road (Mayfair Place) to a maximum of 1.7 be introduced und
given first reading;

That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8913, for a
Zoning Text Amendment to the Town Housing (ZT67) — Alexandra
Neighbourhood (West Camnbie) Zone to increase the allowable F.A.R.
Sfor 9566 Tomicki Avenue (Fisher Gate) to a maxinuom of 0.75 be
introduced and given first reading;

That the payment to the City for the termination and discharge of the
Housing Agreements entered into pursuant to Bylaw No. 8677
(Mayfair Place) and Bylaw No. 8687 (Cambridge Park) be allocated
entirely (100%) to the capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund
established by Reserve Fund Establisiment Bylaw No. 7812;

That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8914, to amend
the Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to create “High Rise
Apartment (ZHRI11) — Brighouse Village (City Centre)” and for the
rezoning of 6251 Minoru Boulevard from "School and Institutional
Use (SI)" to "High Rise Apartiment (ZHR11) Brighouse Village (City
Centre)", be introduced and given first reading; and

That the affordable housing contribution for the rezoning of 6251
Minoru Boulevard (RZ 11-591685) be allocated entirely (100%) to
the capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fimd established by Reserve
Fund Establisltiment Bylaw No. 7812.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY MATTHEW CHENG ARCHITECT INC. FOR
REZONING AT 8751 COOK ROAD FROM LOW DENSITY

TOWNHOUSES (RTLI) TO HIGH DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTH3)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8917, RZ 04-265950) (REDMS No. 3428667)

In reply to a query from Committee, Edwin Lee, Planning Technician —
Design, advised that the initial developrment sign was vandalized; however,
now that a revised proposal has been submitted, a pew sign will be put up.
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[t was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8917, for the rezoning of 8751 Cook Road from “Low
Density Townhouses (RTL1)” to “High Density Townhouses (RTH3)”, be
introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY PENTA BUILDERS GROUP FOR A HERITAGE
ALTERATION PERMIT AT3531 BAYVIEW STREET

(File Ref. No. HA 12-610486) (REDMS No. 3531833)

In reply to a query from Committee, Sara Badyal, Planner II, stated that a
Feritage Alteration Permit (HAP) 1s required as the property is within the
Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Area.

It was moved and seconded

That a Heritage Alteration Permit be issued to authorize the demolition of
structures and associated infrastructure ai 3531 Bayview Street, on a sile
zoned Light Industrial (IL), including:

(a)  the demolition and removal of the building;
(b)  the excavation and removal of associated infrastructure;

(¢c) the temporary storage of existing concrete as milled granular fill
adjacent to and even in height with the raised area along the Bayview
Street edge of the property. The fill will be re-used in future
redevelopment;

(d)  the securing of the site; and
(e)  the installation of new fencing (if needed) with a landscape buffer.
CARRIED

STEVESTON HERITAGE ZONE
(Filec Ref. No.1)

The Chair provided background information and noted that better heritage
planning from the Atagi Boatworks to London Farm would ensure the
preservation of the area. As a result, the following referral was introduced:

[t was moved and seconded _

That staff examine creating a heritage planning and design approach from
the former Atagi Boatworks up to and including London Farm and report
back.

The question on the referral was not called as discussion ensued and it was
noted that better heritage planning would ensure that all stakeholders
including the Steveston Harbour Authority (SHA) would better conserve
Steveston heritage.

Discussion further took place regarding the SHA's recent efforts to design
some of their buildings,
CNCL -50
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Mr. Jackson advised that staff could examine this and bring back a
memorandum addressing issues related to design.

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

PORT METRO VANCOUVER MAP
(File Ref. No.: )

Councillor Steves distributed a map (attached 1o and forming part of these
Minutes as Schedule 1) and commented that the Port has now bought land
north to Westminster Highway. As a result, the following referral was
introduced:

It was moved and seconded

That the designation of the Gilmore Farm and additional Port Metro
Vancouver land as indicated on Port Metro Vancouver’s Fraser Arms Area
Map be referred to staff to investigate and report back to Committee with
actions the City cun take in an effort to curb the expansion of the Port.

CARRIED

ROW-HOUSES
(File Ref. No.: )
Discussion ensued regarding recent amendments to the Land Title Act that

allow for clear party wal! agreements that run with the land in perpetuity. As
a result of the discussion, the following referral was introduced:

It was moved and seconded

That staff examine whether there are suitable sites in Richmond for row
houses and report back to the Planning Committee.

CARRIED

MANAGER’S REPORT
None.
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:51 p.m.).
CARRIED
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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, June 19,

2012.
Councillor Bill McNulty Hanieh Berg
Chair Committee Clerk
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Date:

Place:

,Present:

Absent:
Call to Order:

3558334

Richmond Minutes

Public Works & Transportation Committee

Wednesday, June 20, 2012

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

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

Councillor Linda McPhail
The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:02 p.m.

MINUTES

[t was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works & Transportation
Commitiee held on Wednesday, May 24, 2012, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PROPOSED ROAD SECTIONS IN RICHMOND TO BE ADDED TO
TRANSLINK’S MAJOR ROAD NETWORK

(File Ref. No. 10-6360-12-01) (REDMS No. 3516106)
Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, noted that the figures preseated in
Table 2 (Impact of Proposed Changes to MRN and BICCS Funding), of the -

report are subject to change as a result of TransLink’s cuwrent funding
situation.
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It was moved and seconded _

That the map of road sections proposed to be added to TransLink’s Major
Road Network, as shown in Attachment 1 and described in Table 3 of the
staff report dated May 24, 2012 from the Director, Transportation, be
endorsed. -

CARRIED

PROPOSED CHANGES TO TRANSLINK’S TAXISAVER PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 01-0154-04/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3550714)

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, advised that TransLink is planning on
conducting a public consultation over the summer of 2012, and that the
earliest a report on the matter may be anticipated is the fall of 2012.

Frances Clark, Richmond Centre for Disability (RCD), expressed concerns
about the process undertaken by TransLink in relation to the proposed
changes to the TaxiSaver Program. Ms. Clark stated that the decision about
the TaxiSaver Program was made at an in-camera TransLink meeting, and
was then placed on an open agenda without warning. She expressed her
belief that TransLink should be investigating methods for improving the
current program rather than eliminating it, and made the following comments
about the services currently provided by HandiDart: (1) users must book with
HandiDart many days in advance, and even then, there is no guarantee of
service, (i1) users who receive service from HandiDart may not be guaranteed
a ride back home; (iji) the TaxiSaver program assists those with lower
incomes and medical issues; (iv) a ride from HandiDart has an associated cost
of approximately $30.00 and a ride using the TaxiSaver Program costs
approximately $8.00.

Atleen McCormick, 12931 Gilbert Road, advised that TransLink has
contracied out the HandiDart services to an American company. She further
advised that the HandiDart contract will expire in 2015, and expressed her
belief that the public should have access to the contract details. Ms.
McCormick also noted that Peter Hill, Manager Access Transit, TransLiok,
will be making a presentation in October, 2012, and that she would send
members of City Council with an invitation to attend the presentation.

Louise Young, Coordinator, Richmond Seniors Network, advised the
Committee of a meeting taking place at Richmond Addiction Services (RAS),
at which a discussion related to transportation for seniors, including the
TaxiSaver Program will take place. Ms. Young stated that the TaxiSaver
Program is only one part of the system, and expressed concern about how the
entire system currently places vulnerable seniors at risk. She expressed her
opinion that the entire system needs to be reviewed to meel the needs of the
increasing population of seniors.

A discussion then ensued among staff and members of Committee about:
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o the need for a study by TrausLink on how to make the system more
efficient;

o the long waits HandiDart users experience as other users are dropped
off. It was noted that there are usually fiver users on a trip, and some
may have to wait for an hour or longer before reaching their destination;

o how the TaxiSaver Program provides flexibility, and that most users
prefer to use the TaxiSaver Program instead of HandiDart; and

o the need for enhancements to the TaxiSaver Program to reduce the
amount of abuse and faud.

It was moved and seconded
That TransLink be requested to:

(1)  maintain the TaxiSaver Program;

(2)  conduct full consultation, particudarly with the Riclhmond Seniors
Advisory Committee and the Riclimond Centre for Disability; and

(3) investignte enhancemenis to the system during the consultation
period that meet the needs of the users.

CARRIED

A Richmond Resident, spoke about the benefits of the TaxiSaver Program,
and the concems related to FlandiDart. The delegation stated that since
HandiDart does not allow users to bring their carts on board, those who need
transportation in order to go grocery shopping are unable to use HandiDart.
The delegation also expressed her concerns about the financial burden of
transportation for seniors with a limited income, and stated that people with
disabilities such as blindness are eligible for free bus passes regardiess of their
income level.

MANAGER’S REPORT

Andy Bell, Drainage and Roads Project Engineer, provided an update on the
Fraser River Freshnet as per his memo, titled Fraser River Freshnet Udate —
June 19, 2012 (on file City Clerk’s Office).

Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, provided an update on the traffic lights
at No. 1 Road and Chatham, and stated that the design would be completed
over the summer of 2012, and implementation will follow in the fall. Mr, Wei
was requested by the Chair to provide an update regarding the traffic lights to
the Aty Navy Air Force (ANAF).
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ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:42 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeling of the Public
Works & Transportation Committee of the
Council of the City of Richmond held on
Wednesday, June 20, 2012.

Councillor Linda Bamnes- _ Shanan Dhaliwal
Chair _ Executive Assistant
City Clerk’s Office
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Minutes

Council/School Board Liaison Committee

Date; Wednesday, May 16, 2012
Place: Anderson Room

Richmond City Hall
Present: Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair

Councillor Linda McPhail
School Trustee Donna Sargent
School Trustee Rod Belleza

Call to Order; The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

AGENDA

1t was moved and seconded

That the Council/School Board Liaison Commiftee agenda for the meeting
of Wednesday, May 16, 2012, be adopted with the addition of Item No. 9,
Pedestrian Safety at Walter Lee Elementary.

CARRIED

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Council/School Board Liaison
Committee held on Wednesday, March 28, 2012, be adopled as circulated,

CARRIED
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STANDING ITEMS

JOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT / CTTY MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
(COR — Dave Semple; RSD — Monica Pamer)

It was moved and seconded
That the Joint School District/City Management Commitiee notes for the
meeting held on Tuesday, May 8, 2012, be received for information.

CARRIED
PROGRAMS
(COR — Vemn Jacques; RSD ~ Monica Pamer)

Nonge.

SCHOOL PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE
(RSD — Clive Mason)

Nonec.

BUSINESS ARISING & NEW BUSINESS

CURRENT ISSUES THAT MAY BE IMPACTING RICHMOND
ADOLESCENTS
(COR - Kate Rudelier)

Kate Rudelier, Youth Services Coordinator, was available to respond to
questions related to the report entitled Cuwrrent Issues That May Be Impacting
Richmond Adolescents.

A discussion ensued about an additional report on the matter, entitled
Adolescent Support Team, dated May 14, 2012, from the Director of
Instruction, Learning Services, Board of Education, (attached as Schedule 1,
and forms part of these minutes) and Superintendant, Monica Pamer, noted
that this report identified the following gaps in five areas of service and
support to adolescents:

o Insufficient job placement opportunities for teens with one on one
support;

s  Mobility to and from after school aclivities;
e  Access to various programs;

o Mental health focused groups for adolescents with mental bealth
disorders or illnesses, and support groups for their parents; and

o Insufficient supported recreational opportunities for students with
complex needs.
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Discussion continued about how the City and the Board of Education can
jointly follow-up on the identified gaps. The suggestion was made that a
report identifying a strategy on how to integrate information and discussions
that take place on this matter by the various parties involved be prepared in
order to ensure that no information is lost.

Staff was requested to provide an update on the matter at the next
Council/Board Liaison Committee meeting, and to send copies of both reports
to Vancouver Coastal Health and the Richmond Community Services
Advisory Committee (RCSAC).

[t was moved and seconded
That the reports entitled Current Issues That May be Impacting Richmond
Adolescents, and Adolescent Support, be received for information.

CARRIED

RICAHMOND ADDICTION SERVICES’ PROPOSAL TO RENEW A
FIVE-YEAR PROBLEM GAMBLING PREVENTION AND
EDUCATION PLAN
(COR - Lesley Sherlock)

Lestey Sherlock, Social Planner, advised that Richmond Addiction Services
Society (RASS) had received its 2012 grant to continue prevention work in
community. Ms. Sherlock noted that a related report to City Council on the
matter was anticipated in November 2012.

Ms. Sherlock also advised that in previous years RASS received funding from
the Province which was combined with funding from Vancouver Coastal
Health for the prevention and treatment of addictions, however, the Province
has now contracted a privaic practitioner who will also be doing stmilar work
in the community.

A discussion then took place about a letter from the City, requesting the
Province for continued support of RASS’ funding. City staff was requested to
provide a copy of the Jefter to the Board of Education for information. It was
also noted that this matter would be added to the next Council/School Board
Liatson Committee meeting, and that any comments the Board of Education
has on the matter would need to be submitted to City staff by the end of
September for inclusion in the November, 2012, report to Council.

It was moved and seconded
That the report entifled Richmond Addiction Services’ Proposal to Renew a

Five-Year Problem Gambling Prevention and Educafion Plan be received
Sor information.

CARRIED
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SPORT FOR LIFE
(COR - Vem Jacques) (Verbal Update)

Vem Jacques, Acting Director, Recreation, provided an update on Sport for
Life and spoke aboul how physical literacy prepares youth in terms of
physical movement and skills enabling youth to better take on physical and
mental challenges. He also noted how Sport for Life is a companion
document to the Sport Hosting Strategy and the Community Wellness
Strategy and spoke about the need to develop and keep community volunteers
that support sports.

Dave Semple, General Manager, Parks and Recreation, noted that a
comprehensive strategies progress report will be available in late fall.

1t was moved and seconded
That the verbal update on Sport For Life be received for information.

CARRIED

DISTRICT ANNUAL - A REPORT TO OUR COMMUNITY
(RSD — Mopbica Pamer)

Superintendant, Monica Pamer, circulated and reviewed the District Annual -
A Report to Our Community (on file City Clerk’s Office), and noted that the
Report was a pilot project, on which the Board of Education was seeking
feedback. Discussion took place about the distribution of the Report to City
Couucil, the community centres, the Intercultural Advisory Committee to
include with their newcomer’s guide, and the Advisory Committee on the
Environment (ACE).

Upon reviewing the section on Aboriginal Education, of the District Annual
Report, Ms. Pamer noted that on June 21, 2011, the Richmond School District
signed its first Aboriginal Education Enhancement Agreement, (AEEA) called
“Our Vision, Our Voices”. Committee requested the School District to
provide a copy of the agreement to the City for information.

It was moved and seconded
That the Aboriginal Education Enhancement Agreement (AEEA) be added
to the next Council / School Board Liaison Committee meeting.

CARRIED

It was moved and seconded

That the District Annual - A Report to Our Community be received for
information.

CARRIED
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SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION ON ODLIN DRIVE
{COR — Dave Sempie) (Verbal Update)

A verbal update was upable to be provided at the meeting, therefore the
following information, which was obtained subsequent to the meeting, is
provided:

“A staff report is being prepared to be presented to Council recommending a
sustainable funding strategy for the construction of walkways on local streets
within neighbourhoods to enhance pedestrian safety and mobility. This report
will also address the timing of implementing the proposed pedestrian facility
on Ash Street between Waiter Lee School and Williams Rd. In order to allow
for sufficient time to develop such a strategy, the report has now been
tentatively scheduled for the July 18, 2012, Public Works and Transportation
Commiftee meeting.”

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AT WALTER LEE ELEMENTARY
(COR — Dave Semple) (Verbal Update)

[t was noted that the Parent Advisory Council (PAC) had expressed concerns
about pedestnan safety at Walter Lee Elementary School. A discussion
ensued about the process for handling concerns from PAC, and it was noted
that the Traffic Safety Advisory Commitiee has been involved previously.
Staff was requested to permanently place the Traffic Safety Advisory
Committee on the agenda for future Council/School Board Liaison Committee
meetings.

For more information on this matter please see Item No. 8.

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Wednesday, September 19, 2012 (tentative date) at 9:00 a.m. in the Anderson
Room

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (10:18 a.n).

CARRIED
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Certified a truc and correct copy of the
Minutes of the mecting of the City of
Richmond Council/Schoo] Board Liaison
Committee held on Wednesday, May 16,
2012.

Councillor Linda Bames Shanan Dhaliwal
Chair Executive Assistant
City Clerk’s Office
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City of

Report to Committee

Richmond —
o B8 Swme 2 200
To: Community Safety Committee Date: May 15, 2012
From: Phyilis L. Carlyle File:

General Manager, Law & Community Safety

Re: Anti-ldling Initiatives & Regulation on Public Property

Staff Recommendation

1. THAT the City proceed with Option 2 as outlined in the staff report dated May 15, 2012
from the General Manager, Law & Community Safety titled Anti-Idling Initiatives and
Regulation on Public Property;

2. THAT Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 8829 (Attachment 3) be
ntroduced and given first, second and third reading;

3. THAT Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No. 7403, Amendment Bylaw No. 8830
{Attachment 4) be introduced and given first, second and third reading; and

4, THAT Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, Amendment
g fBQ'law No. 8831 (Attachment 5) be introduced and given first, second and third reading.

Ay |
It
Phyllis L."C ilyle

General Manager, Law & Community Safety
(604.276.4104)

Att. 5
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Staff Report
Origin
At the regular Council meeting held February 12, 2007, the following resolution was passed:

That staff comment and report on the feasibility of introducing an anti-idling bylaw.

Staff was also requested to evaluate and provide information on any anti-idling bylaws that arc in
cffect in other communities. This report responds to the referral and provides recommended
action for addressing unnecessary vehicle idling in the City.

Background

Anti-Idling Impacts

According to the Federal Government, Canadian motorists idle their vehicles an average of 5 to
10 minutes a day. This activity contributes to the negative

health and environmental impacts generally resulting from

vehicle use, mciuding: ‘...more than 10 seconds of

idling uses more fuel than
restarting the engine. Asarule

o degrading air quality through wvehicular exhaust of thumb, if you're going to stop

€mi1ssions; for 10 seconds or more — except
= confributing to climate change through greenhouse gas | in traffic — turn the engine off.
emissions; and You'll save money.”
e consuming non-renewable resources and fiscal Natural Resources Canada

TESOUICES.

Idling can also increase vehicular wear and tear. According to Natural Resources Canada, idling
is not an effective way to warm up a vehicle, even in cold weather. Modemn engines need no
more than 30 seconds of idiing on winter days before driving can begin and excessive idling can
actually damage engine components including the vehicle’s cylinders, spark plugs and exhaust
system.

Drivers often idle their vehicles while running errands, waiting in queues, as well as at pick-up
and drop-off zones.

The recent publication of the British Columbia Ministry of thc Environment in January 2012
titled: ‘2011 Inventory of Air Quality Bylaws in British Columbia’ covering vehicle idling, open
buming and wood burning appliances (full text of the report is available at
hitp://www bcairquality.ca/reports/pdfs/bylaws-201 1.pdf) includes the following:

e BC Emission Sources in 2009 showed that:
o 31.23% of volatile organic compounds (VOC) are from Transportation;
o 66.01% of nitrogen oxides (NOXx) are from Transportation;
o the reaction of VOC and NOx emissions produce ground level ozone (O3); and
o

ground level ozone is a health damaging air pollutant linked to respiratory
problems such as asthma and bronchitis;
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s the total number of vehicle idling bylaws enacted by BC municipalities as of 2011
totalled 46 — an increase of 170% over the 2007 total of 17; and

s 24% of BC municipalities have vehicle idling bylaws covering more than 50% of the
province’s population.

City of Richimond Actions

Since September 2004, Richmond has embarked on initiatives to reduce unnecessary idling, both
corporately and within the Richmond community. Key initiatives include:

« Fleet Operations Idle-Free Educational Initiative;

» City of Richmond and Richmond School District Community 1dle-Free Initiatives;
« City of Richmond Climate Change Showdown; and

« Council’s Sustainable Green Fieet Policy # 2020.

These initiatives are described in more detail in Attachment 1.

Effectiveness of a Bylaw Approach

The purposes for anti-idling bylaws vary. The first anti-idling bylaw was enacted to address
noise. Since then, most bylaws have been enacted in colder climates to target smog reduction
. with more recent bylaws being introduced as a control measure for greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions which would be the situation in Richmond.

Within Richmond, enforcement staff frequentty discovers vehicles idling unnecessarily on public
streets and on City-owned property including large transports, dump trucks, taxis and charter
buses. The availability of an enforcement tool such as a clear and effective bylaw would assist
as a deterrent in these instances.

A summary of the bylaws implemented in British Columbia is provided in Attachment 2. Key
observatious include:

o the perceived value of a bylaw as an opportunity to engage people in constructive
dialogue and inform them about the impacts of idling;

o anti-idling bylaws are viewed predominately as an effective tool to promote voluntary
compliance when enforcement is undertaken; and

« a strong educational campaign associated with the launch of a clear and effective bylaw is
viewed as a fundamental component for achieving significant results.

While some municipalities across Canada have considered passing idling control bylaws but
have elected not to implement a regulatory structure, this decision has largely been based on the
perception that anti-idling bylaws are difficult to enforce and that the focus of resources on
education is expected to achieve greater results.

However, there 1s a wide range of opinions that exists on the relative value of voluntary versus
regulatory approaches for promoting idle-free behaviour. Advantages of implementing a bylaw
include:
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1. an additional degree of seriousness and legitimacy is aftorded to the issue of idling;
2. an opportunity to conduct an enforcement blitz is created; and
3. an opportuntty to engage in building community awareness is provided.

The ability to conduct effective enforcement is a key concern. According to a recent study
conducted by Natural Resources Canada which reviewed the effectiveness of municipal bylaws,
there are a number of problematic clements with implementing anti-idling bylaws. Key
challenges, as revealed by this study and insight provided by neighbouring municipalities,
include:
« effective enforcement on a complaint basis is not practical - drivers of idling vehicles
have most often moved from the scene by the time an enforcement officer can attend;

» municipal departments do not have sufficient resources to address new anti-idling bylaw
enforcement activities except as an add-on to existing parking and traffic safety patrols;

» bylaws alone are likely to be incffective and need to be accompanied by a high-profile
public education campaign; and

« aconcerted effort is required to effectively develop and implement idle-control bylaws.

Some effective campaigns have included targeted signage at local schools and commumity
cen{res to remind drivers to limit their vehicle idling. City staff will be exploring such a program
to augment the launch of the proposed bylaw enhancements.

Resource Impacts for Implementing Anti-Idling Bylaws

The City's Community Bylaws Division considers that any full-time enforcement of an anti-
idling bylaw within its existing resources would impact its ability to carry out its current duties
and responsibilities. For example, enforcement of an anti-idling bylaw as a stand-alone program
would be relatively time-consuming as an officer would need to observe each potential offence
over the prescribed time, and this would detract from the time available to devote to existing
dutics.

However, as an additional tool within existing parking and safety/liability patrols, school safety
patrols and Canada Line patrols, the bylaw enbancements would be very effective with no
financial impact except for the unpredictable revenue from any violations that may be issued.

Analysis

Effectiveness of Current City of Richmond Action

The City of Richmond has undertaken various successful initiatives that support anti-idling
behaviour and with lmited tmpact on existing resources. In particular, the City has made strong
strides in placing its own house in order, with both the implementation of a corporate awareness
program and implementation of a formal policy prohibiting wnnecessary corporate idling through

the City’s Sustainable Green Fleet policy.

The City’s fleet initiatives include:
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e anti-idling education and expcctations as part of driver fraining, orientation and
assessment programs;

e incorporation of energy-efficient LED lighting into specifications for new vehicles to
reduce the draw on battery power and the idling of vehicles when emergency lighting is
employed; and

e planned attempts to incorporate alternate battery technology for operating auxiliary
equipment as the cost of such technology declines.

Options Available for Richmond

Option 1 —  Continue Present Level of Internal Anti-Idling Initiatives
(Nof recommended)

While the City should be recognized for the internal efforts and initiatives to date, which are
outlined in Attachment 1, additional steps can be taken to more effeclively deal with
unnccessary tdling and the level of GHG produced within the City limits.

Option 2 -~  Implement:
o An Enhanced Program to Augment Internal Initiatives and Promote
Public Education and Awareness; and
» An Effective and Cost-Effective Regulatory Framework
(Recommended)

Enhanced Program to Augment Internal Initiatives and Promote Public Education and
Awareness

Research indicates that public education and dialogue is a critical component of any approach
aimed at reducing the impacts of vehicle idling in a community. Staff believes that an enhanced
education and community awareness campaign is an important step towards changing public
behaviour with regard to vehicle idling.

Accordingly, it is staff’s recommendation that the City continue to adhere to and enhance its
existing Sustainable Green Fleet Policy, which prohibits unnecessary idling and supports the
development of partnerships to raise awareness and foster anti-idling behaviour in the
community.

Proposed considerations to enhance the City’s present approach include:

« strengthening of community awarcness through web site development; to be led by the
City’s Transportation Division and undertaken within existing program resources;

» enhancement of the City’s Climate Change Showdown initiative;

« coordination of a dedicated signage program with City departments and agencies to
highlight the necessity to reduce the unnecessary idling of vehicles; and

« providing a recap of these initiatives and regulations, for information, to the City’s
Traffic Safety Advisory Committee which includes Richmond Schoo! Board,
Transportation Division, ICBC, RCMP and Community Bylaws Division.
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Anti-Idling Regulation & Enforcement

Staff recommends implementation of anti-idling enhancements at this time to the City’s Traffic
Bylaw No 5870 and Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No 7403, as well as amendments to
the City’s Notice of Bylaw Violations Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No 8122 to define infractions
and representative fines, due to the following considerations:

e it is expected that, in concert with public awareness initiatives, the existence of a bylaw
deterrent wilt result in greater benefits with respect to air quality improvement;

» thesc additional regulations and their enforcement would only apply to City-owned or
controlted property as outlined in the respective bytaws;

» the enforcement of an effective anti-idling bylaw in concert with existing traffic and
parking patrols would be cost-effective and would not require any additional resources or
affect other existing duties;

« an anti-idling bylaw is not difficult to enforce as a final alternative; and

e an anti-idling bylaw would naturally compliment and support the City’s enhanced public
educational and awareness programs.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Unnecessary vehicle idling is generally considered to be a negative behaviour that contributes to
atmospheric destabilization and significantly degrades air quality. To date, the City of Richmond
has undertaken strong leadership action, establishing a comprehensive anti-idling policy for fleet
operations and supporting community action in partnership with other Richmond departments
and agencies.

Over the last few years, Canadian municipalities in growing numbers have taken action to
support idle-free behaviour and discourage unnecessary vehicle idling. Generally, action has
involved the joint implementation of ac cducational campaign designed to raise awareness and
inspire action and a complimentary bylaw regulating such unwanted activity.

This report concludes that there is merit in implementing an anti-idling bylaw in Richmond and
concludes that this would aid existing momenium in place through current educational-based
initiatives 1n Richmond and provide a more effective opportunity for promoting and advancing
idle-free behaviour in Richmond’s residents, businesses and visitors.

S S0

Wayne G. Mercer
Manager, Commuaity Bylaws
(604.247.4601)

WGM:wgm
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Attachment 1
City of Richmond: Anti-ldling Education and Awareness Action Initiatives

Action by the City of Richmond on anti-idling began in 2004 with nitial corporate efforts aimed
at reducing City fuel use. City action has since grown to include inter-departmental coordinated
action and partnerships with the broader Richmond community aimed at realizing the suite of
health, financial and environmental benefits, An overview description of the main City action
initiatives to date is provided below.

City’s Fleet Operations Idle-Free Initiative

The City’s Fleet Operations Idle-Free Initiative was initiated in 2004 to reduce unnecessary
idling of City fleet vehicles as part of an overall fuel reduction plan. The idle-free initiative
targeted all drivers operating vehicles out of the City’s works yard and educated drivers about
the air quality and health impacts associated with vehicle emissions. The City of Richmond was
recognized by the Fraser Basin Counclil as a regional pioneer of idle-free initiatives.

City of Richmond and Richmond School District Community Idle-Free Initiative

Building on the success of the idle-free program at the City’s Works Yard, City staff partnered
with Richmond School District #38 staff to co-ordinate a Pilot Idle-Free Program involving two

Richmond secondary schools in 2005. This Pilot Program was an
initiative under the Richmond Community One-Tonne Challenge.

Since 2006, the Pilot Program has evolved, involving a greater
number of students and more schools. By 2007, sufficient
momentum had been built that the School District was able to

Community Challenge

continue the idle-free wnitiative without City suppont.
City of Richmond Climate Change Showdown

The Climate Change Showdown, delivered by the non-profit BC Sustainable Energy
Assoctation, is an innovative workshop taught throughout the provinece in elementary schools to
help students leamm about climate change through games and activities. This program also
includes a month-long take-home challenge for students and their families to reduce energy use
and GHG emissions at home. Individuals and classes are then eligible to win prizes based on the
amount of GHGs reduced.

City of Richmond Sustainable Green Fleet Policy

In 2006, the City adopted a Sustainable Green Fleet Policy #2020 aimed at achieving the highest,
most cost-effective and sustainable fleet performance and ultimately best value for the City of
Richmond. The policy identifies best practices to be used for fleet management, including
formally establishes an anti-idling performance requirement for Cily operations.
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Attachment 3

2 e ity of
Richmond Bylaw 8829

Traffic Bylaw No. 5870,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8829

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, as amended, is further amended, at Section 1" by adding the
following, in alphabetical order:

IDLE, IDLING meaans the operation of the engine of a vehicle while
. the vehicle is not in motion.

MOBILE WORKSHOP means a vehicle:

(a) containing workshop equipment powered by the
motor or engine of the vehicle and that must be
operated inside or in association with the vehicle;
or

(b) serving as a facility for taking measurements or
making observations or conducting maintenance
ot construction and operated by or on behalf of a
municipality, public udlity or police, fire or
emergerncy service.

2. Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, as amended, is further amended at PART TWO, Section 12 by
‘ deleting Subsection 12.15 and substituting the following:

12.15 Idling

12.15.1 No person shall cause or permit a vehicle to idle at any one time:

(a) for more than three minutes unless queuved with stopped traffic in the
travel portion of the street; or

(b) while unattended.

12.15.2 Subsection 12.15.]1 does not apply to a vehicle:

(a) in the course of the performance of police, fire, ambulance or other
emergency duties including training activities;

(b) assisting in an emergency activity;

(c) contracted or owned by the City or the province of British Columbia
while conducting public utility services;

CNCL -73
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Bylaw 8829

Page 2

(d) of a public utility corporation while conducting service on related
utilities;

(e) operating as a tow truck;

(f) contracted or owned by the City while conducting bylaw enforcement;

(g) for which idling is required as part of a repair or regular pre-check
maintenance process;,

(h) engaged in a parade or race or other event approved by the City;

(i) idling while passengers are in the course of embarking or disembarking
where such actions may take more than three minutes;

(3) used to transport money or valuables in a secure manner and in which a
person remains to guard the contents in the course of the loading or
unjoading of the money or valuables;

(k) required to use heating or refrigeration systems powered by the motor or

engine for the preservation of perishable cargo; or

(1) while being used as a mobile workshop.

12.16 Where an area is subject to two or more parking limitations, the more

restrictive regulation shall apply.

3. This Bylaw is cited as “Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 8829”.

CITY OF

FIRST READING RICHMOND

r:PPROVEE
SECOND READING °8'.’J.“;§:"y
THIRD READING Cad

APPROV_ED
ADOPTED ity

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Attachment 4

City of
Richmond Bylaw 8830

Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No. 7403,

Amendment Bylaw No. 8830

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

L.

3393045

Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No. 7403, as amended, is further amended, at PART
THREE by adding the following after Section 3.3:

No person shall cause or permit a vehicle to idle at any one time:

(a) for more than three minutes; or
(b) while unattended.

3.4.2 Subsection 3.4.1 does not apply to a vehicle:

(2) in the course of the performance of police, fire, ambulance or other
emergency duties including training activities;

(b) assisting in an emergency activity;

(c) contracted or owned by the City or the province of British Columbija
while conducting public utility services;

(d) of a public utfility corporation while conducting service on related
utilities;

(e) operating as a tow truck;

(f) contracted or owned by the City while conducting bylaw enforcement;

(g) for which idling is required as part of a repair or regular pre-check
maintenance process;

(h) engaged in a parade or race or other event approved by the City;

(1) idling while passéngers are in the cowrse of embarking or disembarking
where such actions may take more than three minutes;

(J) used to transport money or valuables in a secure manner and in which a
person remains to guard the contents in the course of the loading or
unloading of the money or valuables;

(k) required to use heating or refrigeration systems powered by the motor or
engine for the preservation of perishable cargo; or

(1) while being used as a mobile workshop.
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Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No. 7403, as amended, is further amended, at PART
EIGHT by adding the following, in alphabetical order:

IDLE, IDLING means the operation of the engine of a vehicle while
the vehicle is not in motion.

MOBILE WORKSHOP means a vehicle:

(a) containing workshop equipment powered by the
motor or engine of the vehicle and that must. be
operated inside or in assoctation with the vehicle;

or

(b) serving as a facility for taking measurements or
making observations or conducting maintenance
or construction and operated by or on behalf of a
municipality, public utility or police, fire or
emergency service.

3. This Bylaw is cited as “Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No. 7403, Amendment

Bylaw No. 8830”.

FIRST READING
SECOND READING
THIRD READING

ADOPTED

MAYOR
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Attachment S

. City of |
# Richmond | Bylaw 8831

Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8831

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

l. Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122, as amended, 1s further
amended by adding to the end of the table in Schedule A of Bylaw No. 8122 the content of
the table in Schedule A attached to and forming part of this bylaw.

2. This Bylaw is cited as “Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 8122,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8831”.

| FIRST READING . oy or
SECOND READING forcomi by
originating
Divislon
THIRD READING (
ADOPTED e
by Solicitor
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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- City of

7 Report to Committee
% Richmond P

N //4’//4/?/5 o2y Tee /7
To: Planning Committee Date: June 13, 2012 o0/ 2

From: Cathryn Volkering Carlile File: /
General Manager

Re: Provincial Office of the Seniors Advocate

Staff Recommendation

That:

1. The following resolution regarding the Office of the Seniors Advocate, as attached to the
report “Provincial Office of the Seniors Advocate” dated June 13, 2012 from the General
Manager of Community Services, be forwarded to UBCM for consideration at the 2012
UBCM Convention:

WHEREAS the BC Ombudsperson released “The Best of Care: Getting it Right for Seniors
(Part 2)” with 176 recommendations to improve home and community care, home support,
assisted living and residential care services for seniors;

AND WHEREAS the Province released “Improving Care for B.C. Seniors. An Action Plan”™
in response, including the commitment to establish an Office of the Seniors Advocate;

AND WHEREAS the Province conducted public consultations in June and July 2012 1o help
shape the role and functions of this Office,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the UBCM request that the provincial government
ensure that the Office of the Seniors Advocate will, to sufficiently address the BC
Ombudsperson’s recommendations.

be independent and fully resourced,

s focus on home and community care, as well as health promotion services;

e provide proaclive, systemic advocacy;

s prepare and enforce procedures regarding seniors’ care facility complaints,
inspections and reporting,

e be accessible and responsive to BC’s diverse and growing seniors population; and

e support local and provincial seniors’ organisations.

2. A letter be scnt to the Premiter, with copies to the appropriate Minister and Richmond MLAs, .
regarding proposed roles and functions of the Office of the Seniors Advocate.

3553326 CNCL -79



June 13,2012

Cathryn Volkering Carlile
General Manager

Att. 3

REPORT CONCURRENCE

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE

Intergovernmental Relations & Protocol Unit

d

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

/

REVIEWED BY TAG
SUBCOMMITTEE

INITIALS:

A

ReEVIEWED BY CAO

In
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June 13, 2012 -

Lo
1

Staff Report
Origin

In February 2012, the BC Ombudsperson released an extensive report with recommendations
regarding semors’ care, “The Best of Care: Getting if Right for Seniors (Part 2)”. The report
included 176 recommendations to improve home and comntunity care, home suppott, assisted
living and residential care services for seniors. Key recommendations are outlined in
Attachment 1.

Concurrent with the Ombudsperson’s report publication, the Province released a response,
“Improving Care for B.C. Seniors: An Action Plan”. The Plan includes a number of key actions
that the Province will undertake to implement the Ombudsperson’s recommendations. The first
action is appointing a Seniors Advocate “to assist and protect seniors receiving public and
private community and health care services and ensure complaints are resolved.”

The Province has committed Lo establishing an Office of the Seniors Advocate, and is currently
conducting province-wide public consultations regarding the role and function of the Office.

The Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee (RSAC) had previously reguested that Council
endorse the Ombudsperson’s recommendations but, following discussion with their Council
Liaison, decided to make a more specific request. The RSAC subsequently focused on proposed
Provincial actions, and drafted a letter highlighting their priorities for the Office of the Seniors
Advocate. The RSAC resolved at their June 2012 mecting to request that a letter based on the
attached be sent to the Province (Attachment 2).

Analysis

1. Letter Regarding the Officc of the Seniors Advocate
The RSAC proposes in Attachment 2 that the Office of the Seniors Advocate:

be independent and fully resourced,

focus on home and community cate, as well as health promotion services,

provide proactive, systemic advocacy on behalf of BC sentors,

prepare and enforce procedures regarding seniors’ care facility complaints, inspections
and reporting process,

. be accessible and responsive to BC’s diverse and growing seniors population, and

6. support local and provincial seniors’ organizations.

-

The RSAC provides rationale for why cach area is deemed critical for the Office to undertake.
Staff concur that each of these areas is key to ensuring that seniors are supported and cared for in
the best possible manner. With our rapidly increasing seniors population, the importance of this
Office in ensuring seniors well-being cannot be underestimated.

CNCL - 81



June 13,2012 -4 -

2. UBCM Resolution

The Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM) is currently receiving resolutions for consideration at
the September 2012 Convention. A draft resolution outlining RSAC priorities for the Office of
the Seniors Advocate is attached [or Council’s consideration (Aftachment 3). The UBCM
deadline for resolutions is June 30, 2012.

Staff surveyed other Lower Mainland municipalities to determune if others were considering
putting forward such a motion, but no affirmative responses were received.

Financial Impact
There is no financial impact.
Conclusion

After reviewing the Ombudsperson’s recommendations and the Provincial response, the RSAC
has identified priority roles and functions for the proposed Office of the Seniors’ Advocate. As
consultations regarding this Office are currently underway, the RSAC is requesting Council
support in shaping how this Advocate can best epsurc the well-being of seniors. Staff also
recommend Council’s consideration of a UBCM resolution supporting the RSAC request.

Lesley Sherlock
Social Planner

(604-276-4220)

LS:Is
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ATTACHMENT 1

mbudsperson

B:C.s Indapendant Volce For Fairpness

fease

www.bcombudsperson.ca

For Immediate Release
NR12-01
February 14, 2012
IMPROVING THF, CARE OF SENIORS:
OMBUDSPERSON RELEASES REPORT WITH 176 RECOMMENDATIONS

VICTORIA —~ Today Ombudsperson Kim Carter released a 400 plus page report on her office’s three
year investigation into the care of seniors in British Columbia. The Best of Care: Gefting il Right for
Seniors in British Columbia (Part 2) is a comprehensive and in depth investigation that makes 143
findings and 176 recommendations. The recommendations are designed to improve home and
community care, home support, assisted living and residential care scrvices for seniors,

“Qur report focuses on key areas where significant changes should be made with many
recommendations that can be implemented quickly,” says Carter, “We nced to provide a renewed
commitment to some of the most deserving and vulnerable members of our communities; a
commitrocnt that focuses on their needs, listens to their concerns and respects their choices.”

The report makes specific recommendations ta the Ministry of Health and the five regional health
authorijlies. These recommendations include:

s Providing clear information 1o seniors and their families; tracking key home and community
care data and reporting it publicly in an annual home and community care report

s Supporting seniors and families in navigating the home and community care system

s Protecting seniors through consistent reporting and tracking of abuse and neglect

& Protecting those who complain in good faith about home and community care services from
any adverse consequences for doing so

s Assisting scniors to continue to live at home by assessing the adequacy of current home
support programs and analysing the benefits and costs of expansion

s  Ensuring objective and enforceable standards of care for home support services

s  Ensuring fair and cqual treatment by immediately making certain that no seniors in assisted
living are charged for services and benefits that are included in the assessed client rate

s Establishing an active inspection, monitoring and enforcement program in assisted living
residences

s Ensuring equal treatment, benefits and protection of seniors in residential care by
establishing one legislative framework that applies fo all residential care facilities

» Ensuring fair treatment by not charging fees to seniors involuntarily detained in residential
care under the Mental Health Act

s Ensuring objcctive and enforceable standards of care for seniors in residential care

e FEnhancing dementia and end-of-life care services in residential care

During the investigation, the Ombudsperson found that the Minjstry of Health has not made sure that
seniors and their families have access to adequate assistance and support to navigate the complex
home and community care system; has not analyzed whether the hore support program is meeting
its goal of assisting seniors to Jive in their own homes as long as it is practical; and that it is
ineffective and inadequate for the Minisiry of Health to rely on responding to complaints and serious
incident reports as its main form of oversight for assisted living. The Ombudsperson also found that
the Ministry of Health’s decision to maintain two separate legislative frameworks for residential care
has resulted in unfair differences jn the care and services seniors receive and the fees they pay.
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“Our goal is for there to he consistent, province-wide stundards and processes that treat seniors
across B.C. in a fair and cquitable manner,” adds Carter.

While the health autherities have responded to some of (he recommendations in the report, the
majority of the Ombudsperson’s recommendations are currently being considered by the Ministry of
Health. The Ombudsperson will monitor progress that is made on the reccommendations and report
the results through the office’s website.

The Ombudsperson launched her systemic investigation into scniors’ care issues in 2008.

Part 1 of the Ombudsperson’s report, The Best of Care.: Getting it Right for Seniors in British
Columbia (Part 1) was released in December, 2009. Tt contained 10 recommendations that focused
exclusively on issues affecting seniors in residential care.

The Best of Care: Getting it Right for Seniors in British Columbia (Part 2} is available at
www.bcombudsperson.ca.

Also released today are two additional investigation reports related to seniors’ care issues. Both
reports and news releases can be found at www.bcombudsperson.ca. They are:
o On Short Notice: An Investigation of Vancouver Island Health Authority s Process for

Closing Cowichan Lodge

o Fonouring Commitments: An Investigation of Fraser Health Authoritv’s Transfer of Seniors

from Temporarily Funded Residential Care Beds
« Read the Seniors’ Report (Part2)
s [ACT Sheet

-30-

For further information:

Alexis Lang Lunn

Qutreach, Information & Education Officer
Oftice of the Ombudsperson
www.bcombudsperson.ca

250-356-7740
alunn@bcombudsperson.ca
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THE BEST OF CARE, (Pait 2)

FACT SHEE

Home and Community Care Services

In this report, the Office of the Ombudsperson
examined three types of health services for seniors that
fall under Home and Community Care Services: home
support, assisted living and residential care. Delivering
the service is the responsibility of five regional health
authorities and while there is legislation that regulates
the provision of services, much of the actual operation
is guided by policy. Each year, over 50,000 seniors in
B.C. and their families are impacted by home and
community care services.

Our Role

The Ombudsperson is an independent officer of the
legislature appointed pursuant to the Ombudsperson
Act. In this investigation, we looked into the
administrative actions of provincial authorities with the
goal of ensuring they deal with people and deliver
services in a fair and equitable manner.

The investigation

The seniors investigation was launched in 2008 and in
2009 the Ombudsperson relcased the results of the first

part of the investigation with The Best of Care (Part 1.

That report focussed on three residential care issues —
residents’ rights, public information, and the role of
resident and family councils.

The second part of the investigation looked at general
home and community care issues, home support,
assisted living and residential care and the role of the
authorities involved. Issues investigated include access
{o services, adequacy of information, standards of care,
complainls processes, and monitoring and
enforcement. The investigation resulted in a report that
makes 143 [indings and | 76 recommendations. The
report, issued in three volunes, can be viewed by
selecting: Overview (summary), Volume | (full report
on home and community care, home support, assisted
fiving) and Volume 2 (full report on residential care).

R

Authorities Involved with the Investigations

The Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Housing, the
Fraser Health, Interior Health, Northern Health,
Vancouver Coastal and Vancouver Island Health
authorities were tnvelved in the investigation.

Key Recommendations (R)

Home and Community Care

s Provide clear information to seniors and their
families and track key home and community
care data and report it publicly in an annual
home and community care report
R)y1t059tolland 19

»  Support seniors and families in navigating the
home and community care system (R) 22

»  Protect seniors through consistent standards for
training, registration, and criminal records
checks for all care aides and community health
waorkers (R) 23 to 26

e Protect seniors through consistent reporting and
tracking of abuse and neglect (R} 27 to 32

e Protect those who complain jn good faith about
home and community care services from any
adverse consequences for doing so (R} 33

Home Support

»  Assist seniors to continue to live at home by
assessing the adequacy of current home support
programs and analysing the benefits and costs
of expansion (R) 34

» Ensure equal treatroent by developing consistent
and adequate time allotments for home support
activities (R) 35

»  Support seniors by establishing a set time frame
within which seniors requiring home suppori
will receive services (R) 36 to 38

e Lnhance home support by including continuity
of care as an underlying principle (R) 40

s [nsure objective and enforceable standards of
care for home support services (R) 42 and 43

Page | 1
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Assisted Living

s Ensure the Office of the Assisted Living Registrar ceases to contract with the Health Employers Association for
staff (R) 51

¢ Ensure fair and equal treatment by ensuring immediately that no senjors are charged extra for services and
benefits that are included in the assessed client rate (R) 53

¢ Ensure there is a legal foundation for any expansion of services and a concurrent increase in the monitoring and
enforcement powers of the registrar (R) 54 Lo 56

¢ Support Seniors by establishing a timeframe within which seniors requiring assisted living will receive service
(R) 63 to 65

e Protect seniors by establishing a cleay, consistent and fair process for assessing whether they are still able to live
in assisted living (R) 59 to 6}, 67

¢ Ensure objective and enforceable standards of care for assisted living (R) 69

e Provide legally enforceable tenancy rights to assisted living residents (R) 82 to 84

¢ Enhance protection of seniors by establishing a single, accessible process 1o respond to all complaints about
assisted tiving (R) 75 to 81

¢ Enhance protection of seniors by improving reporting of serious incidents (R) 85 to 87

s Establish an active inspection, monitoring and enforcement program (R) 88 and 89

Residential Care

¢ Ensure equal treatment, benefits and protection of seniors in residential care by establishing oue legislative
framework that applies to all residential care facilities (R) 94 to 96

¢ Provide choice and offer flexjbility in moving into residential care (R) 100, 117, 119 and 120

¢ Act transparently by providing seniors and their families with the information they need to make decisions about
placement (R} 102 to 107

¢ Enhance the transparency of the admissions process by establishing a standard admissions agreement and by
bringing Part 3 of the Health Care (Consent) and Care Facility (Admission) Act into force (R) 86-87

s Bosure fair treatment by not charging seniors involuntarily detained in residential care under the Menral Health
Act fees (R) 130 to 132

« Ensure objective and enforceable standards of care for seniors in residential care (R) 133 and 134

s  Establish consistent rules on the use of restraints (R) 135 to 137

o Ensure there are clear legal requirements that apply to obtaining consent for the administration of medication
(R) 139to 141 and 154

s Bstablish specific staffing standards for residential care facilities (R) 142 to 143

¢ Enhance dementia and end-of-life care services in residential care (R) 145 to 147

» Provide a simple and responsive complaints process (R) 148 and 149

s Improve the reporting of incidents, inspections, monitoring and enforcement practices (R) 152, 153, 156 to 167

»  Establish more ransparent and flexible processes for moves between facilities and moves on closure of facilities
(R) 168 to 176

Additional Notes on the Recommendations
Recommendations can also be accessed by selecting links to the following: home and community care, home support,
assisted living, residential care, and by region. The full list is available in the Overview and Volume 2

Page |2
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ATTACHMENT 2

Richmond Seniors Advisory Commzttee ;
Serving Richmond since 1991 =]

Junc 13,2012

Richmond City Councit
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2ClI

Dear Mayor and Councillors:
Re:  Provincial Office of the Seniors Advocate
At the June {3 meeting of the Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee (RSAC), it was moved:

“That the RSAC request that Council send a letter to the Province regarding the role and
function of the Office of the Seniors Advocate as suggested in the attached document.”

Please find attached a proposed letter for Council to consider sending to the Province, as
consultations regarding the vole of the proposed Office of the Seniors Advocate are currently
underway. The suggestions contained therein reflect priorities identified by our Committee with the
well-being of Richmond, and indeed all BC seniors, in mind.

Thank you for considering this request.

//C:t/_z/_/&u/ S MMM

Kathleen Holmes
Chair, Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee

s

o Richmond City Hall 69G NCLro8 Richmond, BCV6Y2C1 1. 1+ rici Lieit s
: Telephone 604 276-4220, Fax 604 276-4052, Email Isherlock@richmond.ca "1 7 + + 2. 1



June 13, 2012

Seniors Action Plan

Ministry of Health

PO Box 9825, STN PROV GOV
Victoria, BC V8W 9W4

Re: SENIORS ADVOCATE

We write to support the provincial government’s recent announcement that an Office of the
Seniors’ Advocate will be established, and to outline key features needed for an effective mandale.

The creation of an effective advocate position is an important step towards implementing the BC
Ombudsperson’s comprehensive recommendations for improving access and accountability in
BC’s system of home and community care. As the Ombudsperson’s recent report (The Best of
Care: Getting it Right for Seniors in British Columbia — Part 2) makes clear, the need for an
advocate is not simply the result of isolated incidents of abuse or inappropriate care, but rather
reflects widespread systemic problems. As such, it is vital that the new Office of the Seniors’
Advocate have an independent, proactive and systemic mandate, including a focus on

health promotion, and also be accessible and responsive to BC’s diverse seniors population.

1. Independent and Fully Resourced

The Office of the Sentors’ Advocate must be established as an independent office of the BC
Legislature with an obligation to report publicly on an annual basis or more often if necessary. The
Sentars’ Advocate should be structured similarly to the powers and responsibilities of the
Representative for Children and Youth. It is extremely importaot that the Seniors® Advocate be
uidependent, fully resourced and report directly to the full legislature.

2. Focus on home and community care as well as health promotion services for seniors

The Office of the Sentors’ Advocate should focus on BC's home and community care sysicm as
well as health promotion services that have the potential to improve seniors” health and well-being,
reduce the use of expensive acute care services, and support senliors to live independently in their
homes for as {ong as possible. The Advocate’s mandate should focus on the current services
offered through home and community care (home support, home care, assisted {iving,
rehabilitation, residential care, and end-of-life care/palliative care), and in addition:

3552236 CNCL - 88



a) Ensure access to social supports for seniors who are unable to maintain social connections on
their own (such as outreach programs that reduce isolation, social activities, health education and
exercise programs that promote healthy aging) and access to basic services such as assistance with
meal preparation, cleaning and house maintenance.

b) Ensure appropriate monitoring of the broader determinants of health such as affordable housing
and accessible, affordable transportation thal support seniors to live independently in their homces
for as long as possible.

3."Proactive, systemic advocacy on behalf of BC seniors
Rather than be complaints-driven only, the Office of the Seniors’ Advocate should be mandated to:

a) Advocate on behalf of seniors to ensure that home care, community care and health promotion
services meet their needs, and that seniors have the ability to advocate for enhancements to these
services. The advocate must, in collaboration with the ombudsperson, ensure that all the
recomraendations in her Report, “The Best of Care: Getting it Right for Seniors in British
Columbia (Part 2)” are implemented.

b) Ensure that systematic monitoring, review, and public reporting on home care, community care
and health promotion services, funded or contracted, are provided by the provincial government
and its service agencies.

¢) Ensure that legislated protection is provided to those employees and users of services in health
care facilities and concerned members of the public who complain or provide information on
instances of abuse, inadequate or lack of care in such facilities.

d) Ensure that seniors at all levels of care and all ethnic groups receive the same level of service
provided by the government in Acute Care, Home Support, Assisted Living and Residential Care.

e) Work collaboratively with the Ministry of Health, health authorities, service providers, and
seniors’ organizations to improve the integration and standardization of services and to ensure a
responsive and accountable system of home care, community care and health promotion services.

f) Provide a range of advocacy services to seniors and/or people caring for them, including
sufficient resources to support self-advocacy and community-based advocacy, monitoring and
addressing problems in existing complaints processes, and in some cases advocating directly on
behalf of seniors.

g) Ensure that the above activitics and supports focus on the necds of vulnerable and/or
marginalized seniors, including First Nations, immigrant and visible minority seniors, the frail
elderly, seniors with low incomes and LGBT senioss.

4. Complaints, Inspections and Reporting Process

a) There must be specific guidelines and they must be enforceable and enforced.

b) Inspections of any and all seniors’ care facilities should be at random, not known in

advance and exemptions from compliance be monitored by either the Advocate or an outside
qualified third party.
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S. Accessible and respoasive to BC’s diverse and growing seniors population

It is important for the Advocate’s mandate to reflect the size, diversity and vulperability of BC's
growing senior’s population, and the complexity of seniors’ health-related needs. Appropriate
processes and resources will be required to identify key issues of concern fo senjors in local
communities across the pravince, and from different sub-populations (such as frail seniors, Fust
Nations, immigrant, visible minority seniors, and LGBT seniors).

6. The new Advocate’s mandate should:

a) Ensure Jocal and provincial seniors’ organizations have the resources to conduct outreach to
their respective communities in order to identify emerging and long-standing issues of concern, and
provide information to these communities about the Advocate’s work.

b) Provide a range of in-person and online opportunities for seniors’ organizations (o engage with
the Office of the Seniors’ Advocate, including a yearly in-person meeting with key provincial
organizalions.

We look forward to participating in further dialogue in regard to the Office of the Seniors’
Advocate,

Sincerely,

Richmond City Council

Ce The Honourable Michacl de Jong, Minister of Health
Mike Famworth, Opposition Critic for Health
Katrine Conroy, Opposition Critic for Seniors and Long-Term Care
Kim Carter, BC Ombudsperson
Heather Devine, Seniors Action Plan Team
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ATTACHMENT 3

Proposed UBCM Resolution: OFFICE OF THE SENIORS ADVOCATE

WHEREAS the BC Ombudsperson released “The Best of Care: Getting it Right for Seniors (Part
2y with 176 recommendations to improve home and community care, home support, assisted
living and residential care services for seniors;

AND WHEREAS the Province released “Improving Care for B.C. Seniors: An Action Plan” in
response, including the commitment to establish an Office of the Seniors Advocate;

AND WHEREAS the Province conducted public consultations in June and July 2012 to help
shape the role and functions of this Office;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the UBCM request that the provincial government ensure
that the Office of the Seniors Advocate will, to sufficiently address the BC Ombudsperson’s
recommendations:

e be independent and fully resourced;

o focus on home and community care, as well as hiealth promotion services;

o provide proactive, systemic advocacy;

s prepare and enforce procedures regarding seniors’ care facility complaints, inspections
and reporting;

e Dbe accessible and responsive to BC’s diverse and growing seaiors population; and

o support local and provincial seniors’ organisations.
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Report to Committee

# Richmond

7O .'//’0'/7/,’/'-//\7 Cormpmrr - AL /¢/ 2&/2—
To: Planning Commitiee Date: May 30, 2012

From: Cathryn Volkering Carlile File:  08-4057-05/2012
General Manager — Community Services

Re: Project Specific Financial and Policy Considerations for the Proposed
Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing Development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard

J. That the recommendations in the staff report dated May 30, 2012 from the General
Manager, Community Services, to provide financial support by the City to Richmond
Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing Society for the proposed Kiwanis Towers affordable
housing project at 6251 Minoru Boulevard, be endorsed, subject to the following
conditions being satisfied:

a. Richmond Rezoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8914 (RZ 11-591685)
being adopted; and

b. Confirmation from the Kiwanis Seniors Housing Society that the required funding
and/or financing has been secured.

2. That the Kiwanis Towers development be approved as a special development
circumstance, meeting the Affordable Housing Strategy and other City policy
requirements, as outlined in the staff report dated May 30, 2012 from the General
Manager, Community Services, titled “Project Specific Financial and Policy
Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing Development at
6251 Minoru Boulevard.

3. That Official Conununity Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8915 to amend the City Centre
Area Plan (dated September 14, 2009), as set out in the staff report dated May 30, 2012
from the General Manager of Community Services, entitled “Project Specific Financial
and Policy Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing
Development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard”, be introduced and given first reading.

4, The Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 8916 to amend the West Cambie
Area Plan (dated July 24, 2006), as set out in the staff report dated May 30, 2012 from
the General Manager of Community Services, entitled “Project Specific Financial and
Policy Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing Development
at 6251 Minoru Boulevard”, be introduced and given first reading.
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That Bylaws No. 8915 and No. 8916, having been considered in conjunction with:

o the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program,

o the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste
Management Plans;

are hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with
Section 882(3)(2) of the Local Government Act.

6. That Bylaw No. 8915 and No. 8916, having been considered in accordance with OCP
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further
consultation.

7. That amendments to the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy (dated May 9, 2007), as
set out in Attachment 3 of the staff report dated May 30, 2012 from the General
Manager of Community Services, entitled “Project Specific Financial and Policy
Considerations for the Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing Development at 6251
Minoru Boulevard”, be approved as Addendum No. 4 to the Richmond Aftfordable Housing
Strategy.

8. That staff work with the Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing Society applicant
team to assist in the development of a tenant management plan to address: operation and
tenant manageient, resident amenity planning, and community networking and
partnership opportunities for the delivery of housing and resident programming.

9. That §5,452,672 be allocated to Kiwanis Towers Affordable Housing Development from
the existing City Wide Affordable Housing projects.

10. That staff bring forward reports to Council to request funds for the Kiwanis project as
part of the Capital Budget process or through a special repor, if required

PN , Y P
/g f'/(:'l”'g/'iﬁ -L-/( w"‘%

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

Att. 4 |
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Staff Report
Origin
On July 22, 2009, Council passed the following motion:

That staff develop and bring forward to the Planning Committee options for funding on a
case by case basis of development cosi charges and servicing costs for affordable
housing projects.

This report responds to the above referral, specifically pertaining to a proposed redevelopment of
the Kiwanis Senior’s Housing Complex. The report provides information on the Kiwanis
redevelopment proposal. It includes a rationale to utilize the City’s Capital Affordable Housing
Reserve Funds to support the development of subsidized, low-income housing for seniors
through the provision of City contributions to cover development cost charges, servicing costs
and municipal permit fees for the project and a portion of the construction costs of the project.

In addition to the 2009 referral, staff also brought forward the Kiwanis/Polygon concept last
year, prior to the submission of the application, to City Council for discussion. The proposed
concept was supported by Council.

Analysis

The City has received a Rezoning application from Polygon Carrera Homes Ltd. (“Polygon”™) in
collaboration with the Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing Society (“Kiwanis™) for the
development of the Kiwanis Towers low income seniors rental housing at 6251 Minoru
Boulevard. The proposed affordable housing portion of the development consists of 2 concrete
towers containing a total of 296 1-bedroom units and 710 square metres of resident indoor
amenity spaces (“Kiwanis Towers Project”).

The Affordable Housing Strategy prioritizes the use of affordable housing reserve funds for
subsidized housing to support low income households (i.e. rents below what is stipulated in the
Strategy for low end market rental units). In addition, Affordable Housing Reserve Fund
allocations are determined through a competitive proposal call process (i.e. the City-owned site
at 8111 Granville Avenue/8080 Anderson Road), with exception given to Council approved
affordable housing projects in special development circurmstances to:

o Meet senior government funding deadlines, and

o Confirm that funding has or will be obtained from other levels of government and other
partners.

The Kiwanis request for the 6251 Minoru Boulevard affordable housing development has been
reviewed as a “project-specific” special development circumstance that is proposing to:

o Secure rents below the Affordable Housing Strategy rates;
¢ Seek financial support from other levels of government;

s Meet the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund Policy funding priority for the provision of
subsidized rental housing (i.e. low income seniors); and
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o Align with the Affordable Housing Strategy proposal review and approval criteria.

Subject to Council approval, the proposed Kiwanis and City-owned sites will be the only
affordable housing developments at this time to be considered for municipal capital funding
support that varies from the City’s standard affordable housing and OCP policies. Further details
of the Kiwanis review and determination for funding are outlined below and described in this
report.

As part of the proposal, Kiwanis has requested City financial support for the proposed Kiwanis
Tower project, to include: '

Kiwanis Towers Financial Project Summary:

Financial Contribution Category | Total Amount Current Funding Source
Kiwanis Proposed Equity $21.070,000 Kiwanis

Contribution

City Contribution: Affordable $18,690,406 City of Richmond through
Housing Value Transfers from affordable housing value
Polygon projects (Subject to transfers from Polygon
Council approval and provided that projects.

City receives such funds)

City Contribution: $ 2,147,204 City of Richmond

City Contribution: Municipal $ 3,305,468 City of Richmond
Contribution towards Development
Cost Charge, Servicing Cost

Charge, and Building Permit Fees

Remaining Estimated Financing $13,275,922 Kiwanis to secure mortgage
Required (*Total reflects proposed

contriputions being applied, as (BC Rousing providing
noted above) construction financing and

arranging mortgage)

Total Gross Capital $58,489,000
Construction Project Costs (A
fixed construction contract has
been negotiated between Kiwanis
and Polygon)

“Total financing costs are subject to BC Housing financing approval terms and requirements. Kiwanis reports
$16,581,390 for BC Housing financing costs, which doesn’t reflecl the proposed City contribution towards DCC, SC,
and Municipal Permit costs.

Average Tenant Rents: $680-$830 (Rents may be lower based on final requirements for
financing)

Total Shelter Costs:  $755-3$905 (Includes rent, average electrical charges, and tenant insurance)
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A Housing Agreement to secure 296 units of low-income rental housing for seniors will be
registered on title. A subsequent report will be brought forward to Council outlining the terms
and conditions for the housing agreement,

This report provides an overview and analysis of the Kiwanis request with respect to:

Section A: City Policy considerations to support the Kiwanis Towers financial support
request, and

Section B: Affordable Housing Strategy requirements and considerations.

Section A: City Policy Considerations and Proposed City Contributions to Support the
Kiwanis Towers Financial Support Request

To support the viability of the project and to further Kiwanis’ ability to provide tenant rents
below what is stipulated in the Affordable Housing Strategy, the proposal involves the following
financial offsets:

¢ Existing funds in the City’s Capital Affordable Housing Capital Reserve Fund, and

¢ Affordable Housing Value Transfers from current and proposed Polygon projects, (note:
further details of the proposed transfer method and outcomes are outlined below).

Staff had previousty conducted a review to determine what funding sources could be utilized to
provide financial support for the affordable housing projects. Through the review, it was
identified that the Affordable Housing Statutory Reserve Fund Policy-S008, Section 5.15 of the
Zoning Bylaw 8500 and Affordable Housing Operating Reserve Fund Bylaw No. 8206 required
amendments to align with the Affordable Housing Strategy and other City requirements for the
allocation and distribution of Affordable Housing Reserve Funds.

Council endorsed the proposed amendments to the above Bylaws and policy at its meeting of
April 10, 2012. The Bylaw and amendments were subsequently adopled. The amendments
provide Councit with the authority to direct:

1. Different proportions of contributions to the Affordablie Housing Reserve Funds, from
time to time, to support affordable housing special development circumstances, and

2. Capital financial support for specific affordable housing developments for affordable
housing project eligible costs that include:

a) Municipal fiscal relief (i.e. development cost charges, costs refated to the construction

of infrastructure required to service the land, and development application and permit
fees).

b) The construction of infrastructure required to service the land on which the affordable
housing is being constructed; and

¢) Other costs normally associated with construction of the affordable housing (e.g.
design costs, soft costs).
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A. Proposed City Contribution: Affordable Housing Value Transfers

Kiwanis is requesting the City's consideration of financial support for the proposed Kiwanis
Towers development to support the financial viability of the project, and to provide tenant rents
below what is stipulated in the City’s Strategy. Kiwanis is requesting Council consideration of
approval for affordable housing value transfers from Polygon sites that have or will require the
provision of affordable housing.

The proposal identifies values for converting the requirement to provide affordable housing units
into a cash-in-lieu equivalent (referred to in this report as Affordable Housing Value Transfers or
AHVT) for several current and proposed Polygon developments. These AHVTs are proposed to
be deposited into the City’s Affordable Housing Capital Reserve Fund and then, at the City’s
discretion, allocated to the Capital construction costs of the proposed Kiwanis Towers
development -

The City hired G.P. Rollo & Associates (GPRA), land economists, experienced in affordable
housing matters, to:

1. Work with the City and Polygon to analyze the proposed AHVT rates;
2. Review the proposed AHVT’s to support the Kiwanis site; and

3. Generate a calculation method that is sound and reasonable, without creating an on-going
incentive for developers to deviate from standard City policy.

The AHVT rate has been determined as the difference between the cost to produce a unit and the
average market value of the affordable housing units, utilizing Richmond specific market
analysis. From the GPRA analysis, it was determined that the affordable housing value transfer
for developments where developers do not intend to keep the affordable housing portion of their
density bonus granted for developing affordable housing on the transfer site will be:

A.  $160 sf. for wood-frame construction, and
B.  $225 sf. for concrete projects.

These rates would apply where the developer pays the AHVT rate and doesn’t choose to build
the affordable housing square footage either on the development site or another site in the City.
This reduces the gross buildable area by the affordable housing square footage and common
areas that are no longer required.

It is important to note that should developers opt to keep the affordable housing portion of their
density bonus, granted for developing affordable housing on another transfer site, the amounts
are higher and will be:

A. $230 sf. for wood-frame construction, and

B.  $278 st. for concrete projects.
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Kiwanjs is requesting that the City accept AHVT contributions for the following current and
proposed Polygon developments. If Council approves the proposed developments, Kiwanis is
requesting that 100 percent of the contributions be allocated to the City’s Capital Affordable
Housing Reserve Fund and at the City’s discretion (provided that the amounts have been
collected), be used to support the Kiwanis Towers project. [t is important to note that rates are
derived for the purpose of the Kiwanis Development Tower project only and should not be used
for future projects. The request includes:

Project Affordable Housing Value Affordable Housing Total Contribution
Transfer Rate Square Feet

Mayfair Place $160/ sf. 13,896 sf. actuai built $2,223,360

9399 Odlin Road area .

(16 Built, Secured Units)
RZ 10-537689
_{(West Cambie Area)

Cambridge Park $160/s1. 17,010 combined built | $2.721,600
9500 Odlin Road area (Cambridge,

(22 Built, Secured Units) Wishing Tree and

RZ 08-408104 Fisher Gate)

(West Cambie Area)

Carrera (Market side/Kiwanis) | $225/sf. 18,071 sf. $4,066,031
6251 Minoru Boulevard
RZ 11-581685 (Pending
Council Approval)

(City Cenfre)

Mueller $225/sf. 23,277 sf. $5,237,409
8331, 8351, 8371 Cambie Rd.
& 3651 Sexsmith Rd.
RZ 11-591885 (Under Review
By Staff)

_(City Centre)

Alexandra Road East $160/sf. 9,817 sf. $1,570,741
9331, 9393, 9431, 9451 &
9471 Alexandra Road

RZ 12-598503 (Under Review
By Staff)

{(West Cambie)

Alexandra Road West $160/sf, 17,945 sf. $2,871.264
8481, 9511, 8531 & 9591
Alexandra Road
RZ 12-598506 (Under Review
By Staff)

est Cambie)

Total ' $18,690,406

*Above amounts are subject to the City's final determination, sUbjed to annual review and construction price index
adjustments, as required.

Kiwanis is applying for construction and mortgage financing from BC Housing. The proposed

affordable housing value transfers will support the non-profit affordable housing provider to
qualify for Provincial Project Approval for financing.
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B. Proposed City Contribution: Cash-In-Lieu Contributions

Cash-in-lieu contributions are deposited to the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve Fund to

support the City’s abilify to purchase or acquire land for affordable housing development and to
leverage funding opportunities to work with senior levels of government and community-based
groups to support the City’s affordable housing objectives.

On July 24, 2006, Council adopted the West Cambie-Alexandra Amenity Guidelines- Policy
5044, The guidelines developed developer contribution guidelines for developers seeking a
density bonus through rezoning applications in the West Cambie area.

In 2007, a total of $2,147,204 was received from the Polygon Henessey Green (9800 Odlin
Road; RZ 06-354959) and Meridian Gate (9288 Odlin Road; RZ 06-344033) projects in the West
Cambie area. The projects contributions were deposited to the City’s Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund to be used for Affordable Housing Capital Projects in the West Cambie area.

Kiwanis has requested that an amount equal to the voluntary housing contributions of $2,147,204
made by Polygon for the Hennessey Green and Meridian Gate projects be disbursed towards the

Kiwanis Tower Projects.

C. Proposed City Contribution: Development Cost Charge, Service Cost Charge and

Building Permit Fees

Due to limited senior government capital funding for subsidized rental housing development, an
integrated funding approach is required to leverage financial support from various sources.

In addition, Kiwanis is requesting consideration of City contributions toward the development
cost charge, service cost charge, development application and/or building permit fees to support
their efforts to provide tenant rents that are below the rates stipulated in the Strategy. Their
request has been reviewed utilizing a criteria generated from comparative research of current
municipal grant initiatives. A summary of the assessment is as follows:

Criteria Requlrements

Kiwanis Tower Project

Eligibility

The eligible applicant must be a
non-profit society or non-profit
developer

Richmond Kiwanig Seniors Housing
Society has operated Seniors
housing at the Minoru localion since
1969.

Constitution registered on
September 21, 1959

B.C. Registered Society Business
Number on file.

A written request from the
appficant indicating the number of
units fo secure rents befow what
is stipulated in the Affordable
Housing Strategy

The affordable housing development
consists of: 296 subsidized, seniors
rental units

The 2012 affordable housing
strategy stiputates a $925 maximum
reni for a 1-bedroom unit, in
accordance with Housing income
Limits published by CMHC.

A rezoning application has been
received for the proposed
development,

Kiwanis will secure rents ranging
between $680-$830 per month.

The totat shelter costs will range
between $755-$305 per month (i.e.
rent, electrical and tenant liability
insurance costs).
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The rents must be secured below
the Affordable Housing Strategy in

perpetuity.

Terms to be Secured through a
City's Housing Agreement and
Housing Covenant registered on title
in perpetuity.

Rents and income threshold jimits
and annuat verification of tenant
eligibility are subject to the City's
requirements as outlined in the
Housing Agreement.

Confirmation that funding from at
least one source has been
committed and/or secured (e.g. a
partner from another level of
government, private sector, or
non-profijt secfor).

Kiwanis equity contribution ($21 M)

BC Housing Financing Provisional
Provincial Approvat has been
provided to Kiwanis.

Proposed City contributions,

Final Provincial Project Approval wifl
be processed upon receiving
confirmation that the project has
received the required municipal
approvals and has met the BC
Housing financing requirements.

BC Housing to have 1* priority on
construction financing agreements.

City to assume 2™ priority on
mortgage and other security.

The appflicant has submitted a
sound financial, business, and a
resldent amenity plan.

A financial pro forma has been
received to include capital
construction costs and on-going
operaftng/maintenance budget
requirements.

On hehalf of Kiwanis, Polygon to
facilitate a tenant relocation program
during conslruction to include: move
out, move in, and temporary rental
placement and assistance.

In addition, Kiwanis and Polygon
representatives are working with the
City through a collaborative muiti-
stakeholder initiative (i.e. City, BC
Housing, Vancouver Coastal Heaith,
BC Non-Profit Housing Association,
and BC Hydro) to support the
rezoning process, development of an
affordable housing provision
ralionale and a communications
process.

Polygon has been hired by Kiwanis
to oversee the development and
construction management of the
proposed Kiwanis Towers
development.

City staff facilitated a multi-
stakeholder project communications
process to support:

1) BC Hydro Thermal Comfort and
Energy Modeling to maximize:
energy efficient building design, life
cycle operation cost analysis, and
non-profit provider and tenant utility
savings.

2) Resident amenity and service
program planning (e.g. community
heatlh spaces).

3) Operations and Management
ptans (i.e. tenant management,
operation and maintenance
requirements and best practices).

Housing is to be owned and
operated in the Jong-term by a
non-profit soclety, non-profit
housing provider or government
body.

A City Housing Agreement and
Housing Covenant wili be registered
on title to ensure use is secured in
perpetuity.

BC Housing to register a Section 219
Covenant on Title, which will expire 5
years after the morigage being paid
in full.

Kiwanis Senior Housing Society will
retain ownership and oversee the
management of the proposed
Kiwanis Towers Development as
senior low-income rental housing.

The development cost charge, service cost charge, development application and/or building
permit fees are calculated by the total square feet of buildable, residential area that is designated
for subsidized, affordable rental housing. The contribution by the City for the payment of these
costs is proposed to come from the City’s Affordable Housing Capital Reserve Fund. The

estimated costs are;
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CITY CONTRIBUTION: CATEGORY AMOUNT
Development Cost Charges $2,160,118
Building Permit Fees $691,000
Servicing Cost Charges - Road Works $196,950
Servicing Cost Charges - Water $72.150
Servicing Cost Charges - Storm $74,100
Servicing Cost Charges - Sanitary $40,950
Servicing Cost Charges - Hydro / Telephone $42 800
Servicing Cost Charges - Service Connection Fees $27,300
Total City Contribution $3,305,468

*Offsite services were based on a pre-rated land area calculation between Polygon's adjacent Carerra development
and Kiwanis. Kiwanis was allocated 39% of the total costs. Actual costs of Servicing Agreements will not be finalized
until engineering design is approved and the contract for construction that will include servicing related costs is
secured. Should the actual values exceed $454,350; any additional level requests are to be provided in writing from
the Kiwanis Society to include confirned values and are subject to the City determination and approval requirements.

Summary: The Kiwanis Towers project meets the non-profit eligibility requirements to apply
for a City confribution for the payment of Development Cost Charge, Service Cost Charge, and
Building Permit fees. The City’s contribution would support Kiwanis to achieve financial
viability and to maintain rents below the Strategy rates.

Section B: City policy and Affordable Housing Strategy proposal review considerations

The Richmond OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043 provides direction regarding
the consultation requirements for an OCP amendment. The Policy requires a {ocal government
to consider opportunities for consultation with persons, organizations and authorities that may be
affected by the enactment, repeal, or amendment of an OCP bylaw. The consultation process for
the Kiwanis proposed development included two components to address the physical nature and
affordabte housing arrangements, as noted below:

A. Physical nature of the proposed Kiwanis development

Community consultation details about the physical nature of the proposed Kiwanis development
are outlined in the report entitled, “Application by Polygon Development 275 Ltd. for Rezoning
at 6251 Minoru Boulevard from School and Institutional Use (SI) to High Rise Apartment
(ZHR11) Brighouse Village (City Centre)”, dated May 30, 2012 from the Director of
Development.
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B. The affordable housing arrangements of the proposed Kiwanis development

The Strategy’s affordabte housing proposal review criteria focuses on supporting non-profit
affordable housing providers to build capacity to respond to existing and emerging affordable
housing needs. Staff worked with Kiwanis Seniors Housing Society and Polygon to build
relationships, provide resources, generate stakeholder consultation, and facilitate technical
analysis for the support for affordable housing development that includes the provision of cash
contributions to support affordable housing in special development circumstances.

The collaborative, multi-stakeholder consultation process included participation from:

BC Non-Profit Housing Association - Provided assistance in the facliitation of the BC
Hydro Thermal Comfort and Energy Modeling

- Provided non-profit resources and technical
support to Kiwanis, Polygon and the City.

BC Hydro - BC Hydro New Construction Program to conduct
the Thermal Comfort and Energy Modeling

BC Housing - Collaborative Projeci Communications support

- Project Financing, Operations and Management
expertise and best practice information.

Vancouver Coastal Health - Coltaborative project communications support

- Facilities, Minoru Residence, communications,
community partnership, and senior tenant health
and well-being considerations.

CHIMO Crisis Services (Outreach and Advocacy) - Provided tenant assistance, support and input into
the Kiwanis Tenant Relocation Program
Implementation.

Seniors Advisory Committee - Provided Kiwanis and Polygon feedback about the
proposed development with respect to senior and
community issues.

Seniors Minoru Place Society Executive Board - Provided feedback about the proposed
development and key resident and community
amenity planning considerations for seniors.

City staff - Facilitated inter-department coflaboration to
provide technical, communications, planning, and
community services suppart to Kiwanis and
Polygon.

- Community Services staff provided applicants with
the Affordable Housing Strategy proposal review
criteria and utilized the information to guide the
collgborative process.
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Further collaboration is recommended, due to the significant proposed investment of municipal
resources that is being requested for the project, as well as, to support Kiwanis in the
development of resident amenity programming, community networking and partnership
opportunities to effectively meet the projected increase and diverse needs of the seniors to be
housed in the proposed development.

It is believed that the Policy 5043 requirements have been met through the consultation process.
Further opportunities for input by residents, business, organizations, and property owners will be
provided at the Planning Committee meeting, Council meeting, and statutory Public Hearing,

1. Proposed Amendments to City Centre Area Plan (CCAP)- Section 4.1.(n)- Density
Bonusing- Affordable Housing

On September 14, 2009, the City Centre Arca Plan was adopted by Council. In accordance with
the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy, an affordable housing density bonusing approach is
included in the City Centre Area Plan to be used for rezoning applications in the City Centre.

Existing Policy Requirements

Apartments and mixed use devefopments over 80 residentiat | Make available at least 5% of their total residential
units are required to construct affordable housing units on building area (or a minimum of 4 residential units)
site. for affordable fow end market rental housing.

Note: Calculation on net area as per the Zoning
Bylaw.

An amendment to the CCAP Section 4.1 is required to allow developers to provide cash
contributions for affordable housing in special development circumstances that include
apartments or mixed use developments over 80 units, which meet the City’s Affordable Housing
Strategy and Policy requirements. The proposed amendment to Bylaw No. 8915 reflects the
recommended amendment that is required to facilitate the contributions from the current and
proposed Polygon developments within the City Centre Area (Attachment 1).

Proposed Amendment to be added (in_bold)

Apartmenis and mixed use developments over 80 Construct and make available at least 5% of their

residential units total residential building area (or a minimum of 4
resigential units) for affordable low end market rental
fhousing, or

Provide a cash contribution towards affordable
housing only in Council approved special
development circumstances, while continuing to
meet the City's affordable housing policy

requirements.

2. Proposed amendments to the West Cambie Area Plan- Section 9.3, Objective 3

On July 24, 2006, the West Carabie Area Plan was adopted and includes the following policy for
affordable housing density bonuses for properties within the Alexandra quarter:
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Density Bonusing- Affordable Housirg

a)

b)

)

d)

Densily Bonusing will be offered to
developers where they build affordabie
housing with their development;

The intent of density bonusing for
affordable housing is to secure a number of
affordable housing units within a
development (e.g. 5% of the total units)
and o permit additional density for market
housing as a financial incentive to the
developer for building the affordable
housing;

Conceptually, the increased density bonus
{D8) will be allocated, as follows:

s  One-third of the DB, for affordable
housing; and

o Two-thirds of the D8 to pay for the
affordable housing and to provide a
developer incentive.

« Note that this formula may vary
slightly, based on an economic
analysis during the devetopment
application review process.

City staff and developers will work together
to achieve this goal.

An amendment to the West Cambie Area Plan density bonusing amenity provisions for
affordable housing is required to permit cash contributions towards affordable housing in special
development circumstances. The proposed amendment to Bylaw No. 8916 reflects the
recommended amendment that is required to facilitate the contributions from the current and
proposed Polygon developments within the West Cambie Area (Attachment 2).

Proposed Amendment to be added (in bold)

Density Bonusing- Affordable Housing

e)

Provide a cash contribution towards
affordable housing only in Council
approved gpecial development
circumstances, while continuing to meet
the City’s affordable housing policy

reguirements.

3. Affordable Housing Policy proposed amendments- Policy Area #2

Policy area 2, recommendations 9 and 10 of the Affordable Housing Strategy outlines the
requirements for the use of regulatory tools and approaches to facilitate the creation of new

affordable housing.

3487847
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Existing requirements — Policy Area #2, Recommendation No. 9 and 10

Affordable Low End Market Rental Housing

#9) In order to meet the City’s targets for affordabie low end
market rental housing, a density bonusing approach
involving the provision of affordable housing units as an
amenity be utilized for apariment and mixed use
developments involving mare than 80 residential units for
rezoning applications sreceived after July 1, 2007.

#10
) Where an affordable housing unit density bonusing

approach is provided for apariment and mixed use
developments involving more than 80 residential units:

a) atleast 5% of the folal residential building area
(or a minimum of 4 rasidential unijts) should be
made avaitable for affordable low end market
rental purposes,

b) the unit sizes and number of bedrooms will be
determined by the City; and

c) the affordable low end market rental unitg will
be subject to a housing agreement regisiered
on tifle.

The City has historically recognized the value of securing built affordable housing in areas
throughout Richmond. Therefore, any decision on accepting AHVT contribution in place of
requiring the constructed affordable housing units for the purpose supporting the proposed
Kiwanis Towers project should not be viewed as a precedent or shift from the City’s standard
requirement to implement the affordable housing built requirements as patt of the density bonus
provisions in each planning arca (e.g. City Centre Area Plan and West Cambie Area Plan).

However, as a special development circumstance, to facilitate the AHVTs to support the creation
and funding of seniors rental housing at the Kiwanis Towers project, an amendment to the
Affordable Housing Strategy Policy Area 2 is required (Attachment 3). The proposed
amendment, presented below and in Attachment 3, will uphold the City’s preferred method of
securing units through the density bonusing approach and wiil allow for AHVT contributions to
City approved affordable housing projects in special development circunstances.

Proposed Amendment to be added (in bold)

Affordable tow End Market Rental Housing ['In order to meet the City's targets for affordable low end
market rental housing, a density bonusing approach
involving the provision of affordable housing units as an
amenity be utilized for apariment and mixed use
developments involving more than 80 residential units for
rezoning applications received after July 1, 2007, and

In lleu of constructed units, cash contributions to be
allowed toward affordable housing only in Council
approved special development circumstances that

meet the City's affordable housing policy and other

#9a)
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City requirements.

In lleu of constructed units, cash contributions to be
allowed towards affordable housing only in Council
#10d) approved special development circumstances that
meet the City's affordable housing policy and other
Clty requirements. The affordable housing transfer
value rates are subject to the City's final
determination and periodic assessment of housing.
market and financial requlrements.

4. Policy and Impact Assessment to the City’s Affordable Housing Needs

The proposed development and request for affordable housing value transfers will support the
provision of much needed low-income, senior rental housing and the financial viability of the
Kiwanis project. However, the proposed transfers also raises socio-economic and policy
questions, such as:

1. Isit the best use of significant municipal investment of resources (i.e. Affordable
Housing Reserve FFunds and the conversion of secured, built affordable bousing units to
market housing) to support affordable housing for one targeted population group (i.e.
low-income seniors) versus a broader range of groups?

2. What is the bmpact of accepting AHIVT contributions to the Low End Market Rental
[aventory? '

3. How will the proposed Kiwanis Towers affordable housing development meet the
Affordable Housing Strategy’s long-term estimated housing needs and objectives?

A diverse affordable housing supply is required to support Richmond’s low income households.
According to 2001 Core Need Household data and 2006 Census reflects that:

¢ Approximately 4,120 or 25 percent of Richmond renter households are core need
households (i.e. spending more than 30 percent of income on shelter),

¢ Of these households, 1,995 spend at least 50 percent of their income on reat (INALH).
INALH households face extreme affordability challenges and risk of homelessness, and

e 25 percent of Richmond’s seniors are low-income (i.e. below Statistic Canada’s Low
Income Cut Off values), representing the third highest proporiion of low income seniors
in the region.

Richmond’s Official Community Plan (OCP), Section 3.2, anticipates a significant increase in
the City*s senior population over the next two decades. The Richmond population is projected to
increase by 163 percent or 38,000 more individuals, comparing to a region-wide forecast rate of
118 percent. This will contribute {o an increasing demand for diverse housing forms, specialized
housing and assisted rental housing for low income senior households.
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The 2006 Census reports the Richmond seniors” population at;

Richmond Senlors by Age Camgory

Age Group \ Total

Total Seniors- 55 Years and above 42,625
55-84 Years 21,260
65-74 Years 11,885
75 Years and above 9,480

The 2006 Census reports 42,625 seniors (55 years and above) reside in Richmond. The areas
with the highest number of seniors are: City Centre, Steveston, Broadmoor, and Blundell.
Given the growing demand and varying housing and support needs required for seniors, close
proximity to services and community amenities, as well as, affordable, accessible and aging-in-
place housing options are required.

Rlchmond s Seniors lncome Distribution

Annual Income Range ©  [Number of Persons [Affordable Shelter Cost
Under $15,000 16,675 $375 and below
$15,000-$29,999 10,305 $375-3750
$30,000-844,999 6,300 $750-3875
$45,000-$59,999 3,735 $1,125-%1,500
$60,000 and over 4,670 $1,500 and above
Total With After-Tax Income 41,690

The average reported senior income was reported at $41,690. Of the 85,250 Richmond residents
who are 55 and over, 25 percent are low-income, representing the third highest proportion of low
incore seniors in the region. There were 830 senior households over the age of 65 that reported
spending at least 50 percent of their annual income on total shelter costs, which is reflected in the
table below:

INALH Senlor Households

Rnchr‘nond 1996/ 2001
4554 | 95

Renters 260
Owners| 510
5564 . | 3200 500 675
Renters 110 170 215
: Owners, 205 330 460
65+ | e45 705 830
Renters] 380 335 345

Owners 260 370 485
*INALH {In need and spending at least 50 percent on housing/shelter)
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Affordable Housing Stratepy Priorities and Use of Reserve Funds

The Affordable Housing Strategy prioritizes the use of Affordable Housing Reserve Funds to
support the development of subsidized rental housing to meet the needs of low-income
households with rents below what is stipulated in the Affordable Housing Strategy. The
Strategy’s current maximum income threshold is $37,000 and maximum rent is $925 for a |-
Bedroom unit. Since the inception of the proposed development, it was clearly identified that the
Affordable Housing Strategy, Affordable Housing Reserve Fund policy, and proposed
Affordable Housing Value Transfer initiative prioritize the use of teserve funds and value
transfer of affordable housing units to be utilized for project’s that will secure rents below what
is stipujated in the Strategy for low end market rental units.

Providing adequate, affordable, and suitable housing stock becomes challenging with decreased,
committed Senior Government funding for affordable housing. Due to the absence of such
funding, Kiwanis is requesting a significant amount of municipal fiscal support to achieve their
project’s financial viability goals. The challenge persists for Kiwanis to achieve a financially

viable non-profit operation, while meeting the Affordable Housing Strategy and tenant income
requirements.

Kiwanis’ current housing program provides 122 units of low-income senior rental housing with
monthly rents of $360; whereas, the proposed Kiwanis Towers development will provide reats
ranging between $680 to $830. Kiwanis estimates that shelter costs will range between §755-
$905 per month (i.e. base rent, utility costs estimated at $45 per month, and tenant liability
insurance costs at $30 per month). It has been determined that tenant liability costs should not
exceed $25 per month to be affordable for low income seniors.

Further determination is required by Kiwanis to enswure appropriate measures are in place
regarding tenant liability insurance rates to be charged at an affordable rate to tenants, as well as
the development of tenant management policies to incorporate insurance claim management,
deductible coverage requirements and tenant management/communication procedures. A well
developed set of policies and practices will support Kiwanis to achieve a well maintained,
sustainable operation, while serving the socio-economic needs of their tenants.

Senior houscholds may be eligible for SAFER subsidy to offset the total monthly shelter costs;
however, this should not be viewed as a permanent, operating subsidy (i.e. future governments
could change SAFER guidelines or eliminate the program entirely).

Studies reveal that seniors that have access to stable housing and supportive social networks
experience improved health and well-being. The Kiwanis Towers development will provide
rental housing for low-income seniors in a City Centre location close to transit, shopping, and
community services (e.g. Minoru Place Activity Centre). The development will also include 1-
bedroom units to accommodate a senior couple or single, which will support the Kiwanis tenants
to age in place.

While the Kiwanis project does represent a significant departure from the Affordable Housing
Strategy’s density bonusing approach, it may represent Richmond’s only opportunity to provide
subsidized senior rental housing on this scale in the absence of provincial and federal programs.
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Kiwanis’ request includes the proposed release of the City’s housing agreements that have
secured low end market rental units in Polygon’s Mayfair and Cambridge Park developments. [n
addition, AHVT coniributions are proposed for future Polygon projects in the City Centre and
West Cambie Area (Alexandra West, Alexandra East, Mueller, and Carerra projects).

Five out of the six proposed donating projects are located in the West Cambie area

(Attachment 4). Even if Council approves the acceptance of the AHVT contributions for all 5
projects, there remains at least 41,943sf. of affordable housing area to potentially be built
through the current West Cambie Area Plan requirements, so the community remains a mixed
income area. In addition, the Remy Developruent, located in the West Cambie area, has
negotiated and secured 48 low end market units and 33 units for low-income market units and 33
units for low-income seniors and persons with disabilities at rates lower than what is stipulated in
the Strategy.

In addition, Staff has completed an affordable housing policy review of the Kiwanis Towers
project. The following is a surmmary of the pros and cons of financially supporting the
development:

Pros:

o The Kiwanis site is strategically located in the City Centre and has close proximity to the
Canada Line, community amenities, Minoru Sentors Place Activity Centre, and nearby
services.

e Due to limited Senior Govemment funding, the proposal offers an innovative partnership
approach to support subsidized affordable housing development for low income seniors.

e The results from the BC Hydro New Construction program that involved collaborative
design efforts and energy modeling will result in a high efficiency envelope to reduce
energy costs for Kiwanis and rental tenants, life-cycle costing, and maximized energy
conseyvation.

o The proposed AHVT contributions, if approved by Council, will support the non-profit
housing providers to cover development related costs.

Cons:

e The proposed AHVT contributions, if approved by Council, would release the
requirements to provide affordable housing on sites scattered throughout the City to
support affordable housing development on one site.

¢ Due to limited operating funding, Kiwanis has to ensure that efficiencies, liabilities and
costs are accounted for through the capital development analysis. This presents a
challenge to keep tenant shelter costs at a level affordable to low-income seniors, while
ensuring that adequate capital, operating and contingency funds (i.e. maintenance,
upkeep, and repair) are available to support the project’s viability.
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e The Kiwanis development is targeted exclusively to seniors, whereas, the previously
secured Jow end market rent units from other developments typically accommodate a
broader demographic (e.g. families with children, as well as, senior households).

Although the proposed AHVT contributions would decrease the number of secured low end
market rental units scaftered throughout Richmond by 29 units, they will support a significant
project delivering 296 units of low income senior rental housing. This will create an overall gain
of 40 new units to Richmond's affordable housing inventory, on a strategically located City
Centre site that is near transit, shopping, amenities, community centres, and Minoru Place

Senjor’s Centre.

Affordable Housing Strategy Proposal Review Criteria Summary

In an effort to support the capacity of non-profit affordable housing providers in effective
delivery of housing and supports that contribute to the long-term health and well-being of
affordable housing residents, the Affordable Housing Strategy requires that all affordable
housing developments be reviewed with the following criteria:

management.

Kiwanis is to provide the direct
property management with 2 staff
and potentially a 3 staff 1o provide
24 hour/7 day a week service.

Cniteria Project Review Consideration
Development/property Polygon is providing the During the construction of the
management development and construction Kiwanis Towers development, it is

being proposed that the Kiwanis
Resident Manager will: 1) Work at a
similar Seniors housing
development; and 2) Will enrofl in a
property management education
program.

Additional or allemative professional
property management and non-profil
mentoring opportunities have been
identified.

Partnerships and support from
other levels of government

BC Housing financing- Final
Provincial Projecl Approval will be
subject o the finalization of the
required municipal approvals and the
applicanis meeting BC Housing
finance eligibility requirements.

Proposed City confribulions to
include development cost charge,
service cos! charge, and permit
relief; permilled affordable housing
value transfers and cash-in-lieu
contributions,

' Key development risks and
mitigation strategies

Development Risks: Phased
contributions, Project costs rising, or
one of the transfer sites or donor site
not proceeding as indicated,

Mitigation:

Polygon and Kiwanis have agreed to
enier inlo a fixed price consiruction
contract.

Partial contributions are required as
a condition of the Kiwanis Towers
rezoning application. A lefler of
credit for the remaining balance of
the phased contributions with CPI, Is
required.
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BC Housing to have first position on
the construction financing mortgage
wilth BC Housing having first charge
hold. City may pursue primary
charge on mortgage.

BC Housing to provide the
consiruction financing, with
modifications at time of the take-out
mortgage and assignment to a
financia! institution for the long-term
mortgage. BC Housing to register a
Section 219 Covenant on tille for the
duration of the mortgage, subject {o
termination 5 years after the
mortgage (s paid in full.

8C Housing will require an operating
agresment, but it will not be
registered on title, The Kiwanis
project is a BC Housing "finance
only" project,

In additlon, the City will register
independently from BC Rousing a
Housing Agreement ang Section 219
Covenant on fitle, in perpetuity.

Management capacity and
experience

| Kiwanis is working with Polygon to

create an operaling budget o include
total tenant shelter, operating and
maintenance cosis

A contingency fund has been
included to cover on-going
maintenance and operation expense.

Interim employment and field iraining
for Kivanis maintenance personnel
will be provided.

Community partnerships

Kiwanis met with the Seniors
Advisory Commiliee, Minoru Seniors
Society Executive Board and
Vancouver Coastal Health about the
proposed developmen\.

Further development of a tenant
management, resident amenity
planning and polential community
partnership opportunities is
recommended.

Financlal Impact

There are four financial aspects resulting from the support of the Kiwanis development:

1. $18,690,406 will be received from Polygon as Affordable Housing Value Transfer
(AHVT) contributions and disbursed for the Kiwanis Towers project only if:

a. The rezoning applications of the Kiwanis project and other proposed developments

are approved.

b. Polygon does not keep the affordable housing density bonus granted.

c. City receives the funds from Polygon

3487847
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2.

3487847

d. Council approves the requests for disbursement to the Kiwanis project after the cash
is received by the City.

if all the proposed Polygon projects and AHVTSs referred to in this staff report are approved
and the contributions are received and deposited into the capital Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund, the City will be making a financial decision to redirect approximately
$5.607,122 in funds that would have otherwise been contributed to the City’s Affordable
Housing Operating Reserve Fund to the capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund (i.c.
$18,690,406 x 30% that is typically directed to the Affordable Housing Operating Reserve
Fund, per Policy 5008 and Bylaw 8206).

If approved, the total amount of $5,452,672 will be allocated to the Kiwanis project which
will be funded from the existing Affordable Housing City Wide capital projects

for municipal fees and service costs (Development Cost Charges, Service Cost Charges and
Building Permit) as well as a portion of the construction cost.

| City Wide Affordable Housing Capital Reserve Fund Balance | Totals

Current City Wide Affordable Housing Capital Reserve Fund 38,843,719
Balance (including commitled and uncommitted funds)

Proposed City Contributions to Kiwanis project ($5,452,672)

Remaining City Wide Affordable Housing Capital Reserve Fund $3,391,047

| Balance {including commiited and uncommitted funds)

The City has adopted a depsity bonusing approach for all multi-family and single family
rezoning applications. A cash contribution towards the City’s Affordable Housing
Reserve 1s required in exchange for the increased density proposed as part of a rezoning
application for a development with less than 80 dwelling units. Affordable housing
contributions are allocated to the City Wide and West Cambie Reserves to replenish the
fund balances and to support affordable housing devclopment in these areas.

To offset the density bonus bencfit already provided to Polygon for the Mayfair Place and
Cambridge Park projects (as a result of terminating the Housing Agreements for these
sites), it is proposed that the square [ootage corresponding to the total area of the
affordable housing units on these sites be factored into the final proposed floor area
permitied on future Polygon developments (i.c. Polygon's Alexandra West or Alexandra
Last projects).
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Kiwanis Affordable Housing Development Funding Source

Construction Project Costs

Funding Source Amount
Kiwanis Society $34,345,022
City Contribution: Through proposed $18,690,406
AHVT, subject to Council approval

City Gontribution: Through Existing City $5,452 672
Wide Affordabie Housing Capital Projects

Total Estimated Gross Capital $58,489,000

Conclusion

The proposed Kiwanis Towers affordable housing development meets the review criteria for

proposals in the Affordable Housing Strategy to:

1. Produce an increase in senior rental housing at rates lower than what is required in the

Affordable Housing Strategy; and

2. Meet the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund policy requirements for financial support for

affordable housing developments.

Further, the Kiwanis Towers development exemptlifies an innovative multi-stakeholder approach to
combine non-profit, private, and public sector funding and expertise with Senior Government
financing and technical support to achieve subsidized rental housing to meet the needs of
Richmond’s low income seniors.

- /)
R icm T
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Dena Kae Beno

Affordable Housing Coordinator

(604) 247-4946

DKB:dkb
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ATTACHMENT |

Richmond ' Bylaw 8915

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100,
Amendment Bylaw No. 8915
CITY CENTRE AREA PLAN

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

l. The Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100, Schedule 2.10, Section 4.1n)
(City Centre Area Plan) is amended by:

On page 4 - 4, repealing Policy 4.1a and replacing with the following text:

“In accordance with the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy, the following density
bonusing approach will be used for rezoning applications in the City Centre:

s Apartment and mixed usc developments involving more than 80 residential units are
to make available at least 5% of their total residential building area (or a minimum
of 4 residenbal units) for affordable Jow end warket rental housing. Note:
Calculation on net area as per the Zoning Bylaw.

¢ All townhouse developments and apartment or mixed use developments nvolving
80 or less residential units are to provide a cash contribution for affordable housing
(currently $2 per square foot for townhouse developruents and $4 per square foot for
apartment or mixed use developments).

¢ Single-family residential developments are to include an affordable low end market
rental secondary suite or coach house on at least 50% of any lots being rezoned and
subdivided or to provide a cash contribution for affordable housing (proposed fo be
$1 per square foot for all new single-family residences).

¢ Provide a cash contribution towards affordable housing only in Council approved

special development circumstances, while continuing to meet the City’s
affordable housing policy requirements”
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Page 2

2. This Bylaw 15 cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100,

Amendment Bylaw No. 8915”.

FIRST READING
SECOND READING
THIRD READING

ADOPTED

MAYOR
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ATTACHMENT 2

City of
Richmond

Bylaw 8916

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100,
Amendment Bylaw 8916
WEST CAMBIE AREA PLAN

The Council of the City of Richimond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

I. The Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100, Schedule 2.11A, Section 9.3.2
Objective 3 (West Cambie Area Plan) is amended by:

On pages 47-48, repealing the Policies below Objective 3 and replacing with the following:
“POLICIES:
Density Bonusing —~ Affordable Housing

a) Density Bonusing will be offered to developers where they build affordable housing with
their development;

b) The intent of density bonusing for affordable housing is to secure a number of affordable
housing units within a development (e.g., 5% of the total units) and to pemit additionat
density for market housing as a financial incentive to the developer for building the
affordable housing;

¢) Conceptually, the increased density bonus (DB) will be allocated, as follows:
¢  One-third of the DB, for affordable housing; and
o Two-thirds of the DB to pay for the affordable housing and to provide a developer
incentive.
¢ Note that this formula may vary slightly, based on an economic analysis during the
development application review process.

d) City staff and developers will work together to achieve this goal.

¢) Provide a cash contribution towards affordable housing only in Council approved special
development circumstances, while continuing to meet the City’s affordable housing
policy requirements.

Devcloper Contributions ~ Public Amenities

f) Accept coniributions from developers based on the West Cambie — Alexandra Interim
Amenity Guidelines for provision of:
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o Affordable housing: Where a development does not build affordable housing,
confributions to the Affordable Housing Statutory Reserve Fund will be
accepted (and no bonus density will be granted);

o City public realm beautification (e.g. walkways, gateways, plazas, and
streetscape beautification);

e High Street streetscape improvements (e.g., street furniture, landscaping);

¢ Child care facilities; |

s Community planning and engineering planning costs

g) The City may establish specific bylaws, policies and guidelines (e.g. West Cambie —
Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines), separate from the Area Plan, to clarify City and
Developer responsibilittes, roles and financing arrangements.”

2. This Bylaw is cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment

Bylaw 8916”.

FIRST READING RIERMORD
! APPROVED
SECOND READH\IG (o;:;‘::é::y

dept.

THIRD READING | o
APPROVED
for legallly
ADOPTED .,y/sﬁlg.l

MAYOR CORPORA'TE OFFICER
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ATTACHMENT 3

Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy
Addendum No. 4
(Date Council Approved)

That the Richmond A ffordable Housing Strategy dated May 9, 2007, approved by Council on
May 28, 2007, as amended, be further amended as follows:

Policy Area #2- The Use of Regulatory Tools and Approaches to Facilitate the Creation of New
Affordable Housing

Affordable Low End Market Rental Housing

9-a)

In heu of constructed units, cash contributions to be allowed toward affordable housing only in
Council approved special development circumstances that meet the City’s affordable housing
policy and other City requurements.

10-d)

In lieu of constructed units, cash contributions to be allowed towards affordable housing only in
Council approved special development circumstances that meet the City's affordable bousing
policy and other City requirements. The affordable bousing transfer value rates are subject to the
City’s final determination and periodic assessment of bousing, market and financial
requirements.
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Report to Committee
Planning and Development Department

Re:

o flamsiady COprpm - Swres /9. =T 2
Planning Commifiee Date: May 30, 2012

Brian J. Jackson

Director of Development File: RZ 11-591685, ZT 12-605585,

ZT 12-605556, ZT 12-605577,
HX 12-605913, HX 12-605922

Application by Polygon Carrera Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 6251 Minoru
Boulevard from School and Institutional Use (Sl) to High Rise Apartment
(ZHR11) Brighouse Village (City Centre).

Termination of Housing Agreement Bylaw No. 8677 (Mayfair Place) and Bylaw
No. 8687 (Cambridge Park) and Termination of Associated Housing
Agreements. '

Zoning Text Amendments Initiated by the City of Richmond To Remove
Requirements to Provide Affordable Housing at 9399 (Odlin Road (Mayfair
Place), 9500 Odlin Road (Cambridge Park) and 9566 Tomicki Avenue (Fisher
Gate / Wishing Tree).

Staff Recommendation

1.

3476878

That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. §910, to repeal the existing map
designations in Sub-Area B.2 in Section 3.0 of Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan,
Development Permit Guidelines), of the Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 for 6111 —
6651 Minoru Boulevard and by designating those areas "Mixed Use — High-Rise
Residential , Commercial & Mixed Use", be introduced and given first reading.

That Bylaw No. 8910, having been considered in conjunction with:

o the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

o 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.

That Bylaw No. §910, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further
consultation.

That Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge Park) Bytaw
No. 8911 be introduced and given first reading to permit the City 1o authorize the
termination of Housing Agreements entered into pursuant to Bylaw No. 8677 (Mayfair
Place) and Bylaw No. 8687 (Caisbridge Park).
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That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8912, for a Zoning Text
Amendment Lo the Low Rise Apartment (ZLR24) - Alexandra Neighbourhood (West
Cambie) Zone to increase the allowable F.A.R. for 9500 Odlin Road (Cambridge Park)
and 9399 Odlin Road (Mayfair Place) to a maximum of 1.7 be introduced and given first
reading.

That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8913, for a Zoming Text
Amendment to the Town Housing (ZT67) — Alexandra Neighbourhood (West Cambie)
Zone to increase the allowable F.A.R. for 9566 Tomicki Avenue (Fisher Gate) to 2
maximurn of 0.75 be introduced and given first reading.

That the payment to the City for the termination and discharge of the Housing
Agreements entered into pursuant to Bylaw Na. 8677 (Mayfair Place) and Bylaw No.
8687 (Cambridge Park) be allocated entirely (100%) to the capital Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund established by Reserve Fund Establishment Bylaw No. 7812.

That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8914, to amend the Richmond
Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to create “High Rise Apartment (ZHR11) — Brighouse Village
(City Centre)” and for the rezoning of 6251 Minoru Boulevard from "School and
Institutional Use (SI)" to "High Rise Apartment (ZHR11) Brighouse Village (City
Centre)", be introduced and given first reading.

That the affordable housing contribution for the rezoning of 6251 Minoru Boulevard (RZ
11-591685) be allocated entirely (100%) to the capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund
established by Reserve Fund Establishment Bylaw No. 7812.
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Staff Report
Origin

POLYGON CARRERA HOMES LTD. (“Polygon”), as authorized by the Richmond Kiwanis
Senior Citizens Housing Society (“Kiwanis”), has applied to the City of Richmond for
permission to rezone 6251 Minoru Blvd. (Attachment 1) from School and Institutional Use (SI)
to a site-specific zone (ZHR11) in order to permit the development of 5 high-rise residential
towers with a combined total of approximately 631 dwelling units including two towers with 296
seniors affordable housing units to be owned by Kiwanis and 335 market housing units in three
towers to be owned by Polygon and then sold as market residential units.

The project will result in a new east-west half road along the existing property’s northern
property line that will connect with Minoru Blvd. and an internal private road with public access
running north-south between the Kiwanis development and Polygon’s market development. A
future subdivision will separate the two developments into two individual properties — one
owned by Polygon and one owned by Kiwanis.

An amendment to the Development Permit Guidelines in the City Centre Area Plan is proposed
to change the form of development for the subject site and six adjacent parcels (6111 through
6651 Minoru Boulevard) from “mid-rise” to “high-rise” residential, commercial and mixed use
forms to more properly reflect the form of development massing previously approved or
anticipated with redevelopment of this area.

Zoning text amendments are inciuded for three sites (Mayfair Place, Cambridge Park and Fisher
Gate) plus Housing Agreement termination Bylaws are provided for Mayfair Place and
Cambridge Park in exchange for monetary contributions to the Capital Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund at the City’s discretion to assist with the construction of Kiwanis seniors
affordable housing units,

Background

Kiwaalis is a not-for-profit senior citizens service organization established in 1959 that provides
affordable seniors independent living rental accommodation at its property at 6251 Minoru Blvd.
The existing facility has reached its end of life and needs to be replaced but, on its own, Kiwanis
does not have the resources to replace the aging facility.

In February, 2011, Polygon and Kiwanis approached the City with a redevelopment proposal to
allow Kiwanis to replace its 14 existing low rise one and two storcy buildings containing 122
suites with two new high-rise residential towers accommodating 296 affordable seniors housing
units.

Kiwanis’ partnership with Polygon came after several attempts to find a development company
that would be able to put a plan together that would address Kiwanis’ immediate and future
needs in the community. Over the past fourteen months, Polygon, Kiwanis, BC Housing and
City Staff have been working to prepare an approach that would meet the parties’ various
interests for the site and ultimately result in a redeveloped Kiwanis Seniors Affordabie Housing
facility.
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Proposal Overview

The Polygon — Kiwanis proposal is being brought forward for consideration as an Affordable
Housing Special Development Circumstance project per the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy.
As is outlined below, the project involves the re-allocation of affordable housing obligations
from a number of current and proposed development sites to a portion of the existing Kiwanis
site at 6251 Minoru Blvd. In brief, the proposal is as follows:

3476878

Polygon will purchase approximately 60% of the existing five acre Kiwanis site for
market housing. Kiwanis will own the balance of the sile (approx. 1.8 acres).

Using proceeds from the sale and construction financing loans provided by BC Housing,
Kiwanijs will contract with Polygon to build two 16 storey high rise towers with 148 - one
bedroom suites in each tower on the 1.8 acre portion of the site. Units will range in size
from 54 m” to 63m” (583 ft* to 676 ).

Polygon will use its portion of the site to develop 335 market suites in two 15 storey
towers, one 11 storey tower and 19 townhouse units. Polygon refers to its project as
“Carrera”.

To assist Kiwanis i1 meeting its objective of constructing 296 seniors affordable housing
units on its portion of the site, Polygon proposes to work cooperatively with the City to:

o Provide a series of cash-in-lieu of construction contributions to the Affordable
Housing Reserve from a number of proposed Polygon development projects
within West Cambie and City Centre, including the Carrera development;

o Provide cash contributions to the City’s Capital Affordable Housing Reserve for
the termination of Affordable Housing Agreements from two existing Polygon
developments in West Cambie (i.e. Mayfair Place and Cambridge Park - note that
although the units were constructed on two sites, these were actually provided
from three projects in West Cambie);

Further, Polygon and Kiwanis have requested an amount equivalent to Polygon’s
previous affordable housing contributions from Hennessey Green and Meridian Gate to
be allocated to the Kiwanis project from the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve. Funds
will need to be drawn entirely from the Capital Reserve Fund to cover the equivaleat
amount requested; and,

An Affordabie Housing Value Transter (AHVT) formula was developed with the
assistance of Paul Rollo & Associates in consultation with Polygon and City Staff as a
means of converting Polygon’s affordable housing obligations at several development
“donor” sites to cash equivalents (see the report from the General Manager, Community
Services dated May 30, 2012 for further details of the AHVT rate establishment). The
formula involves determining how much affordable housing is required at each “donor”
site per the Official Community Plan and multiplies this by an amount that recognizes the
type of construction being proposed at each proposed “donor” site (e.g. wood $160/sf or
concrete $225/sf).  The subsequent calculation determines the amount of the cash
contribution required,

To improve the viability of the Kiwanis portion of the project, Kiwanis 1s requesting
contributions from the City’s Capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for City fees on
the affordable housing portion of the development — specifically building permit fees,
development cost charges and service cost charges. The combined fee for this project is
estimated at $3,305,468. This issue is addressed in a separate report from the General

Manager, Community Services d%eﬁ &fy_3?224$)12.
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e Polygon’s AHVT contributions for the proposed “donor” sites are suggested to be
deposited 100% to the Capital Reserve Fund to support the capital construction of the
Kiwanis seniors affordable housing development. Normally, affordable housing
contributions are split with 70% going toward the Affordable Housing Capital Reserve
Fund and 30% going toward the Affordable Housing Operating Reserve Fund.

s Financial support by the City to Kiwanis’ project will be linked to construction
milestones and legal agreements to safeguard all parties involved. The monies will be
paid directly to Kiwanis which in turn will use these funds to pay back the construction
loans from BC Housing. The City’s contributions will be secured via a mortgage on title,
second in priority only to a BC Housing Mortgage to ensure the project is constructed.

e Post construction, any outstanding debt on the affordable housing project will be
converted to a “take out” mortgage carricd by Kiwanis. BC Housing will assist Kiwanis
in finding the most appropriate financing package available.

Total Capital project cost of the Kiwanis affordable housing side of the development is expected to
be approximately $58.5 million including City fees and Development Cost Charges (DCC’s).
Kiwanis will be contributing approximately $2[ million to these costs and will seek a construction
financing loan of approximately $37.5 million from BC Housing.

1f Council approves the recommmendations of this staff report and future applications to rezone the
“donor” sites and accept cash contributions in-lieu of the construction of affordable housing uasits on
these sites, approximately $24,143,078 (including City contributions of $3,305,468 to Development
Cost Charges, Servicing Cost Charges and Building Permit fees) could potentially be available in
the City’s capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund to assist Kiwanis with projects costs.

Assuming that the above financial support by the City, Kiwanis will require financing of
approximately $13.3 million after construction. A more detailed breakdown of Kiwanis’ financing
is provided in the report from the General Manager, Community Services dated May 30, 2012.

The balance of this report provides, first, an overview of the proposed “donor” sites and the

review process involved, then second, details of the rezoning proposal specific to the Kiwanis
and Polygon’s Carrera site.

Donor Sites and Process Details

Including Potygon’s Carrera project at the existing Kiwanis development site, nine development
sites are proposed to be involved iu the program to assist the Kiwanis project. Attachment 3
provides a detailed listing of all the properties proposed for the overall program either as a
“donor” site or as part of the imunediate development proposal (i.e. Kiwanis and Carrera). The
attachment also shows the development status for each site and the key actions or rezoning
considerations related to that specific property. A context map showing the location of the
Polygon Carrera-Kiwanis site and the proposed “donor” sites is provided in Attachment 2.
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Due to the complexity of this overall program, separate Rezoning repoxts will be provided for the
other “donor” sites that are not yet rezoned (1.¢. Mueller, Alexandra West and Alexandra East). T¢ is
important to note that Council may freely decide on whether to approve or reject each of
these donor site rezoning applications independently from its decision regarding the Polygon
Carrera - Kiwanis application.

Below is an overview of the proposed actions for each of the proposed “donor” sites.

Meridian Gate (9288 Odlin Rd) and Hennessey Green (9800 Odlin Rd)

Items | and 2 in Attachment 3

Council approved the rezoning applications for both Meridian Gate and Hennessey Green on
June 25,2007. As part of its original rezoning considerations Polygon provided voluntary cash
in lieu contributions to the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve in the amount of $1,439,834 and
$707,370 respectively.

Mayfair Place (9399 Odlin Rd) and Cambridpe Park (9500 Odlin Rd)

Items 3 and 4 in Attachment 3

Council approved these two developments on Jan. 24, 2011 and Nov 23, 2009 respectively.
Sixteen affordable housing units were built at Mayfair Place and 22 affordable housing units
were built at Cambridge Park. Housing Agreements were registered on title for both sites. All
of the affordable units at both sites have been held vacant by Polygon in anticipation of the
Kiwanis project.

Based on the Affordable Housing Value Transfer (AHVT) formula, Polygon proposes to
contribute $2,223,360 for the 16 units in Mayfair Place and $2,721,600 for the 22 units in
Cambridge Park to the Affordable Housing Reserve in exchange for discharge ot the Affordable
Housing Agreements from their respective titles thereby allowing these units to be sold by
Polygon at market rates.

A zoning text amendment has been prepared (Bylaw 8912) to remove the requirement to build
affordable housing units so that current density of 1.7 F.A.R. can be built outright in the event of
destruction of the units in the development.

An additional administrative text amendment has been prepared (Bylaw 8913) to allow an out-
right 0.75 F.AR. for Fisher Gate (9566 Tomicki Ave.) as 11 affordable housing units were
provided on the Cambridge Park development site as part of the rezoning requirements (as noted
under DP 08-432203 and RZ 08-408104).

Proposed New Polygon Developments (Items 7 through 10 in Attachment 3)

Polygon proposes to make contributions to the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve in Lieu of
building the affordable housing units on site at four market developments currently under review
by staff, including Carrera on the Kiwanis site. The estimated contribution amounts are based on
the affordable housing floor space totals required at each proposed “donor” site for the proposed
size of the overall development and converted to a dollar equivalent using the appro?riatc AHVT
rates (i.e. wood construction value = $160/f%, concrete construction value = $225/ft%)
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The estimated contribution amounts for each of the four new development projects are provided
below. A Council resolution has been included in the Staff recommendations to have the full
amount {(1.e. 100%) of the contribution for Carrera deposited into the capital Affordablc Housing
Reserve Fund. Similar resolutions will be proposed for Mueller, Alexandra West and Alexandra
Cast as part of their rezoning application.

o Carrera (market side of 6251 Minoru Blvd. {RZ 11-591685]), est. contribution
$4,257,312.

o Mueller (8331/51/71 Cambie Rd. & 3651 Sexsmith Rd. [RZ 1)-591985]) est.
coniribution $5,237,409.

¢ Alexandra Road West (9331, 9393, 9431, 9451 & 9471 Alexandra Rd. [RZ 12-598503))
est. contribution $2,871,264.

e Alexandra Road East (9491, 9511, 9531 & 9591 Alexandra Rd. [RZ 12-598506]) est.
contribution $1,570,741.

Rezoning applications for Mueller, Alexandra Road West and Alexandra Road East are currently
being reviewed by Staft.

Securing Affordable Housing Contributions

Because of the amounts involved, contributions from the “donor” developments are proposed to
consist of an jnitial cash contribution covering the first phase of each of the respective
developments plus a security (i.e. Letter of Credit) covering the affordable housing contributions
for all the subsequent phases associated with that development. The amount of the security will
include consumer price index (CPI) adjustments and deadline clauses. Legal agreements will be
included in the rezoning considerations for all the subsequent development phases associated
with each of the four donor sites. As building permits are sought at each development phase the
affordable housing contribution owed for that phase will be required to be paid. These securities
will then be reduced by the amount of the contribution made plus the CP1 adjustment.

Cash Flows and City’s Contributions

A spreadsheet showing the proposed Affordable Housing Contributions from each of the
development projects is provided in Attachment 4. The attachment also includes a proposed
preliminary schedule of milestones and cash flow schedule. As indicated in the cash flow
schedule, grant payments made by the City would be made to Kiwanis directly and are proposed
to be paid out upon specific milestones being reached in the Kiwanis construction effort and
provided the City has received sufficient contributions from “donor” sites. The proposed grant
payments would take place at the following milestones:

1. Upon issuance of the building permit for the Kiwanis affordable housing project (approx.
$10,911,127);

2. Upon successful completion of a quantitative survey by BC Housing of the first tower
(approx. $3,818,963);

3. Upon successful completion of a quantitative survey by BC Housing of the second tower
(approx. $4,536,779); and,

4. Coincidental with the Take Out Mortgage (approx. §1,570,741).

If the Affordable Housing contributions to the City associated with the final grant payments are
raade early and the final inspections have been completed for the second Kiwanis tower then the
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final grant payments can also be made earlier than indicated. This will help reduce Kiwanis’
financing costs.

Prior to Rezoning adoption, an agreement will be entered mto between Kiwanis and the City
relating to the construction of the affordable housing units and City contributions toward project
costs. Key elements of the agreement will include:

a. Construction of 296 one-bedroom affordable housing units on the Kiwanis site;

b. Proposed construction schedule and reporting requirements;

c. Kiwanis to be solely responsible for constructing the units, all construction costs, and all
future maintenance and operation costs;

d. Maximum contribution from City is $20,837,610 towards construction costs (generally in
accordance with the contribution schedule included in Attachment 5 and a
further maximum contribution of $3,305,468 towards payment of development cost
charges, service cost charges and building permit fees, provided that:

1) Council approves the proposed developments that will provide the affordable housing
contributions;

i1) the City receives such affordable housing contributions from the owners of the
proposed developments; and

i) Council approves the disbursement(s) of funds to Kiwanis;

e. City is released by Kiwanis and excluded from any liability relating to the construction
project and maintenance and operation of the affordable housing urits;

f. Kiwanis will register a mortgage (2" in priority only to any BC Housing mortgage)
against Kiwanis’ site in favour of the City and grant other security required by the City,
in its soJe discretion, to secure Kiwams’ obligation to construct the 296 affordable
housing units and in the event of default by Kiwanis. The mortgage will be discharged
after final inspection permitting occupancy of all 296 affordable housing units required
under (a) above and provided Kiwanis is not in breach of any of its obligations under the
mortgage in favour of the City and any BC Housing mortgage; and

g. Nothing in this agreement can or may fetter the discretion of Council or prejudice or
affect the City's rights, powers, duties and obligations under any statute, bylaw,
regulation, order or other legislative enactment.

Details Related to the Kiwanis Site Redevelopment

Findings of Fact

Conceptual site and building plans are provided in Attachment 6. A Development Application
Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is provided in Attachment 7.

The existing development site is approximately 20,238 m? (217,836 £ - approx. 5 acres) in area.
Pursuant to the City Centre Area Plan, dedications will be required for the construction of a hatf
road running east-west adjacent to the site’s northern property line. The remaining half road will
be acquired through future redevelopment of the property to the north (i.c. Minoru Residence).
Additional land dedication will be required for frontage improvements (¢.g. sidewalk and
boulevard) along Minoru Blvd. Land dedications will total approximately 1909 m.
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Surrounding Development

To the North: A 16,839m” (4 acre) site zoned Health Care (HC) containing the Minoru
Residence Extended Care Facility at 6111 Minoru Blvd. This facility is
owned and operated by Vancouver Coastal Fealth.

To the East: The northern portion of Richmond Centre Mall, Horizon Towers
residential development zoned Downtown Commercial (CDT1).

To the South: A 15,529m? (3.8 acre) residential lot currently zoned High Rise Apartment
(ZHR4) — Brighouse Village (City Centre) (6351, 6391 and 6491 Minoru
Bivd.). This site is undergoing redevelopment (RZ 04-286496 approved
Sept., 08 2008; DP 07-362006 pending). The approved Rezoning permits
up to four high rise residential towers with approximately 448 dwelling
units including 113 rental units and 24 affordable seniors housing units.
The first phase of the development will consist of two sixteen storey high-
rise buildings with approximately 224 dwelling units over a common
parking structure.

To the West: The northern portion of Minoru Park and the Bowling Green park facility.

Related Policies & Studies

Official Community Plan Schedule 10 - City Centre Area Plan (CCAP)

CCAP Land Use

No changes are proposed to the land use or density from that already provided for through the
City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) for the subject site or the six adjacent properties (6111 through
6651 Minoru Boulevard) that front Minoru Blvd.

The City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) Specific Land Use Map: Brighouse Village (2031)
designation for the area is “Urban Centre (T5)” which provides for a base F.A.R. density of 1.2
and an affordable housing bonus of 0.8 F.A.R. for residential (i.e. non-institutional uses).

The Specific Land Use Map designates the Kiwanis property for “Institution” use. The
definition for *institution” includes affordable housing and provides for additional density on a
site-specific basis via City development application processes. The institution designation also
“provides for adjunct uses and/or additional density on the lot and, in the case of a multiple-lot
development site, the development site over and above that permitied by the underlying Transect
or Sub-Area Plan, provided that:

a) the adjunct uses are consistent with those permitted by the underlying Transect or
applicable Sub-Area Plan;

b) the provision of adjunct uses and/or additional density on the development site results in
a community benefit to the satisfaction of the City;

¢) the development site retains its institution designation;

d) the scale, form, and character of development are complementary to that intended for
neighbouring properties under the Area Plan or applicable Sub-Area Plan.”
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The CCAP Land Use Map provides for a new east-west road along the north property boundary
of the subject property. This new road has been incorporated into the Polygon/Kiwanis
proposal.

Staff’s assessment of the Polygon/Kiwanijs proposal is that it conforms with the CCAP. A more
detailed discussion regarding the site density proposed is provided in the Analysis section of this
report.

CCAP Development Permit Guidelines - Proposed Amendments

The Staff recommendations include amendment to the Development Permit Guidelines in the
City Centre Arca Plan to repeal the existing map designations in Sub-Area B.2 in Section 3.0 of
Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan, Development Permit Guidelines), of the Official
Community Plan Bylaw 7100 for 6111 — 6651 Minoru Boulevard and by designating those areas
"Mixed Use — High-Rise Residential, Commercial & Mixed Use".

This amendment is proposed to more properly reflect the form of development massing
previously approved or anticipated with redevelopment of this area and the two institution
designated sites within this arca. Two of the properties (6631 — 6651 Minoru Blvd.) currently
contain the 3 high-rise towers of the “Park Towers” complex. Four new high-rise towers have
been approved by Council on Sept. 8, 2008 for the property at 6391 Minoru Blvd. The pending
Development Permit for Phase 1 of that development includes two 16 storey high rise towers.
There are no current proposals for the Minoru Garden Apts. (6451, 6551 Minoru Blvd.) or for
the Minoru Residence Seniors Care facility at 6111 Minoru Blvd. However, preliminary
discussions with Vancouver Coastal Health suggests that at some point in the future
consideration would be given to taking advantage of additional density and height on its Minoru
Residence property upon redevelopment. The proposed amendment is primarily intended to
provide more appropriate guidance on the form of development that either is or will occur along
this strip but is, in effect, consequential upon other bylaw amendments that Council has already
made.

Affordable Housing Strategy

The proponents are seeking consideration under the “special development circumstance”
provisions of the Affordable Housing Strategy (per the report from the General Manager,
Community Services dated May 30, 2012) to allow the various monetary and cash-in-lieu
contributions to occur as well as to obtain fiscal relief from development cost charges, service
cost charges and building permit fees for the affordable housing portion of the project.

Under the proposal, rents on all 296 one-bedroom units will be regulated under a housing
agreement to be registered on title and run in perpetuity. The current Affordable Housing
Strategy establishes a total household annuat income of $37,000 or less for one bedroom units.
The current (i.e. 2012) maximum monthly rent for these units would be $830. These rates are
reviewed and adjusted by the Consumer Price Index annually. Although still being refined,
Kiwanis is estimating a rental rate of approximately §728/month. Including electrical and tenant
insurance the total shelter costs will range between $755 and $905/month.

The merits and justification for consideration of the Kiwanis project as a special development
circumstance are addressed under a separate report from the General Manager, Community
Services dated May 30, 2012. The General Manager, Community Services has recommended
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support for this request. This Staff report begins from this premise and does not farther assess
these merits.

Consultation
School District

The Official Community Plan amendment proposed with this application is primarily an
amendment to address the proposed hi-rises as a form of development on the subject site and six
adjacent parcels within the City Centre Area Plan. No changes are proposed to the overall
population/unit density within the City Centre through this amendment. The application was,
nevertheless, referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) under OCP Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043 for the Board’s consideration. Having reviewed the proposal, the
School Board has replied that the Board has no comment at this time.

Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee

Polygon provided an informatiopal presentation about the project to the Richmond Seniors
Advisory Committee on January 11, 2012. Information on the development plans, the tenant
relocation program, the parties involved and the anticipated review process were provided. The
presentation was well received and overall support for the project was given by the members in
attendance.

Minoru Seniors Society Executive Board

Polygon and Kiwanis met with representatives of the Minoru Seniors Society Executive Board
on February 21, 2012. The intent of the meeting was primarily information sharing and
networking. The discussions mnvolved management strategies, the types of services needed by
seniors and practical design issues. A concern was raised regarding the limited number of
parking stalls proposed for the development. This issue was reviewed by Polygon and Kiwanis
and adjustments were subsequently made with a commitment by Polygon to allocate an
additional ten stalls for Kiwanis within the Carrera development’s parkade. An easement to
secure these stalls is included in the Rezoning considerations.

Vancouver Coastal Health Authority (VCH)

Several meetings were held with VCH as the owners of Minoru Residence Extended Care
Facility at 6111 Minoru Blvd., located immediately north of the development site. VCH
representatives have expressed their general support of the project and are working with Polygon
to resolve potential changes to the primary vehicle access for Minoru Residence and address
concerns that might arise with the construction activity.

Consideration is being given to relocating the vehicle access to the Minoru Residence off Minoru
Blvd. so that it will connect to the proposed pew cast-west roadway instead. While not a City
requirement for the overall project, this relocation will allow a better design for the new
intersection at Minoru Blvd. Minoru Residence will also benefit from the new configuration,
along with a full traffic signal to be constructed as part of the subject development, by gaining
vehicle access to their site by northbound drivers since an existing median on Minoru Blvd.
currently prevents northbound vehicles from turning into the Minoru Residence site. The final
design will be incorporated in the Service Agreement.
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Existing Kiwanis Residents

Considerable effort has been made by both Kiwanis and Polygon to keep the existing Kiwanis
tenants informed of the redevelopment proposal. Polygon established a site office with a
community liaison to meet with cach of the residents and assist them as needed. Newsletters
were provided to all the residents to keep everyone up to date. A tenant relocation program has
also been established with funding in place to assist qualifying tenants with finding interim
accommodations, providing moving costs (leaving and returning) as well as top-up for rents
while the tenants are accommodated elsewhere during the Kiwanis site’s redevelopment.

The Tenant Relocation Program was accelerated recently when one of the existing tenants
accidentally broke through one of the facility’s floor boards. Upon examination it was
determined that water had been gradually weakening the structure.

At the beginning of May, 2012, there were 53 units still occupied out of a total of 122 units. All
of the tenants in the facility have been offered the first option to return once the new buildings
have been completed.

Public Input

As part of the normal Official Community Plan (OCP) and Rezoning review process, this
application will undergo a Public Hearing. To time of writing, Staff have received 58 written
submisstons on the application including:

o 38 form letter petitions against the project believed to be primarily from residents at
Horizon Towers (6088 Minoru Blvd.);

¢ |8 on-line submissions in opposition to the project;
e one letter against the project; and,

e one letter in support of the site’s redevelopment from a current resident in the Kiwanis
facility.

All of these correspondence submissions are provided in Attachment 10.

The main issues raised in the form letter petition submissions are summarized as follows:

o The block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Hwy, Gilbert Rd. and Granville Ave. is
where Minoru Park and other community resources are and should be an exclusion zone
for high-nise high density development;

e  Minoru Park is small and should be enhanced:

o The passive usc portion of the park is small with the larger portion taken up by
community amenities and facilities;

e The garden portion is wedged between structures and does not extend to the neighbouring
sireets;

e The buildings will encircle and isolate Minoru Park and will also obstruct our view of the
park; and,

e There are no proper passageways to the park from Westminster Hwy. and Minoru Blvd.

CNCL - 132

3476878



May 30, 2012 -13-

The main issues in the on-line submissions, in order of frequency mentioned, are summarized as
follows:

¢ Impact of increased population, densification and overcrowding;
e Impact of increased traffic to the area;

¢ [mpact to the limited recreational facilities;

¢ Impact on the local environment;

o Blocking views to Minoru Park;

e Increased air poilution,

¢ Increased noise;

e Takes away the natural use of Minoru Park;

e The hospital and senior care home are too busy now;

¢ Maintfain Minoru Park as it is now.

The letter in opposition from a resident of Horizon Towers notes that this development will
significantly affect the quality of life for the residents in bis complex. He specifically identifies
the following concerns:

¢ Population density increases with an additional 634 more families to the area;

o The increased in traffic in and out of the area;

¢ The impact of five towers on their views of Minoru Park; and,

e The additional strain on over-crowed recreation facilities (Public Library, Aquatic Centre,
Sportsfield, etc.

The letter from the current Kiwanis resident is in support of the replacement of the facility with
the proposed development and notes that the existing buildings are crumbling and in need of
replacement “sooner than later”. He notes that he is a low income senior who has lived at
Kiwanis for many years. He was very apprectative of the treatment by both Kiwanis in taking a
personal interest in the care and welfare of its tenants.

Staff have reviewed these comments and provide the following context:

As part of the development submission the proponent was required to undertake a Traffic and
Parking Study. The study indicates that the existing transportation infrastructure has sufficient
capacity to handle the proposed development at the subject site and the anticipated development
on the property to the immediate south of the Kiwanis property (i.e. 6391, 6491 Minoru Blvd.
RZ 04-286496). Several improvements are being incorporated as part of the Polygon-Kiwanis
project that will further enhance the movement of people and vehicles around the area including:

o A new full traffic signal and cross walk at the new intersection with the proposed east-
west road and Minoru Blvd.,

e Widening of the cycling lanes along Minoru Blvd.,

¢ Installation of a new (northbound) left turn bay from Minoru Blvd. connecting to the new
east-west road;

¢  Widening of the sidewalk and boulevard along the Kiwanis frontage with Minoru Blvd.;
and

e Access to the Kiwanis site will be relocated away from Minoru Blvd. to the interior of the

site.
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These changes will improve vehicle access to Richmond Centre mall, Minoru Residence and the
Kiwanis site itself. In addition, pedestrians will benefit from a new sidewalk linkage between
Minoru Blvd. and Minoru Park creating a more direct access to the park.

Noting the concems raised by Horizon Towers® residents, Polygon representatives contacted
Baywest Property Management, the management company for Horizon Towers, with an offer to
hold an information meeting on the project for the Strata. Baywest Property representatives
advised that they had taken the request to the Horizon Towers Strata Council but the Strata
Council indicated that they had no interest in meeting with Polygon on the project.

Staff Comments

No significant technical concerns have been identified through Staff’s review. Staff are
supportive of the subject rezoning provided the applicant fully satisfies the Rezoning
Considerations as outlined in Attachment 8.

Detailed technical comments are provided in the Analysis section below,

Analysis

OCP Consultation

Section 879 of the Local Government Act outlines the consultation requirements for amendment
of the Official Comxmunity Plan. Local Government is required to determine which persons,
organizations and authorities it considers are appropriate for consultation. The City has
responded to this requirement through the OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy (Policy
5043).

With regard to the specific OCP amendment proposed in this report to repeal the existing map
designations in Sub-Area B.2 in Section 3.0 of Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan,
Development Permit Guidelines), of the Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 for 6111 — 6651
Minoru Boulevard and by designating those areas "Mixed Use — High-Rise Residential ,
Commercial & Mixed Use" Staff have made the following considerations pursuant to Policy
5043 and section 879 of the Local Government Act:

1. No consultation is warranted for the following listed groups as there are no apparent
impacts to them as a result of the proposed amendment:

Metro Vancouver (formerly the GVRD)

The Councils of adjacent Municipalities

[First Nations

Translink

Port Authorities (PMV)

BC Land Reserve Commission

Other Federal and Provincial Government Agencies

Vancouver International Airport Authority (VIAA)

(Staff note that the maximum height of the proposed development does not exceed

the maximum height permitted by the Vancouver International Airport Zoning

Regulations)

2. Following standard protocol for the Public Hearing process, and in consultation with the
City Clerl’s Offices, community éﬂﬁ_agdf?ighbours will be advised of the proposed
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amendments through Public Hearing notifications in the local newspapers and direct mail
outs used by the City for this purpose.

3. As noted earlier in this report, direct communication was undertalken with both the
Richmond Schoo! Board and Vancouver Coastal Health Authority representatives on the
proposed amendment.

Based upon the above review, Staff consider that the Policy 5043 and section 879 requirements
have been met with the above consultation process. Further, residents, business, organizations,
and property owners will be provided with opportunity for input at the Planning Committee
meeting, Council meeting, and statutory Public Hearing.

Density Considerations

Polygon’s proposal will ultimately result in two separately owned properties — one entirely
consisting of seniors affordable housing and the second entirely market-based residential
housing. Both properties will continue to be designated “Institution” in the City Centre Area
Plan (CCAP) since the Carrera (market) development and the Kiwanis Seniors Affordable
Housing project are being developed cooperatively. As indicated in the CCAP it is up to the
City’s discretion to determine whether the proposed density 1s appropriate given the community
benefit derived from the development.

According to the United Way, the Metro Vancouver region is experiencing a massive
demographic shift. In ten years, seniors will outnumber children in many communities
throughout the region and projections suggest a near doubling of the seniors community by 2021.
In 2009, Richmond had an inventory of 206 senior subsidized housing units. BC Housing
reports that in 2011 it had 243 Richmond seniors on their applicant registry waiting list. Given
the anticipated regional growth in the seniors population, BC Housing’s wait list for Richmond is
likely to grow.

Kiwanis has determined that its current facility has reached the end of its useful life and is in
immediate need of replacement. In looking at the anticipated future needs of Richmond seniors
with limited income Kiwanis has identified a target of providing 296 assisted housing units for
senjors on their site - more than doubling their existing capacity. The form of development they
have chosen is concrete hi-rise which should have a longer life than a replacement wood
structure and should therefore serve the Richmond community of seniors in need of assisted
housing well into the future. Without the market component, and the proceeds from the sale of a
portion of the Kiwanis site, it is highly unlikely that the affordable housing component could be
undertaken by Kiwanis’ on its own given its limited resources and non-profit orientation.

Enhancement and expansion of the Kiwanis facility at its present location has considerable merit
being located close to shopping, health care resources, transit, provision of services for seniors,
park amenities at Minoru Park, and the seniors resources at the nearby Minoru Place Activity
Centre. In many ways this is a superior site for a seniors assisted housing facility to any other
similar facility in Richmond.

From the considerations identified above and given the net impact on Richmond’s affordable
housing stock that is discussed in the next section, Staff’s technical assessment that the adjunct
use as proposed is appropriate for the sife.
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Staff note that the transition to two 16 storey hi-rise towers will require quite different
management strategies from what Kiwanis has been use fo in the past. The City’s Community
Social Development Staff, BC Housing, Vancouver Coastal Health, the BC Non-Profit Housing
Association and Potygon have been working with Kiwanis to ensure the appropriate support
connections are in place to assist with this transition and strengthen Kiwanis’ capacity to
efficiently manage its development by the time construction has been completed.

Net Impact on Richmond’s Affordable Housing Stock

The development proposal will result in 296 seniors affordable housing umits. The existing
Kiwanis facility contains 122 units. Assuming approval of all the associated donor site
rezonings and the voluntary contributions identified earlier in this report the table below
indicates that, overall, there will be a net gain of an estimated 40 affordable housing units in
Richmond upon completion of the project. In addition, completion of the first tower will more
than replace the 122 units that currently exist at Kiwanis.

Table 1

Calculation of Net Benefit of Affordable Housing Units : Units
AT upits deducted from other parts of Richmond (proposed + buiit) i 124 units”
Units funded by City/Polygon Transfers (excluding CIL) 95 units
Net Loss of AH Units: - 20 units
Existing Units in Kiwanis Facility 122 units
Portion Funded by Kiwanis (contribution + mortgage) 191 units
Net Increase Funded by Kiwanis + 69 units
Net Gain in AH Units-in Richmond + 40 new uaits

Y Calculations exclude fee relief and cash in lieu contributions
2 Includes proposed projects, release of secured affordable housing units at Mayfair Place and
Cambridge Park .

It should be noted that the net loss of 29 affordable units noted in the table is primarily a result of
transferring from wood construction in West Cambie to concrete construction at Kiwanis since
each square foot of concrete is more expensive than each square foot of wood.

Utility Capacity Review

The utility capacity review indicates that upgrades will be required to the major storm sewer
along the Minoru Boulevard frontage including the upgrading of the existing 300mm diameter
main to a 600 mm system along a portion of the frontage. No sanitary upgrades were identified
and adequate available water flow is to be confirmed upon completion of the building design at
Building Permit stage. Sections of the existing storm and sanitary system at 6351/9{ and 6491
Minoru Boulevard will be abandoned/removed and replaced with the ultimate storm and sanitary
sewer system. Sec Attachment 8 for a detailed description of the site servicing requirements.

Transportation Issues

Roads and ntersection Improvements

A ten metre wide road dedication combined with an adjacent 3.5m public right of passage are
required along the northern property line of the subject site to accommodate the new east-west
road, sidewalk and boulevard. A full taféw'@tal_ afgérosswalk configuration will be instatled
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at the intersection of the new cast-west road and Minoru Blvd. Adjustments to the centre median
on Minoru Blivd. will be made to accommodate northbound to westbound left-tums onto the new
east-west road. For the foresceable future the new east-west road will dead end to vehicle traffic
al the western property line of the site and not connect to Bowling Green. The new road will,
however, provide a new pedestrian/cyclist and emergency access to Minoru Park. from Minoru
Blvd.

The proposed north-south road between the two developments will remain a private road with
public rights of passage. The development plans call for paving stones to be used in a raised
open square between the Kiwanis development and the Carrera development. Polygon has
commitied to maintaining the entire paving stone area through agreement with Kiwanis whereby
Carrcra will be responsible for its maintenance and Kiwanis will pay their portion of the
maintenance to the Carrera Strata. The north-south road will consist of an 16 1o 16.5m wide
public right of passage with two-way vehicle travel lanes, parking lanes, curbs, boulevards and
sidewalks along both sides.

The frontage along Minoru Blvd. will be widened by approximately 2.15m via land dedications
to accommodate the widening of the existing southbound bike lane to 1.8m, provide a minimum
1.6 m wide curb/gutter and boulevard plus a 2m wide sidewalk for the full length of the property.

[t should be noted that an existing pedestrian trail between Minoru Blvd. and Minoru Park along
the southern property boundary over the Kiwanis site will be closed for site coastruction. This
trail will be replaced with a sidewalk along the new east-west road along the site’s northern
boundary. Kiwanis will be providing the City with 90 day notice of the trail closure within the
next few weeks.

Vehicle Parking

Polygoun has subiitted a Traffic and Parking Impact Study (TPIS) that compares the proposed
parking requirements of the Kiwanis seniors affordable housing project to other projects of a
similar nature. The development proposal includes 91 vebicle stalls for the Kiwanis project
(including 10 stalls that will be located within the Carrera parkade) and 466 vehicte stalls for
Carrera residents and visitors.

Polygon has also prepared a transportation demand management (TDM) package in support of a
minor relaxation for the Carrera parking requirements. The proposed parking relaxation reduces
the number of resident stalls from 1.2 stalls per unit to 1.19 (less than 1%) stalls per unit. The
compensation for this reduction under the proposed TDM includes a $25,000 contribution to one
bus shelter, electrical outlets for 20 spaces in the Carrera parkade and one electrical outlet in
each bicycle room in the Carrera towers.

The TPIS and TDM package have both been reviewed and supported by Transportation staff.
The Rezoning considerations include a requirement for an easement on the Carrera side for the
provision of ten parking stalls for use by Kiwanis in perpetuity and a legal agreement to require
the clectrical outlets and specified voltages plus the cash contribution for the bus shelter. A
requirement for two visitor stalls to be dedicated for health care worker use will be incorporated
into the Development Permit Plans.
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Bike parking

Transportation staff support the substitution of 32 electric scooter stalls for the Class 1 bicycle
stalls in the Kiwanis development. All other bike stall requirements are to conform to the
Zoning Bylaw standards.

Tree Replacement

An Arborist’s report was submitted and reviewed by Tree Preservation Staff and Parks Staff. On
the overall site 53 trees are proposed for removal. An additional 4 large trees located along the
westemn property line are shared between Kiwanis and the City. Parks staff have inspected these
four trees and found them to be in too poor a condition to be retained safely. To facilitate site
preloading it is anticipated that Polygon will apply for the appropriate tree removal permits for
the on-site tree removal and work with Park’s staff to remove and replace the four boundary
trees. Securities will be taken to ensure reptacements at a minimum of two for one. With
consideration to the size of the trees compensation for the four parks trees has been set at $5,200.

Public Art

A preliminary public art plan was presentcd to and supported by the Richmond Public Art
Advisory Committee on March 20, 2012. The Plan proposes artwork along Minoru Blvd.
integrated with street facing glazing, brick first storey walls and or landscape features. These
works are to be completed with the first phase of development. A detailed public art plan is to be
submitted for review by the RPAAC and accepted by the City prior to final adoption of the
rezoning. The proposed contribution is approximately $283,800. The requirement for the
submission of the detailed public art plan has been included in the Rezoning considerations.

Thermal Comfort Analysis

Kiwanis

With the assistance of BC Hydro and Polygon a Thermal Comfort Analysis and Simulation was
undertaken by Enersolv Design and Build Ltd. for the Kiwanis affordable housing development.
The assessment was based on the proposed building design and included a glazing to wall ratio
of 47%, electric baseboard heaters and conditioned outdoor air supplied into the cormdors of the
buildings. The proposed design does not include central air conditioning to each residential unit.

The assessment used the [nternational Standards Organization (ISQ) 7730-1993 Standard tor
Occupancy Thermal Comfort and the BC Building Code (2006) to determine how well the
proposed design will perform given typical weather for Richmond, air flow and solar loads for
the building type and orientation.

Enersolv’s report states that based on their simulation analysis “the building meets the above
thermal comfort standard without the requirement for mechanical cooling in any of the
residential units”. Enersolv’s Engineers have confirmed that their analysis conforms to the OCP
“ASHRAE 55-2004” requirements for residential development within airceaft noise sensitive
areas.

Carrera

Polygon’s Carrera project is being designed to meet Silver LEED equivalency. This approach
will assess the development against eight major credit categories including water efficiency,
energy and atmosphere, materials and resources, and indoor environmental quality. To achieve
silver equivalency a specified number of points must be achieved. Carrera is being designed to
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be fully air conditioned thereby addressing thermal comfort concerns. The project is also being
designed to connect to the District Energy Utility (DEU) once 1t becomes available.

BC Hyvdro Energy Modelling

With the assistance of BC Hydro and their affiliates, energy use modelling was also undertaken
for the development under BC Hydro’s New Construction Program. The final results of this
analysis were not available in time to incorporate into this report but carly indications are that the
analysis has resulted in modifications to the design which will result in significant energy cost
savings 1o the Kiwams project over the lifetime of the buildings. More details will be available
through the Development Permit review for this development. If should be noted that only the
Carrera development is proposed to connect to the District Energy utility when it becomes
available.

Aircraft Noise Assessment

The development site is located within Aircraft Noise Sensitive Area 3 which are classed as
Moderate Aircraft Noise Areas within the Official Community Plan. This area permits all
aircraft noise sensitive land uses provided that a restrictive covenant is registered on title,
acoustic reports are prepared identifying appropriate noise attenuation measures to be
incorporated into the building design.

An Acoustic Report was prepared by Brown Strachan Associates (dated March 20, 2012)
covering both the Carrera development and the Kiwanis development. The purpose of the report
was to assess the internal noise levels within the residential units based on criteria specified by
the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMJHC) and the interior design noise level
criteria specified in the Official Community Plan. The assessment looked at the anticipated
impacts from both aircraft and traffic noise. The report makes a number of recommendations for
incorporation into the building design including use of glazing with specific acoustical ratings
and incorporation of alternative means of ventilation such as continuously rated kitchen and/or
bathroom exhaust fans, but concludes that the proposed development meets the City of
Richmond OCP interior design noise level criteria.

A requirement for registration of the appropriate covenant(s) is included in the Rezoning
Considerations (Attachment 8).

Minoru Park Interface

The western property boundary of the Carrera site abuts Minoru Park in the vicinity of Bowling
Green. A it pedestrian walkway with public rights of passage is proposed to run the length of
the western property line providing access ta the adjacent townhouses and a walking path for all
park users. Residents of the Carrera development will also have a secured access from the
facility leading into the park. These residents will have non-exclusive access 1o Minoru Park —
there is no attempt to privatize any portion of the Park for the sole use by these residents.

Pedestrian accesses to the townhouses will be raised above grade clearly denoting them as
private space. A requirement for registration on title of the Public Rights of Passage has been
included in the Rezoning Considerations (Attachment 8).

Amenity space
Outdoor amenity space is being provided in both Carrera and Kiwams through landscaped and

open area on top of the parking podiums. With the Kiwanis development the landscaped podium
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connects both towers with outdoor amenities including a walking path, community garden plots,
communily patio areas and a large central lawn. The Carrera podium landscaping will be
designed with outdoor passive garden areas and an amenity building.

Indoor amenity areas in the Kiwanis project are included in both towers plus several amenity
rooms just off Minoru Blvd. One of the key requirements for Kiwauis was to keep these amenity
arcas centrally located rather than focused toward either of the two towers. The intent is to keep
them accessible (o all the residents. These spaces may be used as program spaces for various
aclivities including bringing in external programs of interest to their senior residents.

The conceptual plans for the two developments indicate that approximately 710 m? (7643 fi*) of |
indoor amenity space will be provided in the Kiwanis and 697 m? (7503 f*) will be provided in
Carrera. These concept plans will be refined through the Development Permit review.

Development Permit Considerations

Although the Carrera and Kiwanis developments are well advanced in their planning and design,
a number of issues rematin to be refined at the Development Permit review stage. At Polygon’s
request, preliminary design plans were presented by Gomeroft Bell Lyon Architects Group Inc.
and Robert Ciccozzi Architecture Inc. to the Advisory Design Pane) on April 18, 2012. Overall,
the Panel was supportive of the two development proposals but did make a number of
recommendations for the proponent to consider for their formal submission to the ADP. Some of
the key 1ssues identified include the following:

o More detail is needed on the treatment of the parkade wall proposed for the lot
immediately to the south (the adjacent wall will be about 2 storeys above the Kiwanis
podium). A green screen is currently proposed but details have not yet been refined;

o Need (o look at safety concerns of seniors in intemal layouts (e.g. consider using
washroom doors that open outward, etc.);

o Need to undertake more design work with the open square between the two projects;

o The podium design for the Kiwanis development needs further resolution on the Minoru
Road side, the interface with the Carrera development and at the northwest corner of the
Kiwanis building;

* Need to address design issues associated with the servicing bay areas; and

o Look for ways to strengthen the ties between the two projects.

The full set of comments provided by ADP is provided in Attachment 9. The issues identified
will be addressed through the Development Permit Review.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

Approving the Staff recommendation (recommendations No. 7 aud No. 9) to direct voluntary
cash-in-licu contributions from three development projects (i.e. Carrera, Mayfair Place and
Cambndge Park) to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund means that the City will be making a
Bnancial decision to redirect approximately $2,703,297 in funds that would have otherwise been
contributed to the City’s Affordable Housing Operating Reserve Fund to the Affordable Housing
Capital Reserve Fund in support of the Kiwanis redevelopment project.

To offset the density bonus benefit already provided to Polygon for the Mayfair Place and
Cambridge Park projects (as a result of terminating the Housing Agreements for these sites), it 1s
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proposed that the square footage corresponding to the total area of the affordable housing
units on these sites be factored into the final proposed floor area permitied on a future Polygon
development (i.e. Polygon's Alexandra Road West or Alexandra Road East projects).

Conclusion

Extensive consultation and analysis has been undertaken with regard to the proposed
development. Although there will be an overall reduction in the number of affordable housing
units provided in the West Cambie area as a result of the proposal for the City to accept cash
contributions to the Capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in place of constructing affordable
housing units, the overall result will be a net gain in the number of affordable housing units in
the City. Staff are recommending support for this unique development proposal.

In consideration of the many positive aspects of this Jocation and proximity to services that will
enhance the liveability for its residents, Staff are supportive of the proposed density proposed for
this site as this is a unique proposal with positive tangible benefits for creating seniors affordable
housing in proximity to supportive services.
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Note: This table provides an overview of the overall project concept.

All of the proposed transactions are subject to Council approval.
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ATTACHMENT 6

This Attachment Provides The Conceptual Development
Plans For Both Polygon Carrera And Kiwanis
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% 2 City of
# Richmond

ATTACHMENT 7

Development Application Data Sheet

Development Applications Division

RZ 11-591685 Attachment 7

Address: 6251 Minoru Boulevard

Applicant:

Polygon Carrera Homes Ltd.

Planning Area(s):

City Centre (Brighouse Village Urban Centre T5)

Owner:

Richmond Kiwanis Senior Cilizens
Housing Society

Proposed
Richmond Kiwanis Senior Cltizens
Housing Society and
Polygon Carrera Homes Ltd.

Site Size (m?):

20,238.71 m?

Kiwanis AH net: 7.063.96m"
Polygon Carrera net: 11,264.37 m?
Dedications: 1,809.26 m*

Affordable Seniors Housing and Market

Land Uses: Affordable Seniors Housing Residential
OCP Designation: Mixed Use Unchanged
Area Plan Designation: Institution, Urban Centre T5 (25 m) Unchanged

Zoning:

School and Institutional Use (SI)

“High Rise Apartment (ZHR10) -
Brighouse Village (City Centre)

Number of Units:

122 affordable seniors units in 14
separate low rise one and two storey
buildings

Kiwanis: 296 affordable seniors 1
bedroom units in two high-rise towers;
Polygon: approx. 335 market housing
units in a mix of townhouse and 3 high-
rise towers.

Other Designations:

NEF: Noise Management — City Bylaw
7794

Unchanged

On Future
Subdivided Lots

Proposed Variance

Bylaw Requirement I

Density (units/acre): N/A 137.2 u.p.a. net overall none permitted
o Kiwanis Affordable Housing: ‘ Kiwanis: 2.78
. 2.8 Max. Polygon: 2.98 .
Floor:Araa Ratio: Polygon Market Side: 3.0 ~ Combined: 2.9 on gross site | o€ permitted
Max. area
X Kiwanis:
. 0
Lot Coverage — Building: Max. 90% excluding Polygon: 36.2% excluding none
landscaped roof decks
landscaped roof decks -
Kiwanis: 74.95m x 111.88 m
: o o (avg.)
Lot Size (min dimensions): 165.96m x 121.95 m Polygon: 89.07 m x 111.88 none
m (avg.)
Kiwanis Min. 6.0 m except for | Kiwanis: 2.25 m except for
Northern Property Line Setback(m): covered entry canopy which is | covered entry canopy which none
. 52m is5.2m
Kiwanis: Min. 6.0 m except Kiwanis: 9.39 m except for
Interior Setback (m): for covered entry canopy covered entry canopy which none
which is 5.34 m is 5.34 m
, . Kiwanis; N/A Kiwanis: N/A
Minoru Park Setback (m): Polya@N@b. 5.4 83 Polygon: none

3476878



On Future
Subdivided Lots

Bylaw Requirement

ATTACHMENT 7

Proposed

Variance

Kiwanis: 1.5 m

Kiwanis: 1.5 m

Minoru Boulevard Setback (m? Polygon: N/A Polygon: N/A none
; Kiwams: Om Kiwanis: 0 m
Southemn Property Line Setback {m) Polygon. 0 m Polygan: 0 m none
Height (m): 47 m 47 m max. none
Kiwanis. 0.2 (R) and Kiwanis: 0.2 (R) and
Off-street Parking Spaces — Regular 0.1 (V) per unit 0.11 (V) per unit —

(R} / Visitor (V):

Polygon: 1.2 (R) and
0.2 (V) per unit

Polygon 1.19 (R) and
0.2 (V) per unit:

Off-street Parking Spaces — Total:

Kiwanis: 60 (R) 30 (V)
Polygon: 402 (R} 67 (V)

Kiwanis; 59 (R) 22 (V)
An additional 10 stalls will be
provided on the market side

for use by Kiwanis.

Two visitor stalls will be
dedicated to Health Care
providers.

Polygon: 397 (R) 69 (V)

TDM measures to
be implemented
on the market side
to allow for 2
reduction of
resident stalls
from 1.2 to 1.18
stalls / unit. Will
be addressed via

DP,
Tandem Parking Spaces: permitted None none
Kiwanis: o
32 scooter stalls in lieu of x
) . Class 1 bike stalls.
Kiwanis: -
370 x Class 1 stalls . 34 Cia§s 2 stallsDP CISubs:m:tlﬁn of )

‘ _ 30 x Class 2 stalls 0 be reviewed at ass 1 stalls wlt
Bicycle Parking: Polygon: scooter stalls is

Polygon:
419 Class 1 stalls
68 Class 2 stalls

419 Class 1 stalls
36 but space for 68 Class 2
stalls provided. To be
reviewed at DP

built into zoning
schedule.

Loading Stalis:

Kiwanis: 2 large
Polygon: 2 large

Kiwanis: 2 large
Polygon: 2 large

Amenity Space - Indoor:

Kiwanis: 100 m”
Polygon: 100 m?

Kiwanis: 710 m®
Polygon: 697 m®

none

Amenity Space ~ Outdoor:

Kiwanis: 1776 m>
Polygon: 2010 m?

Both projects have outdoor
podium amenity spaces.
Exact area TBD via the

development permit review.

none

Other:

_Compensation required for 53 on-site trees and 4 off-site trees to be removed.

3476378
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ATTACHMENT 8

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

Rlchmond 6911 No. 3 Road. Richmond, BC VBY 2C1

Developer: Polygon Carrera Homes Ltd. (the “Developer”)

Owner: Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing Society (“Kiwanis”)
Address: 6251 Minoru Boulevard

File No.: RZ 11-591685, ZT 12-605555, ZT 12-605556, ZT 12-605577

Prior to final adoption of Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge Park)
Bylaw 8911, Zoning Text Amendment Bylaw 8912 (Cambridge Park and Mayfair Place) and Zoning Text
Amendment Bylaw 8913 (Wishing Tree), the Developer is required to complete the following:

1. City acceptance of the developer’s payment of $4,944,960 in exchange for the termination and discharge of the
Housing Agreements pertaining to the 16 affordable housing units constructed at 9399 Odiin Road (Mayfair Place
- $2,223,360) and 22 affordable housing units (including units required by the Rezoning of 9566 Tomicki Avenue
(Wishing Tree) constructed at 9500 Odlin Road {Cambridge Park - $2,721,600), based on $160 per built square
foot of constructed affordable housing space. 100% of the payment is to be deposited to the City’s capital
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.

2. The owners, Polygon MayTfair Place Homes Ltd., and Polygon Cambridge Park Homes Ltd., executing a consent
to the adoption of Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge Park) Bylaw 8911 and
entering into legal agreements with the City to terminate the associated Housing Agreements and Housing
Covenants.

3. Kiwanis entering into a legal agreement with the City relating to the construction of 296 one-bedroom affordable
housing units on Lot B (see definition of Lot B in Rezoning Consideration item #6), as required by item 19 of
thesc Rezoning Considerations, and City contributions toward project costs. Key elements of the agreement wil)
inctude:

a.  Construction of 296 one-bedroom affordable housing units on Lot B;
b.  Proposed construction schedule and reporting requirements;

c.  Kiwanis to be solely responsible for constructing the units, all construction costs, and all future maintenance
and operation costs;

d.  Maximun contribution from City is $20,837,610 towards construction costs (generally in accordance with
the contribution schedule inctuded in Attachment S of the Report to Committee dated May 30, 20]2 relating
to this Rezoning) and a further maximura contribution of $3,305,468 towards payment of development cost
charges, service cost charges and building permit fees, provided that:

i) Council approves the proposed developments that will provide the affordable housing contributions;

i) the City receives such affordable housing contributions from the owners of the proposed developments;
and

it1) Council approves the disbursement(s) of funds to Kiwanis;

e.  City isreleased by Kiwanis and excluded from any liability relating to the construction project and
maintenance and operation of the affordable housing units;

f.  Kiwanis will register a mortgage (2" in priority only to any BC Housing mortgage) against Lot B in favour
of the City and grant other security required by the City, in its sole discretion, to secure Kiwanis’ obligation to
construct the 296 affordable housing units and in the event of default by Kiwanis. The mortgage will be
discharged after final inspection permitting occupancy of all 296 affordable housing units required under (a)
above and provided Kiwanjs is not in breach of any of its obligations vnder the mortgage in favour of the City
and any BC Housing mortgage; and

CNCL - 165
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ATTACHMENT 8

g. Nothing in this agreement can or may fetter the discretion of Council or prejudice or affect the City's rights,
powers, duties and obligations under any statute, bylaw, regulation, order or other legislative enactment.

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8914 (6251 Minoru Boulevard), the Developer is
required to complete the following:

I1.

12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

3476878

Final Adoption of OCP Ameandment Bylaw 8§8910.

Fina)l Adoption of Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge Park) Bylaw 8911, Zonirg
Text Amendment Bylaws 8912 and 8913.

Minimum 10 m wide road dedication along the entire northern property line.

Minimum of 4m by 4m road corner cuts required at all intersections measured from the new property or PROP
SRW lines.

Mirimum 2.15 m wide road dedication along the entire Minoru Boulevard frontage (exact dimensions for the
dedicated lands will be confirmed as part of the detailed design to be completed as part of the Servicing
Agreement process).

Registration of a subdivision plan prepared by a registered surveyor, to the satisfaction of the City, to create two
lots and include the above road dedications. The subdivision plan is to be similar to that shown in Diagram | of
proposed Zoning Section 15.11.4.4. Lot A will contain the market housing units (Lot A”) and Lot B will contain
the affordable housing units referred to in item 19 of these Rezoning Considerations (“Lot B”).

The granting of a minimum 3. 15 m wide statutory right of way measured from the new northern property line for
public rights of passage (exact dimensions for the SRW will be confirmed as part of the detailed design to be
completed as part of the Servicing Agreement process). Maintenance and liability will be the responsibility of the
City of Richmond.

The granting of a minimum 3.28 m wide statatory right of way along the pedestrian walkway adjacent to Minoru
Park for public rights of passage (exact dimensions for the SRW will be confirmed as pari of the detailed design
to be completed as part of the Servicing Agreement process). Maintenance and liability will be the responsibility
of the City of Richmond.

Submission of a cash in lieu contribution in the amount of $5,200 ($1300 x 4 trees) as compensation for removal
of four Minoru Park trees (#77, 63, 66, 68 as tdentified in the Arborist’s report).

. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-

site works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained or works in the vicinity of the
retained trees in Minoru Park. The Contract should include the scope of work to be undertaken, incfuding: 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.

The granting of 2 minimum 16.5 m wide statutory right of way along the property linc between Lot A and Lot B
for public rights of passage. Where there is no on street parking provided the right of way may be reduced to 16.0
m (exact dtmeansions for the SRW will be confirmed as part of the Development Permit review). Maintenance
and liability will be the responsibility of the respective owners of Lot A and Lot B.

Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant on title of both Lot A and Lot B.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title of both Lot A and Lot B.

Registration of a legal agreement on title of Lot A providing an easement jn favour of Lot B for access to and
exclusive use of 10 parking stalls on Lot A by visitors and staff of Lot B.

Registration of a legal agreement on title of Lot A ensuring the following Parking aud Transportation Demand
Management measures identified in the letter from Bunt & Associates dated April 11, 20]2 are provided,
specifically:

a) electrical outlets for one row of parking (20 spaces) in the Lot A residential parkade; and

b) One electrical outlet in each bicycle room in the residential towers on Lot A.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $25,000 toward the installation of one bus
shelter.
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ATTACHMENT 8

17. City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $4,066,032 to the City’s capital Affordable
Housing Reserve Fund (derived based on 5% of total gross buildable area of 361,425 f* for Lot A (18,071 )
multiplied by $225/ ft%), such contribution to be in the form of the developer providing, prior to Rezoning
adoption, a cash contribution of $1,355,344 together with a Letter of Credit, satisfactory to the City, for
$2,710,688 plus:

3476878

4)

b)

an amount equal to §1,355,344 multiplied by the estimated consumer price index (CPT) for the pertod between
issuance of the Letter of Credit and the estimated date of completion of the quantitative survey confirming
substantial completion of the first tower to be constructed on Lot B; and

a further amount equal to $1,355,344 muitiplied by the estimated consumer price index (CPI) for the period
between issuance of the Letter of Credit and the estimated date of completion of the quantitative survey
confurming substantial completion of the sccond tower to be constructed on Lot B.

Final Letter of Credit amount to be determined by City in ifs sole discretion.

100% of the contribution under this Rezoning Consideration #17 will be allocated to the City’s capital Affordable
Housing Reserve Fund.

. Registration of a legal agreement, to the satisfaction of the City, on title of Lot A, specifying that:

Second Tower on Lot A

)

b)

no building permit for the second tower on Lot A will be issued unti] the developer provides to the City a cash
contribution of a further $1,355,344 (beyond the initial cash contribution set-oul in Rezoning Consideration
#17) and if this cash contribution is made, the City will permit the Letter of Credit provided under Rezoning
Consideration #17 to be reduced by this amount and the portion of the CPI attributable to this amount;

no final inspeciion granting occupancy of the second tower constructed on Lot A will be issued until the first
tower constructed on Lot B has been issued final inspection granting occupancy;

if the cash contribution of $1,355,344 payable under (a) above is not made prior to the completion of the
quantitative survey confirming substantial completion of the first tower constructed on Lot B, the City may, in
its sole discretion, draw upon all or a portion of the Letter of Credit provided under Rezoning Consideration
#17, including, at the discretion of the Director Development and Manager, Comumunity Social Development,
that amount equivalent to CPI attributable this contribution, and use such funds for any City purpose related
to affordable housing (irrespective of whether or not a building permit has been applied for the second tower
on Lot A);

Third Tower on Lot A

d)

no building permit for the third tower on Lot A will be issued until the developer provides to the City a cash
contribution of another $1,355,344 (beyond the initial contribution referred to in Rezoning Consideration #]7
and the further contribution referred to in (a) above) and if this cash contribution is made, the City will permit
the Letter of Credit provided under Rezoning Consideration #17 to be reduced by this amount and the portion
of the CPI attributable to this amount;

no final inspection granting occupancy of the third tower constructed on Lot A will be issued until the second
tower constructed on Lot B has been issued final inspection granting occupancy;

if the cash contribution of $1,355,344 payable under (d) above is not made prior to the completion of the
quantitative survey confirming substantial completion of the second tower constructed on Lot B, the City
may, in its sole discretion, draw upon all or a portion of the Letter of Credit provided under Rezoning
Consideration #17, including, at the discretion of the Director Development and Manager, Community Social
Development, that amount equivalent to CPI attributable to this contribution, and use such funds for any City
purpose related to affordable housing (irrespective of whether or not building permits have been applied for
the second and third towers on Lot A).

. Regjstration of the City’s standard Housing Agreement to secure 296 affordable housing units on Lot B, the

combined habitable floor area of which shatl comprise 100% of the subject development’s total residential
building area. Occupants of the affordable housing units subject to the Housing Agreement shall enjoy full and
unhmited access to and use of all on-site indoor and outdoor amenity spaces. The terms of the Housing
Agreements shall indicate that they apply in perpetuity and provide for the following:
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ATTACHMENT 8

Unit Type Number of Units Minimum Unit Area Max&rg;:rgé\:l)ct)*rlthly Ho-li?stearlgfg)l(r:?:rr:e”
One Bedroom 206 50 m° (535 ft°) $830.00 $37,000 of less

wr

20.
21.

22

23.
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May be adjusted periodically as provided for under adopted Cily palicy.

Discharge of Restrictive Covenant 279558C (Indenture 455605) in favour of City of Richmond.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $283,821 towards Public Art at $0.75 per square
foot.

The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the
Director of Development.

Enter into a Servicing Agreement® for the design and construction of off site works. Works include, but may not
be limited to the following: Design and construction of the following frontage improvements:

a) Minoru Boulevard, along the entire development frontage:

maintain two southbound travel lanes,

widen existing southbound bike lane to 1.8m,

provide a min. 1.6m wide curb/gutter and boulevard, and
provide a 2m wide sidewalk.

b) “BEast/West Road”, from Minoru Boulevard to western limit of the development site (from south to north):

2m wide sidewalk

1.5m wide boulevard

0.15m wide curb/gutter

2.5m wide parking lane

6.0m wide driving surface

1.0m transition/shoulder or as per industry (TAC) standards, subject 1o detailed design as part
of the SA process.

c) Minoru Boulevard / “East/West Road” intersection:

dy

g)

Upgrade existing special crosswalk to a full traffic signal to include but not limited to the
followings: signal pole, controller, base and hardware, pole base (City Centre decorative pole
& street light fixture), detection, conduits (electrical & communications), signal indications,
communications cable, electrical wiring, service conductors, APS (Accessible Pedestrian
Signals) and illuminated strect name sign(s).

Upgrade existing intersection to include a new northbound-to-westbound lefi-turn lane (50m
long, 3.3m wide) and closing existing median (by providing landscaped median) at existing
access.

Storm works on Minoru Boulevard including the upgrading of the existing 300mm diameter main to a 600mm
system, from the south property line to the next manhole north and constructing a new 450mm system from
there, north to the maahole near the northern property line.

The City requires the sanitary & storm capacity analysis calculations and detail design of the storm sewer to
be included in the Servicing Agreement design drawings. As part of the proposed works for the neighbouring
development at 6351/91 & 6491 Minoru Blvd, sections of the existing storm & sanitary system will be
abandoned/removed and a temporary & ultimate storm & sanitary system will be constructed.

All new road construction is {0 be to an acceptable City standard.

Consult with VCH and implesment the closure of the existing access immediately north of the development
site or alternate access improvements, with exact details to be confirmed as part of the SA process.
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ATTACHMENT 8
Prior to a Devclopment Permit™ being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:

1. Incorporate into the Development Permit Plans minimum frontage works to be completed by developer as outlined
below:

a) “North/South Road”, from the “East/West Road” to southern limit of the development site (Exact
configuration to be confirmed as part of the DP process):
o Minimum 2.0m wide sidewalk on each side of the road
¢  Minimum 7.5m wide paveraent width to accommodate two-way traffic. Where on-street parking is
provided, an additional 2.5m pavement width be provided for each of the on-street parking lane.
2. Submit a report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional on the anticipated energy

consumption of the Kiwanis Seniors Affordable Housing buildings and a listing of whiclh recoinmendations and
features are incorporated into the Kiwanis building design.

3. Submif a report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, which demonstrates that the
interior noise {evels and thermal conditions comply with the City’s Official Community Plan requirements for
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development. The standard required for air conditioning systems and their alternatives
(e.g. ground source heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal
Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy™ standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum
interior noise levels (decibels) within the dwelling units must achieve CMHC standards follows:

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 gecibels
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels

Prior 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, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures,
and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Contro! Manua! for works on Roadways (by Miuistry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

2. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained on-site, and adjacent to the site, as
part of the development prior to any construction activities, including building demoiition, occurring on-site.

3. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plaus as determined via the Rezoning and/or
Devefopment Permit processes.

4. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and

associated fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building
Approvals Division at 604-276-4285.
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ATTACHMENT 8

Note:
* l'inis requires a separate application,

e Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but alse as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.
The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, \warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of credit
and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreemecnts shalt be in a form and
content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

[Signed Original on File]

Signed Date

CNCL -170
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ATTACHMENT 9

DRAFT —-Advisory Design Panel (Excerpt)
Wednesday, April 18, 2012

RZ 11-591685 —-5 HIGH RISE RESIDENTIAT, TOWERS WITH APPROXIMATELY
634 DWELLING UNITS (INCLUDING 296 AFFORDABLE SENIORS HOUSING
UNITS AND 338 MARKET HOUSING UNITS)

APPLICANT: Polygon Development 275 Litd.

=

PROPERTY LOCATION: 6251 Minoru Boulevard

A. Applicant’s Presentation (Kiwanis Towers)

Chris Ho, Polygon Homes, Karen Smith, RCA Architects, Derek Lee, PWL Partnership,
and Robert Ciccozzi, RCA Architects, presented the project on behalf of the applicant.

Panel Discussion

Comments fron the Panel were as follows:

e applicant needs to provide information on shading details at the podium level;

e tower podium appears weak; needs more work from a proportion point of view due to lower
two storey height; appreciate work done to create a street edge along Minoru Boulevard;
however, some of the elevations are not well worked out from a formal design aspect;
materiality is nice; fits in with the neighbourhood,

¢ transition to the adjacent proposed development appears awkward,

¢ ot clear who is responsible for the design of the potential large wall; is it the applicant or
the owner of the adjacent property?; design investigation needs to be done at this stage;

e sun study needs to be done on the effect of the two Kiwanis towers on the existing park;
where is the connection to the park;; intent of square is confusing when you see seniors
walking on it and vehicles driving through; needs more design work;

o lack of graphic information on circulation of people on wheelchairs in the residential units’
lay-out; there appears 1o be some tight areas and narrow passages;

e agree with previous comment on seniors accessibility and internal design; floor plate unit
lay-out looks very good; however, look at safety concerns of seniors using the washrooms;
outward-opening doors permit access during emergencies and provide more open space in
the washroom;

e presume that aging in place features are already in place to meet present and future needs of
seniors;

e interesting project;
¢ concemn on the extensive hard surface of the visitor parking area near the central plaza;

e recognize the value of the lobbies and how they are spilling out; works very well; common

amenity space has potential to engagh ﬁl&igo_f Jﬁttfr;
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ATTACHMENT 9
s applicant’s preliminary public art plan has been presented to and supported unanimously by
the Public Art Commission;

» good job on punched windows and glass corners; however, main central areas of the
buildings look quite flat; need more articulation;

e landscape drawings show that central plaza is very hard; understand the challenge faced by
the applicant in view of the City’s loading zone requirements;

e loading in the gated area does not appear to have trellis on top based on the three-
dimensional perspective; fooks like a big cavernous hole from above;

e appreciate the idea to have a walkable community along Minoru Boulevard; it would be
useful to have access to the small park seating arcas from the indoor amenity spaces;

e treatment along Minoru Boulevard frontage is too broken down; may not be appropriate for
an urban street; needs a comprehensive approach; one-storey parking does not help create an
urban look in the facade;

e tower on the northeast comer looks very chunky; needs more articulation to make the corner
more friendly to the street; too close to the street;

e the two parts of the project, i.e. Kiwanis and Carrera, have different design styles and
guality; something must be done to tie the two parts together; needs to be closer in terms of
quality of construction and materials; '

e towers are well resolved;

¢ reiterate the need for applicant to provide information on the shadow study to enable the
Panel to see what is happening in the internal areas;

e town square area needs framing, building element may be needed; opportunity to create
outdoor rooms;

¢ base of the building is the most unresoived part of the project; interface between the podium
level and the sidewalk and the street requires more resolution; appreciate the articulation of
the podium but don’t see a sequence of massing from one end of the project to the other;

e facade needs to be more permeable and visually-friendly; rendering shows coldness;
materials along Minoru Boulevard need to be park-like; use more rustic type of landscape
materials to mitigate the urban look;

¢ podium design needs more detail, look for opportunities for places to stop and pause,
consider hanging canopies or rain protection at certain points; will provide further
articulation of the base;

s applicant well on the way to preliminary rezoning but needs to look at the whole interface
between street, sidewalk, parkway, podium and tower; needs to look at the tactility of the
podium;

¢ using large glass cubes will mitigate the fishbowl effect along the Minoru Boulevard side of
the development; will reduce heating requirements and provide privacy to residents;
Constder metal louvers on glass spaces (o improve privacy along Minoru.

¢ landscape drawing packages are well done;

CNCL -172
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ATTACHMENT 9
e consider design development to integrate parking access and drive court lay-by into north
drop-off area or shifing access to be more closely associated with the drop-off area for the
south tower; relocate/integrate parking away from pedestrian oriented interior street; take
into consideration townhouse frontage on the opposite side of the street;

s understand the concerns and complexities of trying to separate loading and drop-off at the
north drive court; look at Pacific Palisades drive court on Alberni as precedent for
integrating drop-off and loading and parking access into one consistent urbane expression;
could integrate lush planting, low walls and signage to separate sidewalk from the street;

e Minoru Fagade needs proportional scale; the bigger double height works but siepping down
does not.

o look at Frye Art Museum as precedent for pocket park; utilize unifying element along east
elevation (trellis, building height/material proportions) and more consistent treatment and
push/pull of mass/void with pocket park;

o like the clarity of the big move on the plaza space but it feels very civic and grand, not
residential and intunale; allow for elements to overlap with big move, e.g. street tree
planting, bollards to define traffic, and signage; soften edge and provide integrated edges;
would strengthen the big move;

o four-storey wall needs more development; consider big tree planting;

e Minoru Boulevard has a very high level of pedestrian activity; opportunity to humanize the
street; consider doing something along the street to accentuate the pedestrian element;
amenity spaces could provide connection to the street and could become lanterns along the
street at night, consider using coloured glass\;

e double height element works very well; seating areas will work well along Minoru
considering its neighbourhood context (high foot traffic area and mall across the street); and

o there is opportunity to work on the corner element at the notth tower; will need to be
accentuated to give the tower a stronger presence.
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This Attachment contains letters and on-line submissions
received from the public to date of the Staff report regarding
the proposed development at 6251 Minoru Boulevard -
Application R7Z 11-591685.
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P TC: MAYOR & “wn i T _DWQ@‘/&(&{)M
COUNOILLS
! reOM: CITY CLEMK'S OH-]CE[ O%{éﬂéf&ﬂ{\fu”\'{? p /A/bﬁl/“*j
e

The City Clerk, Respec{ed_l\/.fayor and the commeillors: God hless you all for
working hard to- make our Rictmond THE BEST. Amen.

Re: Rezoning of the site of 6251~ 6271— 6291 called Kiwani’s Senior Court,

I understand fhere will be a public. hearng on the zoning of above site some
tuue in futare, dato and timewoknown, at this particular time. Because I am
not sure if I will be available to aftend such meefing, I am Tequesting flie
enclosed lefter be as good as my personal attendance.

My name 1s Abdulrelunan Premji (Tf. 604 272 5757), and I am. one of the
proud residence of Kiwant™s Court for qute a few years, and even thoagh I
wish to confinge to live at this well located and wnfh good management m
place, T am in full agreement that looldng at the crumblmg structure of the
buildings, they need to be replaced sooner than later. In the mafter of fact, T
am surprsed to see why it was not done earier. Clingmg to the curment
strrcture is Iike a dying person chogmg to its life. Why not then put a new
life futo to it, and make the site very presentable in the eyes of public and
oufside wisitors, who come in thousands m our beautiful City, whaich 1s also
named as Infernafional Gateway. The current buildings do Took messy in the
area were the largest mall (Riclimond Cenire and its eye pleasing
surounding) is located Tn another 'words, these buildings, which are located
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in fhe heart of our very beautiful City, look ugly. It looks as if a tall heavy .

person with a small tmy head standing right besides the beautiful people.
Please do not et this continue while we have God given opposiuoity to
change.

The very best:part m allowmng the rezomng is, becauvsg the management has
agreed to build two new apartment buildings with the capacify of close fo

300 unis, all income assisted onits for semiors, which is twice: the current

capacity. In allowing the rezoming sooner, 150 more low income senior
families will fmd the place. for themselves, and the cwrent semors (over 100
familiss) will retum back 1n the newer buldings.

Coming to the curent (enants, who are elderly proud sentors (few of them
are close to in their 90°s, and may have Irved bere for over 25 yealzs)
physically and financially weak (and I am one of them) living bel
poverty level set by our Government, have been treated and taken good‘cas
by both Kiwanis and Polygon “the management” '
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In my 40 years of experience 1 eal estate, L have never seen any landlord
taking such. a2 personal mterest and care i the welfare of its tenants. Tt (the
management) has gone so far as to inform all the tenants right: from the end
of 2010 until now, keepmg us on their mtenfion and progress. made on the
property. It has also offéred us finaacial assistance to thosewho need it and
taken oare of our moving to the place of our choice, and believe 1ne, back to
our new place i few years time. I belicve it is a wonderful care and help
wtheard of Tt has been m touch with all fhe tenants on daitly basis il case
any of The tenanfs need more information. or help. 1. this matfer. It has been
marvellous experience for us. The only tlung so far it has overlooked in my
opmon 1s that, it is difficult for most of the current tepants, who are retired
and Iive on Old Age Securfy or OAS, to get atented place on their own,
such a close to zero occupancy rate environmeni and were the xent is
averaging at aromnd $900. No landlord mn his/ker nght mind will agrec: fo
rent the place, without asking the gnarantee on the rental payment. The
Jandltord will prefer a sohd back grownd of its tenant,. especially wheir 1t bas
back to back offers 1o ils rental property. The package given to us by the
management docs not ensure such a guataitee. And yes, there are
Governments” subsidize honses. But the wait period. is anywhere betvween 4
to 5 years before you get one. Heuce, we have no choice bul to go for
market rental accownrodation, wherc rents are high and to qualdfy, tlie
scrutimy i$ much greater. ,

However, the management has further schedule the meeting with every
tndividual, who Tras any firther difficulty in this case, and T am sure, it bas
heen very fair to vs so far, it will mot ignore such a concem. Polygon in

partnership wifth Kiwani’s is very well reputable firm and 1t would not wish-

10 sec any of ifs tenants, especially financially strapped seniors, be out on the
Toad. '

Therefore, if any of my fellow Richmond residents in fhis public hearing is

. concern, of vs, and I do appreciate their good feeling and concern of our well

being; please feel at ease. We are in a very good hands and are been {aken
more than good care. God bless the management.

CNCL.- 176

N e T R e

ey

S e




3476878

——————Page 3

To summagse the whole story in one sentence, I wonld say to my fellow
Richmond residents, please do notkill the project or even delayit. Letif go
sooner than later. Thank you

L, a very proud residence of this beawtiful, marvellons and enviable City of

Richmond, and 2 cilizen of fhis great. comntry Canada, which 15 heaven on
this earth, remain yours very foendly,
-
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Abddlrehman Premyi at 104 — 6271 Minom Blvd. Richmond, British
Columbia. CANADAV6Y 1Y35

June 18" 2012
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from: John S.T. Yung
#802, 6088 Minoru Bivd.
Richmond, BC, V6Y 4A8

To: Councilor Linda Barnes, City of Richmond (M /@{%’M M_VQ/
6911 No. 3 Road Pt 53 Covemcit j

Richmond, BC, V6Y-2C1
Dear City Councilor,

| am the resident of City of Richmond and ! would like to submit my petition to against a rezoning
application filed by Polygon Development 275Ltd about building five-high-rise residential towers at the
current location of 6251 Minoru Blvd. The five towers would house approximately 634 new dwelling

units.

The application (Filing #: RZ 11-591685) involves rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd currently used for low-rise,
low density senior housing and zoned for "School and Institutional Use” into a site specific high-rise
high density residential zone, in order to accommodate a substantial increase in new homes.

]
If this project receives approval from the City of Richmond to proceed, our quality of life will be

impacted significantly:

1. Population density: This will bring 634 more families to .the Minoru corridor (between
Westminster Hwy and Richmond Public Library). .

2. Traffic: A surge in vehicle traffic in and out of our neighbor.

3. Skyline: The five concrete towers will be built right next to Minoru Park. They will dramatically
alter the skyline by blocking Minoru Park, ruining the beautiful Minoru corridor profile.

4. Community facility: The surge in population will further strain our over-crowded recreation
facilities (Public Library, Aquatic Centré, Sports field, etc.).

This urban development project brings no benefit but only disturbance to our . neighborhood.
Currently this rezoning application is in “Staff Review and Report” stage, and will soon go to “Planning
Committee Meeting” before the “Council Meeting” and “Public Hearing”. We want to stop this

development now.

Cur neighbors have been discussing this development project across our street, and we all feel serious

concern about the upcoming high rise concrete towers will ruin our quality of life. Please help us.

Sincerely,
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Send a Submission Online (fcsponse #650)

MayorandCouncillors

) Pag'e 1 of ]

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.'ca}
Sent: May 21, 2012 7:44 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #650)
Catégories: 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru 8ivd

Send a Submission Online (response #650):

Survey Information

Site: City} Website

Rage Title: | Send a Submission Online

N URL: | hitp://ems.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx

| Submission Time/Date: | 5/21/2012 7:47:36 PM

Survey Response

Your Name: Li O Huang

Your Address: 6088 Minoru Blvd.

Subject Property Address-OR

Bylaw Number: 6251 Minoru Blvd.

i Against the rezoning application to build 5
Commists: view and have big impact on the traffic of
surrounding area.

CNCL -179
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high rise buildings in the area. It will block my




Send a Submission Online

(response #651)

MayorandCouncillors .

Page 1 of |

From: City of Richrmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca)
Sent: May 21, 2012 7:48 PM

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject:.  Send a Submission Online (response #681)

Categories: 084105-20-2011591885 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru 8lvd

Send a Submission Online (response #651)

;| City Website

Page Title:

Send a Submission Online

URL:

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

Submission Time/Date:

5/21/2012 7:51:47 PM

Survey Response

Your Name:

Your Address:

- Shih To Yung

#802, 6088 Minoru Blvd,

Bylaw Number:

Subject Property Address OR

6251 Minoru Blvd., rz

Comments:

05/22/2012

i youl!
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Please stop the rezoning development across |
my apartment building. The new 5 high rise |
buildings will have significant impact on the
I local environment and traffic condition. Thank

1
i
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Send a Submission Online (response #652)

MayorandCouncillors .

Page 1 of 1

From: City of Richmond We-bsiteI[webgraphics@richmond.ca]'
Sent: May 21, 2012 7:52 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors -

Subject:  Send a Submission Online (response #652)

Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Bivd

Send a Submission Online (response #652)

Survey Information

Site: | City Website

Page Title: | Send a Submission Online

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

. Submission Time/Date: | 5/21/2012 7:56:11 PM

i

—

B |
] ‘

Survey Response

Your Name: Gin Pang Liu

Subject Property Address OR
Bylaw Number:

Youi Address: 6088 Minoru Blvd, #5089

6251 Minoru Blvd.

Comments:

| Dear city council members, Please help to
i disapprove this development project in
Minoru. It's a Jow-rise, low density area and
please keep-it this way. The surge population
from the new towers will destory the peaseful

05/22/2012

environment of the area.
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Send a Submission Online (response #653)

MayorandCouncillors

-Page 1 of 1

From: Ci‘ty of Richmond Website {webgraphics@richmond.ca]
Sent: May 21, 2012 9:41 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #553)
Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd

Send a Submission Oriline (response #653) |

Survey Information

Site: | City Website

Page Title: { Send a Submission Online
URL: { hitp://fcms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx

Sugmission Time/Date: | 5/21/2012 9:45:15 PM

Survey Response

Chan,.Kin Ming

: i Your Address:

801-6077 Minoru Blvd, Richmond, B.C. V&Y
4A8

Subject Property Address OR
Bylaw Number:

6251 Minoru Bivd

Comments:

05/22/2012

no more residential rezoning arcund here,
over-crowded, especially high rises. will
overload the traffic and the recreation
facilities.

CNCL - 182



Send a Submission Online (response #654) o age 1 of 1
) /{D- 6(/;’14_’& _AM »
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NMayorandCounciltors Az et Kot
From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca)

Sent: May 21, 2012 9:57 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors : ‘

Subject: = Send a Submission Online (response #654)
Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd

.Send.a Submission Online (response #654)
Survey Information
[ Site: | Gity Website _ _ o

Page Title: | Send a Submission Online

! URL: ] http://ecms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx
[ Submission Time/Date: ] 5/21/2012-10:00:20 PM

Survey Response
Your Name: 3 Tammy Hon
Your Address: 801 - 8088 Minoru Blvd, Richmond B.C.

VBY4A8

Subject Property Address OR

Bylaw Number: 6251 Minoru Bivd

Too many residential buildings around this
[ area already, too little recreational area (only
one Minoru Park with limited parking space).
Commrits: Don't want to feel like living in a densely

S populated area like Burnaby. We are already
having heavy traffic in Richmond, it will only
make it worse if we allow mere high-rises’to
be built in here.

| CNCL - 183
05/22/2012
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Send a Submission Online (response #656)

- MayorandCouncillors

Page 1 of |-

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca}
Seat:  May 22, 2012 9:35 AM ' '
To:’ MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #656)

Send a Submission Online (response #656)

Survéy Informaﬂon

Site: | City Website

Page Title: | Send a Submission Online

URL: http:!!cms.richﬁwond.ca/Page?793.aspx

| Submission Time/Date: | 5/22/2012 9:38:55 AM

_ Survey Response

Your Name: . CUILING YU

Your Address : 803-6088 Minoru Blvd. Rlchmond BC

Subject F’roperty Addrcss OR
Bylaw Number

6251 Minoru Blvd.

T T

Population surge further strain our over-

Gemments; crowded recreation facilities.

CNCL - 184
05/22/2012



Send a Submission Online (response #657)

MayorandCouncillors -

Page 1 of 1

From:  City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]
“Sent:  May 22, 2012 9:37 AM

To: MayorandCounciliors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #657)

Send a Submission Online (response #657)

Survey Information

S:te City Website

- Page Tm? i Send a Submrsswn Online

L. 2
l URL: | hitp //cms richmond.ca/Page1 793. aspx

uﬁhﬂssﬁﬂ' ﬁrﬁéﬁbate 5/92;?012 5:40:17 AM| T
Survey Response
Your Name Yong Zhao
YourAddress ‘| 803-6088 Mmoru Blvd.,Richmond BC

Subject Property Addreab OR
Byiaw Number

6251 Minoru Blvd.

Comments: | Traffic jam

CNCL - 185
05/22/2012



Send a Submission Online (response #658) Page 1 of' 1

MayorandCouncillors

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]
Sent:  May 22, 2012 9:38 AM ' '

" To: MayorandCouncillors
Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #6'58)

Send a Submission Online-(response #658)

Survey Information

t SEte: City Website

Page Ttt]e Send a Submission Online

URL hrto /lems.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx

Submassmn Tlme!Dete 5!22;’201 2 9 41 29 AM

Survey Response
R — S .
Your Name _ | Yutong Zhao
Your Address 1 803-6088 Minoru Bivd.,Richmond BC

Subject Property Address OR %

Bylaw Number: [ 6251 Minoru Blvd.

Gomments: 'f Increased population.

CNCL - 186
05/22/2012



Send a Submission Online (responsc #659) Page ) of |

MayorandCouncHlors

From: Cify of Richmond Website [webgraph:cs@ ichmond.caj
Sent: May 22,2012 4:38 PM

To: " MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #659)
Categories: 08-4105-20-2011581685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd

Send a Submission Online (response #659)

Survey InfOI matmn

I site C"VVVebS'fe _ R

‘ Page T:tie Seno a Subm1551on Onhne |
. URL: nttp U{,ms rschmond caz’Page‘J?QB aspx S
Submission Time/Date: 5;7?;2012 4:41:11 PM.

burvur Response

| Your Name: Li Hao

Yow Address _ : 506 7831 Westmcnser Hwy Rlchmond

Subject Property Addlecs OR

Bylaw Number: 6251 Mincru Blvd.

i Comments: Increased population

CNCL - 187
05/23/2012



Send a Submission Online (response #660)

MayorandCouncilIors

From: City of Richmond Website
Sent: iviay 22; 2012 4:38 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors

e v A e, £ s~ - e £ S M, £ i vl i

[webgraphlcs@nchmond cal

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #660)

Categories: 08-4105-20-2011581685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd

Page 1 of |

Send a Submission Online (response #660),

Sm:vey 1nfor mat‘on

e s

I,-_ ———— -

1
i
1
!
|
|

: i e; CJty Websne -

Page T 1e Send a Subm;ssron Onhne

URL

Survey Response

[ e i e 8 S 8 s i Sy b en = in

et --AhcerHao

Your Name:

Yow Address

i Commenis:

05/23/2012

Subject Property Address OR
Bylaw Number: ’

hitp //cms nchmond ca/Page1793 aspx
Subm[ssxon T|me/Date 5/22/2012 4. 42 OO PM

506 7831 Westmmser Hwy Rlchmond
6251 Minoru Blvd>

Traffic jam.

CNCL - 188




Send a Submission Online (response #661)

o Gpaan Mso’\!

for
MayorandCouncﬂlors Lopott

Jrage 1 ot 1

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphlcs@rlch mond.ca]
Sent: May 22, 2012 4:40 PM

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Sen(_i a Submissicn Online (response #661)
Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591885 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd

Send a Submission Online (response #661)

Survw Informatlon -

\ Slte CutyWebsne

’ Page Tr’r' Send Submlsswn Onlma l

URL: mtp h’cms richmond. ::afF*ageT?E!q aspx '
' Submission Time/Date: 5/22/2012 4 42 51 DM

Survey Rec,pome '

YourName : '. Xue engWel

'i Your Address © 506-7831 Wastmmser Hwy Rlcnmond
|

| Subject P:operiy Addrpss OR
Bylaw Number: -

6251 Minoru Blvd. |
Population surge further strain our over-
crowded recreation facilities.

Comments:

CNCL - 189
05/23/2012



Send a Submission Online (response #662)

MayorandCouncillors

Page 1 of 1

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]
Sent: May 23, 2012 3:63 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject:. 'Send a Submission Online (response #662)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8914 -RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Bivd

Send a Sttbmission Online (respc'nise #662)

Survey Information

Site: | Clty Website

Page Title: | Send a Submission Online

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

Submission Time/Date: 1 5/23/2012 3:56:57 PM

Survey Response
Your Name: SIN, HENRY C & SIN, SUSANNA P
: 1108-6088 MINORU BLVD. RICHMOND, BC
Your Address:. - VBY 4A8 | :
Subject Property Address OR ,
Bylaw Number: - - .| 6251 MINORU BLVD.

INCREASED POPULATION, TRAFFIC JAM,
: ALTER THE SKYLINE BY BLOCKING
Comments: , MINORU PARK, POPULATION SURGE

' FURTHER STRAIN OUR OVER-CROWDED
RECREATION FACILITIES.

CNCL - 190
05/24/2012



Send a Submission Online (response #663)

MayorandCouncillors

T B Sreusond

Page 1 of 1

(’07& Mctehn s o

; ‘i‘m‘g‘c_,@,é?o@/
From: ° City of Richmond Website [webgrapthS@r}chmond.ca]
Sent: May 23, 2012 8:31 PM o
To: - MayorandCoungcillors

Subiject: Send a Submission Ontine (response #663)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8914 - RZ 11-581685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd

Send a Submission Online (response #663‘)

ourvey Information

Site: | City Websne

Page Title: | Send a Submission Online

URL: i http://ems.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx

Submission Time/Date: | 5/23/2012 8:34:05 PM

Survey Response

Your Name:

Derek Yeh

Your Addrsss:

11098-6088 Minoru blvd. Richmond, BC
VBY4A8

.Subject Property Address OR
Bylaw Number:

6251 Minoru Bivd.

Comments:

the view of Minoru Park. It has all the had

. this Project. The City of Richmond will receive

This project will take away the natural use of
Minoru Park, and it will increas unnecessary
population, traffic jam, air pollutions, blocking

impacts on the surrounding areas along with
additional property taxes froni'the owners, yet

as the current residents we will get nothing
but all the facts | mentioned above.

. 05/24/2012

CNCL - 191




Send a Submission Online

. MayorandCouncillors

(response #664)

Page | of |

From: City of Richmond Webslte [webgraphlcs@nchmond ca]

Sent: May 23, 2012

8:35 PM

To: . MayorandCouncliliors

Subject:-  Send a Submission Online (response #664)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8814 - RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd

Send a Submission Online (response #664)

Survey Information

Site:

City Website

Page Title:

Send a Submission Onlina

URL:

htip://cms.richmend.ca/Page1793.aspx

Submission Time/Date:

5/23/20‘12-_8:‘38:54 PM

Survey Response
Your Name: Yu Feng Lee _ u3
Your Address: 70?_-6088 Minoru Blvd. Richmond

Bylaw Number:

Subject Property Address OR

6251 Minoru Blvd.

Comments:

We as the residents in this area strongly
disagree the proposed project in this area. We
don't need axtra thousands people o live in
here. We don't want air pollutions, traffic jam
(which is already bad), noisy environment,
etc. It will be a shame to-al! city counclls If the
proposed project is passed, because all you
guys'worry about is money, money, money.
Not the guality of life to live in Richmond

05/24/2012

CNCL - 192



Send a Submission Online (response #665)

MayorandCouncillors

Page 1 0f1

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]
Sent: May 23, 2012 10:26 PM
.To: * MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #665) _ .
Categories: 12-8060-20-8914 - RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Bivd

Send a. Submission Oﬁline (response #665)

Survey Information

Site: | City Website

Pzage Title: | Send a Submission Online

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

Submlssion Time/Date: | 5/23/2012 10:29:10 PM

Survey Response

~ Your Name:

Vera Wong

Your Address: .

' 603-8088 Minoru Blvd.,Richmond B>C. V86

4A8 : i .

Subject Property Address OR
Bylaw Number:

6251 Minoru Blvd_.

Commenis:

Imperative to keep Minoru Park as it is. We all
need this envoifment to maintain a balanced
surrounding and this park is one of a kind in
this neighborhood. It is sad and cruel if this
had to be taken away from us. We need this

~ "space" to grow old with, not.just chaos

resuited from over popuiation. Our
Government should rake care of us not
burden us. Thank you.

05/24/2012

CNCL -193



Send a Submission Online (response #666)

MayorandCouncillors

Page 1 of |

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]
Sent:  ° May 24, 2012 7:56 AM
To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject:”  Send a Submission Online (reép_onse #666)
Categories: 12-8080-20-8914 - RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd

Send a Submissidn Online (response #666)

Survey Information

Page Title: Send a Submission Online

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

Submission Time/Date: | 5/24/2012 7:59:42 AM

Survey Response

Your Name:

lau wai lin, mina

Your Address: -

#1203-6088 Minoru Bivd, Richmond BC VBY
4A8 ‘

Subject Froperty Address OR |

6251 Minoru Blvd

Bylaw Nurmber:

opposition reasons: this will increase
A population, cause traific jam. Also, will-alter

Comments: the skyline by blocking Minoru Park. The
Population Surge further strain our over-
crowded recreation facilities.

CNCL - 194
05/24/2012



Send 2 Submission Online (response #667)

MayorandCouncillors

Page 1 of 1

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca]
Sent: May 25, 2012 3:31 PM '
To: MayorandCouncillors-

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #667)
Categories: 12-8060-20-8814 - RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru 8lvd

Send a Submission Online (response #667)

Survey Information

Site:

City Webslte -

Page Title:

Send a Submission Online

URL:

Submission Time/Date:

hi‘tp_://_cms,richmond.ca/Page1 793.aspx:
5/25/2012 3:33:58 PV '

Survey Response

Your Name: ™ .

Tsu), Gloria

Your Address;

#701-6088 Minoru Blvd, Richmond, BC VBX.
4A8 '

Bylaw Nurmber:

.Subject Property Address OR

6251 Minoru B‘Ivd

Traffic jam, Alterthe skyline by blocking
Minoru Park, Population surge further strain

Comments: our over=crowded recreation facilities,
Increased population, too busy for hopital and
senior care home.

CNCL -195
05/28/2012



Send.a Submission Online (response #669) T B il ( "
: 6 Peus

fon. sTpFF RebT

.MayorandCouncillors

Page 1 of 1

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca)
“Sent:  May 27, 2012 8:47 PM
To: MayorandCouncillors -

Subject:  Send a Subirission Onliné (response #669)
Categories: 12-8080-20-8814 -~ RZ 11-581685 - Kiwanis = 6251 Minoru Blvd

Send a Submission Onlinle (response #660)

Survey Information

Site: | City Website

Page Title: | Send a Submission Onlina

URL: | hitp:/ems.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx
Submission Time/Date: | 5/27/2012 8:50:43 PM

{

-

Survey Response _
[
| Your Name: Alfred Chau

1207-6088 Minoru Boulevard Richmond BC

Your Address: \/BY 4A8

Subject Property Address OR

Bylaw Number: . 6251 Minoru Blvd.

Increased population, traffic jam, alter the
skyline by blocking Minoru .Park. Population

Comments: surge further strain our over-crowded
recreation facilities.
CNCL - 196
(5.23,2012




CITY COUNCIL
RICHMOND CITY

RE: APPLICATION FOR REZONING 6251 MINORU BLVD
FOR 5 HIGH-RISE RESIDENTIAL TOWERS

Please disapprove the rezoning application. The buildings will further encircle and isolate
Richmond Park, which is now located inside behind existing non-park structures along
Minory, Westminster and Gilbert. These proposed buildings will also obstruct our view
of the park.

Also do not entertain future applications to rezone the Richmond Park side of
Westminster Highway where the existing low-rise hotels are.

Please improve Richmond Park. Do not degrade it.

Very truly yo

7y

CNCL - 197
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CITY COUNCIL N T B Sheasod

RICHIMOND cmf G Senee Qs Qz V-4 I-(o55

RE: APPLICATION FOR R]ZLOI\ ING 6251 MINORU BELVD
FOR 5 HIGH-RISE RESIDENTIAL TOWERS

Please disapprove the rezoning a.ppliéati"on. The build ings will further encircle and isolatg -/

Richmond Park, which is now located inside belind existing non-park structures alout,

Minorm, Westminster and Gilbert. These proposed buildings will also obstruct our view
of the park.

Also .do not entertain fufure applic ations to refone the- mun:n ond Park side of
Aestminster Highway where the exxstmg low—me hotels are.

Please improve Richmond-Park. Do not degrade it.

Very truly yours,

\»‘Frf/:’m , KQ/L heng.
U J

CNCL - 198
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CITY COUNCIL
RICHMOND CITY

RE: APPLICATION FOR REZONING 6251 MINORU BLVD
FOR 5 HIGH-RISE RESIDENTTAL TOWERS

Please disapprove the rezoning applicatior. The bruﬂd,mrrs will further encircle and isolate
Richmond Park, which is now located inside behind existing non-park structures along
Minoru, Westminster and Gilbert. These proposed bmldmgb will also obstruct our view
of the park.

A.lso do not entertain firfure applications terezore-the Richmond Park side of
Westminster Highway where the existing low-rise hotels are.

Please improve Richmond Park. Do not degrade it.

Very truly yours

“ﬁ/{éuéﬁ/g 20 é&‘/ éd?—— -
Pkl et y g)Jj

- CNCL - 199
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City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minon Blvd Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blva for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

Thus is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As soch, this block should be an exclusion zove for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discnminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon becone a conerete jungle instead of 2 garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter, Soon the low=
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future gencrations to come. The threé (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Lct no other sore thumbs bc inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Sraall for a city expenencing explosive growl:h in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune, with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater ctc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park1 albeit small, is wedged between stmwcturcs - Richumond Gencra!
Hospital, botels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and- Minoru, The park does not extend to these strects and is not visible
therefrors. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detnimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

- Creck community in Vancouver. Here buildings are Jow and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been aliowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manser, no tali
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. '

It behoves the City Council-and all residents, mcluajng civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanijs-Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the énvironment and future of Richmond City. -

Vcry yours
J 1;/)(7/“4 4

- Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Clty Councxl ang attend the meeting. Get others, suoh as
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sf/\ the petition.

CNCL - 200
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May §, 2012

City Council Mi)v‘ 7 y 20 1

City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City
. N,
Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Bivd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers /7w

This 15 a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
commumity facilitics are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discrinunating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also al the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings aloug Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmound Park wil) be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and cnhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no Iuss, particularly in this city block, for the sake of prescnt
and future generations 1o come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Sroall for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature,-is already
very smallas the larger porticn is taken up by community amemties and facilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc, ) aad other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along thesc road sections,

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-nses would indeed be very short-sighted ard
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Parlc in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the Jarge park. Another good model would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. Tn the same mauner, no tal
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

Tt behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis-Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment angd future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

/2 Zglan

Y\ Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Council and attend the meeting, Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.

CNCL - 201
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City Council May 8, 2012 oiTY. oF ?EEFT%!E)'B
City Hall, Minoru Blvd Richmond City

. ’ : MAY 1 4 2017
. Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers é 98 250

This 15 a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed developrent, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently canght in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in atlowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
showld be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 3 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings atong Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riges. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appea! of the downtown residential
area with inuovative measures. Richmond City should do po less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. i

~ Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
cnhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in remdenccs

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with pature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilitics (sport fields, hospital,”

 firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 2 Park Towers at its perimeter a.lou_v
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park dogas not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Riehmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (S)thgh-rises would indecd be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver, Hexe buildings arc low and terraced following the topography nising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It bebioves the City Council and all residents, i.nél.uding civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the envirmime_nt_ _aqdlﬁ;pme of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

ok o ASuant o lboR~ o8& Ming RY Blyn. Reip

2
\§‘Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City, Council and attend the mecting. Get others, such as
' residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the peutlon
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City Council May 8, 2012 Tl Arracwino
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmoud City STaéE Qe T

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for § High-rise Residential Towers -

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minorn Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block shovld be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, 1s misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle iwstead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 3 towers, also at the Minon: perimeter. Soon the low-
rise bujldings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver 1§ doing ail it can to improve quality of [ife and enhance the acsthetic appeal of the downtown tesidential
area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sale of present
and future generations 1o come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monor Boulevard are, meortlmatcly, alegacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be nflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-riges at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city expericncing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The arca of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with pature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospr‘m!
firchouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “rea.l” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hosprtal, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimecter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Ceantre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these propos«,d five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short- snghtcd and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Masnhattan, NYC, -as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good mode! would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south, No .

high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no fall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizaﬁons such as the well-meaning Kiwanis-Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

’/.’:jfvt{_.:/(/uj . 1/\_),:,—\,_,,
7 Vs

>y
Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
- City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the abovs application for rezoning, The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granwille is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments ard unless the City Council is more
discniminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instcad of a garden city that it
should beInitially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
arca with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particllarly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future penerations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unforrunatcly, alegacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be unproved angd
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences; :

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune, with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater efc. ) and other structures;

3.) The“real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small; is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and-Minor. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond

. Centre or vista gaps along these road sections,

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Marthattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the [arge park. Another good mode! would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver, Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island, In the same manrer, 0o tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. .

1t behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis-Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmonrd City. -

Very truly yours, }}

ééim Wj’ . Wi [V

> Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Clty Counoﬂ and attend the meetingGiet others %wﬁﬁﬁas

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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City Council ' May 8§, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re; Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is wherc Minoru Park and other
comumunity facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-density
development. The proposed development, however nobls, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently canght in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Rickmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and cnhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the-sake of present
and future gencrations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unforfunately, a legacy of an
menlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and _
enhanced. Already, Rlohmond Park is:

L.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The arca of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with naturs, is already
vecy smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport felds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) aad other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richunond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, aud the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along thesc road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manbattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good raodet would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low aund terraced following the topography rising'to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park,

It behoves the City Council and all residents, i.nclﬁding civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis-Society,
to have the foresight and good scose to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

" Jadk W A '
\b0> = L% 1M r oy Ll Ry chpnd BT, VBY 4@

" A Protect your interest. Sign and send thiis to the Clty' ouncil and attend the meeting. Get others, such as
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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. City Council May 8, 2012
- fg_:'i_gy Hall, Minoru Bivd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

i This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.

The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilitics are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

a

> Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

f * discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it

should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers, Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
ns¢ buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke,

- Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential

area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations 1o come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. .

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trecs and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is alrcady
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firchouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along thesc road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) Eigh-riscs would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the cily.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the mode! where the

park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

= It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,

to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

Afefde ) L oo

f“& Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit?/'\Counci] and attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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May 8, 2012

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council 1o disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Bivd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilitics are located, A¢ such, this block should be an ecxclusion zone for high-risc high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

;.- Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

* discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.[nitially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of lifc and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of presei
and future gencrations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sere thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

4~ Richmond Park is at the city corc. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and

. enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The arca of the park with trecs and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is alrcady
very smallas the farger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilities (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater cte, ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along thesc road sections.

s l To diminish Richmond Park firrther with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
1 detrimental for the city.

e

] | ! Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the

park greens extend all the way to the four streels bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No

it high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall

4, structures should be allowed along the pefiphcry of Richmond Park.

—
T

[t behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Scciety,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

.- Very truly yours,
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Cl(y Council May 8,2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re; Application for rezoning 625} Minoru Bivd for § High-rise Residential Towers

% This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning.The reason for this is simple
The city block bounded by Minoru: Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
.« community facilitics are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-density

i development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

-1 Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise deyelopments and unless the City Council is more

# discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungie instead of a garden city that it

'+ should be Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

v+ Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential

I -+ area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
¢ and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an

unenlhightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its peniphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richimond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and communc with nature, is alrcady
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firchouse, library, aquatic center, theater ctc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-nsc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towcers at its perimeier along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the Falsc

- Creck community in Vancouver, Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
h)gh-nscs have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granville Island. Tn the same manner, no talt
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

i Tt behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic orgariizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
f . to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

«.-Yery truly yours,

///f% PN
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¥ Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit;&ounoil and attend the meeting. Get others, such 2s

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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il May 8, 2012
-' C ty Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

- This is a petition (o the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The rcason for this is simplc

The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville 1s where Minoru Park and other

community facilitics are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

- Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

“ discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.[nitially, it was the Park Tom.r’s Now these proposed S5 towers, also at the Minoru pecnmeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-niscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a jeke.

AT

- Vangouver is doing all it can to improve quality of lifc and enhance the acsthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block,

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is alrcady
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater cic. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real™ (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, holcls, medical offices, low-risc affordablc homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond

{l Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

e

.

i3 To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (3) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
" detrimental for the city.

i Instead, Richmong City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
2 park greens extend all the way 1o the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of Faise Creck and Granville Island. In the same manner, ro tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Socigty,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. ’

‘Very truly yours,

@/ 7 (a A i//t oA
i SR

517
Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as
.. residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition,
CNCL - 209




City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for S High-rise Residential Towers

= This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple,
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Grariville is where Minoru Park and other
community facifitics are focated. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-dcnsity
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

. Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-risc developments and unless the City Council is more

" diseriminating in allowing rezoning, the ¢ity might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

© Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measurcs. Richmond City should do ne less, particularly in thig city block, for the sake of present
and future gencrations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unforfunately, a legacy of an
wnenlighiened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

. Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and

¢ enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is;

- 1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trecs and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilities (sport ficlds, hoespital,
firchouse, library, aquatic center, theater cic. ) and other structures;

3.y The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged belween structures ~ Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru, The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmand
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (S) high-riscs would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city. '

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four strects bounding the large park. Another good modet would be the Falsc
Creek communmnity in Vancouver. MHere buildings arc low and tervaced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tail
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

" 1t behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis-Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. .

- Very truly yours,

S

—_————— - = —_

residents, friends and neighbours (o suppon and sign the petition.
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Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City, Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as

City Council May 8, 2012

Ciry Hall, Minoru Blvd. Richmond City )

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

. This is a petition to the City Council 1o disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.

The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville 1s where Minoru Park and other
community facilitics arc located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

: .',‘;_A:chhmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-nise developments and unless the City Council is more

discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise butldings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the acsthetic appeal of the downtown residential
arca with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future gencrations to come, Theithree (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sere thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city exporiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residénts can stroll, sit and commune with pature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and tacilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater cle. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotcls, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minon: opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very shont-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

i Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the

park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good mode!l would be the False

+ - Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No

high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,

' _to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City,

Very truly your
C—77"
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residents, friends and neighbours to support and s@the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Bivd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapproye the above application for rezoning. The rcason for this is simple
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville s where Minoru Park and other
¢ community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for mgh-rise high-densiy

‘i development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

& Richmong City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

“ discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the [ow-
risc buildings along Westmimnster witl be redeveloped into high-rrses By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown restdential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future gencrations to come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the cuty core. Insicad of diminishing it with high-rises al is periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, i3 already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amcnitics and facilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firchouse, library, aquatic con(er, theater ¢te ) and ather structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, alben small, 1s wedged between siructures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical oftices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Toweers at its perimeier along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway ard Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for {he city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park fike Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend al] the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good modet would be the False
Creck community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising o the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granville Island. In the same manncr, no @al!
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Riclhinond Park.

[t behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

. V;ﬁﬂ; yours, %9/

*55— Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Crt Council ang attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and s@ihe petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd,Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for S High-rise Residential Towers |

", This is & petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning, The reason for this is simplg.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Counci) is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Lat no other sore thumbs be inflicied on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it wilth high-rises at its peviphery, it should be improved and

... enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

i 1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in remdcnces;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond Geheral
Haspital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru, The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom, There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru oppogite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (3) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Patk in Manhatian, NYC, as the mode! where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bouuding the large park. Another good medel would be the False
Creek commuaity in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of Falss Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Vcry truly yours, ){ {//

—r

Jix : g4/ m?;
7 Protect your interest, Sign and send this to the City, Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Bivd for § High-rise Residential Towers

% This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilitics are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

. Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it

should be.[nitially, it was the Park Towers, Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Seon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises, By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.} The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport ficids, hospital,
firchouse, library, aquatic center, theater ctc, ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (gardcn) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotcls, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towecrs at its perimeter along
Gilben, Westminster Highway and Minoni. The park docs not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

£ To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography nising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Soclety,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

“Very truly yours,

o 4 \‘_/ UE F (i .

{

Protect your interest, Sign and send this to the City, Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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May 8, 2012

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for § High-rise Residential Towers

ti+, This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilitics arc located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

.. Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

~ discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now thesc proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

s Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The arca of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilities (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater ctc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “rf'"‘ (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures - R!chmonc General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilberl, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom, There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps alonp these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five ($) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city. :

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall

| structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Socicty,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

i+ Very truly yours,
PN N
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% Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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: City Council May 8, 2012
(liry Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minor: Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

. This is a petition (o rhe City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple
The city block bounded by Minory Bivd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilitics are Jocated. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-risc high-density
dcvclopmcm‘ The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

R.lchnlond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
dlscnmmatmg in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings ﬂlong, Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

: -Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future gencrarions to come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened pasl. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block,

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aqualic center, theater ete. ) and other structares,

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

SR

=3

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city,

Creek community in Vancouver. Herc buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

- Very tru!;,;lyours, Q
3 a?) },’v \I

T Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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Ci_tl)./- Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-nse Residential Towers

.. This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westmmsier Highway, Gilbert and Granville 1s where Minoru Park and other
community facilitics are loented. As such, this block should be an excluston zone for high-rise high-densivy
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

', Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

¥ discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.[nitially, it was the Park Towers. Now thesc proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soen the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of 1ife and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmend Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The arca of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and faciljties (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, ftbrary, aguatic center, theater cte. ) and other structures;

3.} The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit simall, is wedged between structures - Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical oftices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these strects and 15 not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

"To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the ¢ity.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Rictimond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

- Creek community in Yancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including ¢ivic organizatiens such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Socicty,
L to havc the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.,

-:Very truly yours, ) _
‘j /\{3 1 /E/ !’]
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M Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the C|t Coun01] ang attend the meeting. Get others, such as

..~ residents, friends and neighbours to support and s@zhc petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minor: Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 625! Minoru Blvd for § High-rise Residential Towers

ki This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple

The city block bounded by Minons Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and othar
communtly facilitics are located. As such, this block should be an cxclusion zone for high-nise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

-, Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

£:” discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
arca with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations (o come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater ete. ) and other structures;

3.) The *“real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures - Richmond General
Hospital, hotcls, medical oftices, low-nis¢ affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeier along
Gilbeit, Westminster Highway and Minoru, The park docs not extend to these strects and 1s not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Cenire or vista gaps along these road sections.

" To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the modél where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the Fajse

] ‘- Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
it high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

: to have the foresight and,good sense 1o pgbiect the environment and future of Richmond City.

:-Very truly yours, f’
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3 Protect your inferest. Sign and send this to the City Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City .

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Bivd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

"% This is a petition 1o the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple
The city block bounded by Minoru Blod, Westminster FHighway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
. community facilitics are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density

5 development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

5 Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

~ discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towcers. Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimcter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

. Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and

. . enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and factlitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater ¢te. ) and other stnuctures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small; is wedged between structures — Richmond Gencral
Hospital, hotcls, medical oftices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers al its perimeter along
Gilbent, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these strects and is not visibic
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road scctions.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city. '

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens exicnd all the way (o the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granvyille Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense 1o protect the environment and future of Rickmond City.

- Very Eruly yours,

M—i_.

™% Protect your inferesl. Sign and send this to the City, Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012 e W
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City S 1SS e

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for § High-rise Residential Towers

i, The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville 1s where Minoru Park and other
¢ community facilitics are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
devetopment. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

+ Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

. discriminating i allowing rezoning, thecity might soon become a concretejunglo instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now thesc proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmend Park will be a joke.

. Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enbance the acsthetic appeal of the downtown residential
5B area with innovative measures, Richmond City shou)d do no less, particularly in this city blogk, for the sake of present
and future gencrations to come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park black.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:
1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;
2.} The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can.stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, lbrary, aqualjc center, thealer cte, ) and other structures,
3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small;is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these strects and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

* Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creck and Granville [sland. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the peniphery of Richmond Park.

t

It behoves the City Couneil and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

= :;Very truly yours,

5 s

residents, friends and nelghboms to Sup jort and sfgn the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
- City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for § High-risc Residential Towers-

i This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simp!e,
The city block bounded by Minoru Blyd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is whers Minory Park and other
community facilities are located, As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise lngh density
development, The proposed dcvdopmcn[ however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
.. discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Socn the low-
rise buildings along Westminstor will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to imprave quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residéntial
area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no léss, particularly in this city block, for the sake of présent
and foturc generations to come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard .are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block,

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:
1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and Facilities {sport fields, hospital,
firchouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures ~ Richmond Genera)
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter z2long
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not vistble
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections,

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (3) high-rises would indeed be very shori-gighted and
detrimental for the city,

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhatian, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver, Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manngr, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and tuture of Richmond City,

Very truly yours,

/_{Iﬂ ﬁ;, L:";\_ Zef
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" Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Clt Counci} ang attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgﬁthe petition.
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" City Council May 8, 2012
' City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Miroru Blyd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rézoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block beunded by Minoru Bivd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minotu Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density

~ development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

" Richmond City is currently canght in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now thcse proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the law-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enbance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
#70 area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this oity block, for the sake of present
{7 *  and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard arg, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core, Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced, Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and communs with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community ameniti¢s and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc, ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable hornes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park likc Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good mods! would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granwilic Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richimond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanfs Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

ij,e 5//1@4/\/ pfed &’/ZM/)/L/ '
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" % Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Co%d the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition.
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City Council ' May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru .Blvd_Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development, The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced,

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers, Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke..

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monory Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

~ Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and

.~ enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures ~ Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Ceniral Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend al) the way to the four streets bounding the large park, Another good model would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no 1all
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmand Patk,

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very %yours,

, » _ ,p¢aﬁZ§i?i/ ,
T Protect your interest, Sign and send this to the City,Council and attend the meeting, Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012

LEL City Hall; Minoru Blvd, Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Graaville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density

, development. The proposed development, however neble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the Jow-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke,

+ Vancouver is doing ell it can to improve quality of lifc and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential

arca with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlighteéned past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core, Instead of diminishing it with high-riscs at its periphery, it should be improved and

i1l enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing sxplosive growth.in residences;

2.) The arca of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aguatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimster along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to thess strects and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (3) high-rises would indeed be very short=sighted and
detrimental for the city.

il ‘Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC; as the model where the

park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False
Creek cormumunity in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

_ -Ve,ry t.ru-]y yours,

Dk T A

— fr—

Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City, Council and attend the meeting, Get others, such as
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition,
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L City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

L Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
"\ -communpity facilities are located. As such this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density

. development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a conerete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildmgs along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

. Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers «L Monoru Boulevard.are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. '

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The arca of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
: very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
bt firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;
HR 3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures — Richmond General
; Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does riot extend to these strects and is not visible
therefrom, There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections,

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very shortssighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver, Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the soutii. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and al! residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meariing Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City,

Very truly yours,,

”ﬁ- Protect your interest, Sign and send this to the Cl( - Council ang attend the meeting. Get others, such as
4. residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition.
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. City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvg for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning.The reason for this is sirnple,
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westrinster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru periméter, Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park wili be a joke.

Vancouver is doihg all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the dowritown residenttal
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and

~ enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport ficlds, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater ete. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged bctwcen structures — Rlchmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not exiend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westrninster and Minoru opposite Richmeond
Centre or vista gaps along theso road sections,

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would jndeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city,

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would bé the False
Creek community in Vancouver, Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south, No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

‘T4 Tt behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

L771%“( P
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™" Protect your interest. Sign and send this tzthe City Co%d the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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.City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Bivd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facllities are Jocated. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
ris¢ buildings 4long Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises, By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of prasent
and future generations ta come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is af the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:
1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

i 2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already

o very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (spott fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged betwesn structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom, There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westiminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver, Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south, No.
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granvilie Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Council and zll residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours, .
: : %

$ Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Co%d the meeting. Get others, such as
4 residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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o City Council May 8, 2012
. City Hall, Minoru Blvd Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the' City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
- community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
. development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmongd City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers, Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be & joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a légacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

~ Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and

" enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area-of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amentties and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit smali, is wedged between structures ~ Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible

-therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (3) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city, '

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False
Creek community in Vancouver, Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park.

s o
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It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

% Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City,Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Mineru Blvd Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

" This is & petition to the City Counci! to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

“.i%, ; Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

~ discriminating in allowing rezoring, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park wil be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of 1ife and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do o less, particularly In this city-block, for the sake of present
and future generaticns to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard.are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
" enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:
' [.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;
i 2.) The arca of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
" very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
. firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures - Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises weuld indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city.

o ¢ Instead, Richmond City should maintajn Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the mode! where the
! - park greens extend all the way to the four streets boundin:t the large park. Another good model would be the False
" - Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising o the south. Ne
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. '

[t behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the cnvironment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

s AR T

% Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit%ounci] and attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition.
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City Council May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blyd Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This'is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.

The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Graaville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an‘exclusion zone for high-rise high- denstty '
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise devclopmcnts and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in 2llowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it
should be.Initiaily, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter, Soon the low-
nse buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises, By then, Richmond Park will be a jokc.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enbance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boujevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commung, with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;

3.) The “real’ (garden) portion of the park, albeit small; is wedged between structures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond

- Centre or vista gaps along tbese road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (3) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city. :

Instead, Richmond City should maintaio Richmond Park like Centrat Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings arc low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-riscs have been allowed to block the. view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. :

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City.

Very truly yours,

e T
e [/ N

"ﬁ- Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cnty COLlIlCll and attend the meeting. Get others, such as

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sf/\the petition.
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‘- City Council ' May 8, 2012
'Iry Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Mineru Blvd for § High-rise Residential Towers

*. This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.

The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other

1 community facilitics are located, As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced.

ﬂ - Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more

* discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle insiead of a garden city that it
should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed S towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster wiil be redeveloped into high-riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve guality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
area with innovative measures, Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for thc sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
uncnlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and
- enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trecs and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilitics (sport ficlds, hospital,
firchouse, library, aquatic ¢center, theater cte. ) and other structures;

3.) The “rca!“ (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures - R]ch*nond General
Hospital, hotcls, medical offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the.park fiom Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections.

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detnmental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way 1o the four streets bounding the large park. Ancther good model wauld be the False
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed (o block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. [n the same manner, no_tall

structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. .

It behoves the Citv Council and all recidents inrluding Alvie Arrenietinnag siah nn tha tiall wmaa winsy Vicasts Commlmnns

.
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City Council - . ' - May 8, 2012 W

City Hall, Minor Blvd.Richmond City

- By

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for § High-Tise Restdenﬁal Towers . <

This is a petition to the City Council to d.\sapprov the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is snmple

‘The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbett and Granville is where Minoru Park and other

community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion-zone for high- rise high- densny
development. The proposed devefopment, however noble, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it

- should be.Initially, it was the Park Towcrs. Now these proposed 3 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By thes, Richraond Park will be a joke.

Vangouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential
.arca with innovative measures. Richmond City ‘should do no less, particularly in this city block, -for the sake of present
and future generations to corne, The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an
‘unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its pcnphcry, it should be improved and
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is:

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences;

2.) The area of the park with trees and pfants where residents can stroll, sit and commune, with nature, is already’
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and fagilities (sport ﬁelds hospital,
firehousg, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures;,

3.) The*real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small; js wedged between strictures — Richmond Gcncral
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these sireets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Mmoru opposite Richmond
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. '

To diminish Richmond Pask further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeesd be very short-sighted and
detrimental for'the city. ' .

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Mashattan, NYC, as .th_e mode] where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streeis bounding the large park. Another good mede! would be the False

- Creek community in Vancouver, Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the perlphery of Richmond Park.

It behoves the City Couhcxl and all residents, mclu_d'mg civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis-'S.ooiety,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and fiture of Richrond City, -

Very truly yours, SING YUAN CHOW
;- 1004 - 6088 MINORU BLVD
Z A RICHMOND, B.C. V6Y 4A8

. . & = = L) m
J )}\ PE—"‘L'[ r—
\ﬁ— Protect your interest, Sign and send this to the C1ty Council ang attend the meeting. Cre(@;hw C%

residents, friends and neighbours to support and slgn the petition. ERis OF
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City Cauncil ' May 8, 2012
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City :

‘Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is.a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above agplication for rezoning. The reason for this is simple.
The city block bounded by Minorn Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minor Park.and other
community facilities are locaied. As such, this block should be an exchusion zone for high-risc high-density
development. The proposed development, however noblé, is misplaced.

Richmond City is currently caugbj: in a frenzy of high-risc developments and unless the City Council is miore

discriminafing in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete ungle instead of a garden city that it

should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also &t the Minoru perimeter. - Soon the low-
" rise buildings atong Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises, By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown resxdemml
area with innovative megsures. Richimond City should do 1o less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard e, unfornma:tely\ alegacy of an
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be mﬂ_tcte.d on the park block. A

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of dimimishing 1t with high-rises at LTS periphery, it should be Jmproved and
ethanced. Already, Richmond Park is:
' 1.) -Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences; '

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can sivoll, srt and commune with pature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities sport felds, hospital,
firehouse, library, agnatic center, theater ete. ) -and other structures;

3. ) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeft-gmall; is wedgex between structures — Riehmond General
- Hospital, hotels, medical offices, iow-rise affordable homes, @nd the 3 Park Towers at ifs frerimeter along
Gilbest, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend 10 these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the patk from Wmhmnsbcr and Mmoru oppostte Richmond
Cenirc or vista gaps along these road sections.

To dlxmmsh Richmond Park further w1f.h these proposed five (5) high-tises would indeed be Very short-ﬂghtcd and
detrimental for the city.

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bonnding the large pack. Another good model would bethe False

- Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography xising to the south, No
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Gramville Island. In the same mander, no tall
structures should be aﬂowed along the pcnphcry of Rlcltmond Park.

It bchoves the Crty Counml and all residents, mnludmg civic organizations such as the, we]l—meanmg Kiwanis: SOOlG‘I.Y,
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the enwroument and future of Richmond City.

W@»\% é@ﬂﬂ )/%lv)bf

Very truly vours,

Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Crty Courcil ang attend the meeting. Get others, such as
resuients friends and neighbours to support and sl/'\ the petltlon
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City Council - May 8, 2012
Crty Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City ; .

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minom Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning. The reason for this is mnple
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high- density.
development. The proposed dcvclopment, however noble, is J:msplaced_

Richmond City is currently caugh‘t m a frenzy of high-rise devclopmcnts and unless the City COLLIJOll 1S more
diserimipating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a conerets jungle instead of a gardcn city that it-

- should be.Initially, it was the Park Towers, Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minorn perimeter. Soon the low-
rise bmldmgs along Westminster wﬂl be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke.

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and cnhemce the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential .
arca with innovative measures. Richmond City'should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present

* and furture generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Momm Bouleva,rd are, uufortm:latcly, a legacy of an
uncnhghtened past. Let no other sore thumbs bc inflicted on the park block.

Richmond Park is at tlie city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its pcnphcn it should be improved and”
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: ,

1.) Smail for a city experiencing explosive growth in rcsuicnces _ '

2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already
very smallas the larger portion is taken up by commilnity amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital,
firchouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures; .

3.) The “real” (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between siraétures — Richmond General
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond
Ceutre or vista gaps along these road sections.

'To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and
detrimental for the city. :

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhaitan, NYC, as the model where the
park greens extend a1l the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would bethe False

- Creek community in Vancouver. Hers buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No
high-rises have.been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. ‘

It behoves the City Couricil-ang all residents, inclu_.d.'mg civic organizations such as tho well-meaning Kiwanis Society,
to bave the foresight and good sense to protect the enviromment and future of Richmond City. -

-Verlyl tru.\y yours,
/m k& JADom_ Wi
J? 70/ /&35 J/Y nory. Bfw’/ { &Llhﬂm'if}/ b ¥ ﬁ

b— Protect your interest. Slgn and send this to the Cxty COUDDII ang attend the meeting,

residents, friends and nelghbours to support and s{/\ the petition.
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Richmond Bylaw 8910

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
Amendment Bylaw 8910 (RZ 11-591685)

6111, 6251, 6391, 6451, 6551, 6611, 6631 and 6651 Minoru Boulevard

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

).

FIRST READING
PUBLIC HEARING
SECOND READING
THIRD READING

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, in Schedule 2.10, Section 3.0 (City
Centre Area Plan, Development Permit Guidelines), is amended by repealing the
existing map designations in Sub-Area B.2 thereof of the following areas and by
designating those areas as Sub-Area B.3.

P.1D. 003-629-350
Parcel “F” (Reference Plan 22071) Section 8§ Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District

P.I.D. 004-174-399
Lot 25 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 21164

P.1.D. 027-093-701
Lot I Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan BCP30610

P.1.D. 004-932-382
Lot 44 Secton 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 29965

P.ID. 004-134-516
Lot 43 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 29965

Strata Plan NWS2677
Strata Plan NWS195

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100,
Amcndment Bylaw 8910”.

CITY OF
RICHMOND

APPROVED

HB

APPROVED
by Manager
Ar Solicitor

ADOPTED

3536683

MAYOR CNCL - 235 CORPORATE OFFICER
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Bylaw 8911

Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge
Park) Bylaw No. 8911

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. The Mayor and City Clerk for the City of Richmond are authorized:

a) to execute agreements to terminate the housing agreements referred to in Housing
Agreement (9331, 9351, 9371, 9391 & 9411 Odlin Road) Bylaw No. 8677 and
Housing Agrecment (9500 Odlin Road and 9399 Tomicki Avenue) Bylaw No.
8687 (the “Housing Agreements”);

b) to cause notices and other charges registered at the Land Title Office in respect 10
the Housing Agreements to be discharged from title; and

c) {o execute such other documentation required to effect the tenmination of the

Housing Agreements.

2. This Bylaw is cited as “Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and
Cambridge Park) Bylaw No. 8911”.

FIRST READING

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

PUBLIC HEARING

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED
ADOPTED

MAYOR

3837307

CITY OF
RICHMOND

APPROVED
for content by
originating
dept

24

APPROVED
Tor legality
by Sglicltor
A

)

L
\

CORPORATE OFFICER
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& City of
@ Richmond Bylaw 8912

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8912 (ZT 12-605555 and ZT 12-605556)
9399 ODLIN ROAD AND 9500 ODLIN ROAD

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

l. Richmond Zoning Bytaw 8500 is amended by inserting the following text after Section
18.24.4.3 and renumbering existing Section 18.24.4.4 a5 18.24.4.5:

“18.24.4.4 Notwithstanding Section 18.24.4.1 and Section 18.24.4.2, the
maximum floor area ratio for the following sites is 1.7

9500 Odlin Road
Strata Plan BCS4008

9399 Odlin Road

P.LD. 028-468-554

Lot | Section 34 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan BCP47263”

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw

8912,
FIRST READING RICHMOND
AFEROVES
PUBLIC HEARING H"*ﬁ
SECOND READING RGeS
THIRD READING FWJ
OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED Y
ADOPTED
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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« Richmond Bylaw 8913

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8913 (ZT 12-605577)
9566 TOMICKI AVENUE

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

). Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by inserting the following text after Section
17.67.4.2:

“17.67.4.3 Notwithstanding Section 17.67.4.1 and Section 17.67.4.2, the
maximum floor area ratio shall be “0.75” for the following site:

9566 Tomicki Avenue
Strata Plan BCS3965”

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw

8913”,
FIRST READING RIZAMOND
~ APPROVED |

PUBLIC HEARING H"’%

SECOND READING APPROVED
oY Saiaor

THIRD READING "
41

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED JiJ

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Richmond Bylaw 8914

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8914 (RZ 11-591685)
6251 MINORU BOULEVARD

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

.

3497497

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by inserting as Section 19.11 thereof the
following:

“19.11 High Rise Apartment (ZHR11) — Brighouse Village (City Centre)
19.11.1 Purpose

The zone provides for institution and affordable housing together with
adjunct uses including high-density, high rise apartments, town housing
and compatible uses. Additional deunsity is provided {o achieve among
other things, City objectives in respect to the provision of affordable
housing units.

19.11.2 Permitted Uses
e child care
¢ housing, apartment
* housing, town

19.11.3 Secondary Uses
e Dboarding and lodging
e community care facility, minor
e home business

19.114 Permitted Density

1. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) in the areas identified as “A” and
“B” on Diagram 1, Section 19.11.4.4 is “2.0”, together with an additional
0.1 floor area ratio provided that it is used entirely to accommodate
amcnity space.

2. Notwithstanding Section 19.11.4.1, in the area idenfified as “A” on

Diagram 1, Section 19.11.4.4:

a) the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is increased to “3.0" if the
owner has paid or secured to the satisfaction of the City, a monetary
contribution to the City’s capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund

CNCL - 239



Bylaw 8914 -2-

established pursuant to Reserve Fund Establishment Bylaw No. 7812,
calculated in accordance with the following:

i) the total monetary contribution equals $225/sq.ft. multiplied by
5% of the maximum square footage of the residential building
area (based on residential floor area ratio) permitted in the arca
identified as “A” on Diagram 1, Section 19.11.4.4,

3. Notwwithstanding Section 19.11.4.1, in the area identified as “B” on
Diagram |, Section 19.11.4.4:

a) the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is increased lo a higher density
of “2.8” if prior to building permit issuance for the first building
constructed in this area after Council adopts a rezoning amendment
bylaw to include this area in this ZHR11 zone the owner:

i) has constructed within the area at least 296 affordable housing
units totalling a minimum of 14,800m? in area;

i) has constructed a minimum of 148 affordable housing units
incorporating basic universal housing features; and

iii) has entered into a housing agreement with the City with respect
to the affordable housing units referred to above, registered the
housing agreement on title to the lot where the affordable
housing units are located, and filed a notice of housing
agreement in the Land Title Office.

4. Diagram 1

LY

_v,{__...._x_oz.,s;m....... L sattm ___.%__
[

PROPOSED ROAD

$5.05 m

>
oo
MINORU BLVD

/ 70,48 m " 9579 m
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Bylaw 8914

19.11.5

1

19.11.6

19.11.7

19.11.8

19.11.9

3497497

-3 -

Permitted Lot Coverage

The maximum permitted lot coverage for buildings and landscaped roofs
over parking spaces in the areas identified as “A” and “B” on Diagram
1, Section 19.11.4.4 is 90%, exclusive of portions of the site the owner
grants to the City as a statutory right-of-way, or altemative means
satisfactory to the City, for park or road purposes.

Yards & Setbacks

The minimum public road setback is:

a) 1.5m from Minoru Boulevard;

b) 6.0 m from all other public roads;

c) Zero metres from the statutory right-of-way for the internal north-
south road straddling ihe interior property boundary between areas
“A” and “B”, as shown on Diagram 1, Section 19.11.4.4,

The minimum property line setbacks:

a) 6.0 m from the inferior property line;

b) 6.0 m from the property line adjacent to Minoru Park;

¢) Zero metres from the southern property line.

Permitted Heights

The maximum buitding height is 47.0 m geodetic,

The maximum height for accessory buildings and accessory structures
is 12.0 m.

Subdivision Provision / Minimum Lot Size
There are no minimum lot width or lot depth or lot area requirements.
Landscaping & Screening

Landscaping and screening shall be provided according to the
provisions of Section 6.0.
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Bylaw 8914 4.

3497497

19.11.10 On-Site Parking and Loading

1. On-site vehicle and bicycle parking and loading shall be provided
according to the standards set out in Section 7.0, except that

a) n the area identified as “B” on Diagram ], Section 19.11.4.4:
i) on-site vehicle parking shall be provided at the rate of:
A) for residents: 0.2 vehicle spaces per dwelling unit;
B) for visitors: 0.1 vehicle spaces per dwelling unit of which a
minimum of 2 on-site vehicle stalls are to be identified by
signs and reserved for health care professionals attending to

residents; and

i1) the requircment for Class | bicycle parking shall be met by the
provision of a minimum of 32 scooter parking stalls.

19.11.11 Other Regulatious
1. In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations

in Section 4.0 and the Specific Use Regulations of Section 5.0 apply.”

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 designating it HIGH RISE APARTMENT (ZHR11) —
BRIGHOUSE VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE):

P.1.D. 004-174-399
Lot 25 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 21164
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Bylaw 8914 -5-

3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw

89147,
FIRST READING RICKIOND
PUBLIC HEARING P{YB
SECOND READING tzzl?roe\cftic?
THIRD READING {3;\1‘*\1#
OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED |
ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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ity of Richmond

Planning and Development Department Report to Committee
77 : Placrgiva (o TN 1P, 072
72 (c/r//ﬂj 287 = o -
To: Planning Committee Date: May 31, 2012

From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP

Director of Development File: RZ 04-265950

Re: Application by Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. for Rezoning at 8751 Cook Road
from Low Density Townhouses (RTL1) to High Density Townhouses (RTH3)

Staff Recommendation

That Bylaw No. 8917, for the rezoning of 8751 Cook Road from “Low Density Townhouses
(RTLI1)” to “High Density Townhouses (RTH3)”, be introduced and givenp first reading.

I/L}M@//ff'/ / vl P

Brian 1. Yackson, MCIP
Director of Development

EL:blg
Aft.
FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
ROUTED TO: CONCURRENZE | CONCURRENCE OF ACTING GENERAL
m/ MANAGER
Affordable Housing YMNO A~ -
Dapdn.
L Y/
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May 31, 2012 -2- RZ 04-265950

Staff Report
Origin

Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. has applied to the City of Richimond for permission to rezone
8751 Cook Road (Attachment 1) from Low Density Townhouses (RTL1) to High Density
Towmhouses (RTH3) ip order to permit the development of eight (8) townhouse units on the site
(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: Existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)” and
designated General Urban T4 in the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) - Brighouse
Village;

To the East:  Existing eight (8) unit townhouse development zoned “Low Density Townhouses
(RTL1)” and designated General Urban T4 in the CCAP - Brighouse Village.

To the South: Cook Road, William Cook Elementary School and an existing two-storey and
four-storey multi-family development both zoned Land Use Contract 25 and
designated Genera) Urban T4 in the CCAP — Brighouse Village. The CCAP also
indicates a future Park, the configuration of which is to be determined in the
future.

To the West: Existing 14 unit townhouse development zoned “Low Density Townhouses
(RTL1)" and designated General Urban T4 in the CCAP — Brighouse Village.

Related Policies & Studies

Official Community Plan (OCP)

The subject site is designated “Neighbourhood Residential” in the Official Community
Plan (OCP). The proposed land use is consistent with the use permitted by the designation.

City Centre Area Plan (CCAP)

The Brighouse Village Specific Land Use Map in the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) designates
the site as Urban Centre T4, which permits mixed multiple-family residential/commercial and
multiple-family residential use (high-density townhouse). The site is located within *Sub-Area
B.1: Mixed- Use — Low-Rise Residential & Limited Commercial™ which is intended for
primarily grade-oriented housing or equivalent in the form of higher-density townhouses (with
common parking structures) or lower-density conventional and stacked townhouses (with
individual garages). Other than the density proposed, the preliminary design of the proposal
complies with the Sub-Area B.1 Guidelines in terms of land use and overall neighbourhood
character. A discussion on the proposed density is provided under the “Analysis” section.
Further consideration of the Development Guidelines will take place at the Development Permit
stage of the process.
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Floodplain Management Iraplementation Strategy

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw

(No. 8204). The site 15 located within an area 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.
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 contribulion 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 of $2.00 per buildable square foot as per the Strategy;
making the payable contribution amount of $24,661.

OCP Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development (ANSD) Policy

The subject site is located south of Westminster Highway in an area that permits consideration of
all aircraft noise sensitive land use types. However, as the site is affected by Airport Noise
Contours, the development is required to register an aircraft noise sensitive development
covenant prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw.

Public Art

The City’s Public Art Policy does not apply to residential development consisting of less than 10
units. The proposed eight (8) unit development will not participate in the City’s Public Art
Program.

Consultation

School District

This application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) because it does not have
the potential to generate S0 or more school aged children. 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-family housing units). This
application only involves eight (8) multiple-family housing units.

Public Input

The application confirmed that a development sign was posted on-site in 2004 when the
application was initiated with the City. The signage was removed at some fime during the
review process and the applicant has confirmed that updated signage has been erected on-site.

Staff met with a resident from the adjacent eastem townhouse development and received one

letter from a resident of the four-storey apartment located on the south side of Cook Road in
2004, at which fime 22 townhouse units were proposed on-site.
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Concerns associated with height and overlook have been addressed through the substantial
redesign of the project. To address concerns associated with traffic volume and the safety of
cbildren attending the ncarby William Cook Elementary School during construction, the
applicant is required to submit a construction parking and traffic management plan to the
Transportation Division and is required to undertake proper construction traffic controls in
accordance with Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure regulations.

No additional telephone calls or written correspondence has been received in association with the
revised development proposal. This rezoning application generally complies with the Official
Community Plan (OCP) and the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP). The statutory Public Hearing
will provide area residents, businesses and property owners with opportunity to comment on the
application.

Staff Comments

Changes to the Original Proposal

The original development proposal proposed 22 units in a four storey structure. The building
form, density and height were incompatible with both the existing adjacent developments and the
geometry and total area of the subject site.

The process of redesigning the building form included changes that have reduced the density
proposed from [.15 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to 0.83 FAR, reduced the height of the building
from a four-storey 1o three-storey structure, and increased building setbacks.

Site Servicing

An independent review of servicing requirements (storm) concludes that storm upgrades to the
existing system are required to support the proposed development. As a condition of rezoning,
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
Attachment S for details).

Frontage Improvements

No frontage beautification is appropriate at this time since relocation of sidewalk to the property
line would cause the sidewalk to meander dramatically over a very short distance with no
adjacent redevelopment imminent. However, as a condition of rezoning, the developer is
required to register a 1.5 m wide Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) Right-of Way (ROW) along
entire street frontage (south property line) for future frontage beautitication.

As part of the Servicing Agreement, the developer is also required to install a 3 m x 3 m concrete
bus pad along Cook Road, as far west as possible along the site’s frontage, to ensure the
protected trees within the front yard of the site would not be impacted.
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Vehicle access

A single vehicle access via Cook Road is proposed. There are no opportunities to share access
with either of the adjacent existing townhouse developments.

Tree Retention and Replacement

A Tree Survey, submitted by the applicant, indicates the location of four (4) bylaw-sized trees.
A Certified Arborist’s report was submitted by the applicant in support of the application. The
report confurms that there are:

« One (1) bylaw-sized tree located on the subject property; and

» Three (3) bylaw-sized trees located on the adjacent properties to the west at
8691 Cook Road.

The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist Report and concurs with the
arborist’s recommendation to preserve the Western Red Cedar tree located at the southwest
comer of the site. Tree protection fencing should be located 2 minimum 4 m out from the base
of the tree (to the north and east). There is an existing asphalt surface parking area that
encroaches to within 1 m of the tree. The asphalt within 4 m-tree protection zone will have to be
removed under the supervision of the project Arborist or by hand. Existing grades shouid be
maintained within the protection zone. The proposed bus pad should be located 2 minimum of
4 m from the tree (outside the tree protection area). A contract with a Certified Arbonist to
monitor all works 1o be done near or within the tree protection zone must be submitted prior to
Development Permit jssuance. The applicant is also required to submit a $10,000.00 Tree
Survival Security for the Western Red Cedar tree located on-site prior to Development Permit
jssuance.

It is noted that the hedge currently located along the Cook Road frontage is in poor condition and
should be removed; compensation is not required.

The applicant has committed to the retention of three (3) trees located on the adjacent property to
the west at 8691 Cook Road. These trees should be protected with tree protection zone at least
1.5 m into the site. A Tree Protection Plan is attached (Attachment 4).

Indoor Amenity Space

The applicant is proposing a contribution in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space in the amount
of $8,000 as per the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Council policy.

Qutdoor Amenity Space

Outdoor amenity space will be provided on-site and is adequately sized based on the 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 application.
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Analysis

High Density Townhouses (RTH3)

The proposed zoning High Density Townhouses (RTH3) with a maximum density of 0.85 FAR
and the proposed density (0.83 FAR) complies with the General Urban (T4) designation under
the CCAP. The prescribed density based on the Minimum Net Development Site Size under the
Sub-Area Guidelines is 0.75 FAR; however, a higher density is being considered based on the
following;:

« The only bylaw-sized tree on site (along the road frontage) is being preserved, which
will contribute a maturity to the strectscape elevation;

« 17 new trees are proposed on site, which will contribute to the development identity;
« One (1) convertible unit is proposed;

« Al.5 m wide Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) along entire south property line is
being provided with the installation of concrete bus pad along the site’s frontage;

o The site is an orphan lot with townhouse developments on either sides;

« The site is much larger than minimum lot size (600 m?) required to accommodate a
density of 0.75 FAR; and

s The proposal demonstrates that a density higher than 0.75 could be accommodated on
site with nominal impact to the neighbouring developments,

OCP and CCAP Compliance

The proposal to develop townhouses is consistent with the objectives of the City Centre Area
Plan — Sub-Area B.] in terms of land use and character. The site plan identifies the unit location
and configuration of the internal drive aisle, as well as the location of the outdoor amenity space
for the complex. The unit design includes a layout to accornmodate conversion for universal
access. The Development Permit application will provide more information and detail regarding
the form and character of the proposal in addition to the landscaping and design of the outdoor
amenity area.

Requested Variance

Based on the review of current site plan for the project, a variance to allow for a total of 14
tandem parking spaces in seven (7) townhouse unils is being requested.

Based on the City Centre location, the bylaw requirement is for 10 residential parking spaces.

By permitting tandem arrangement in seven (7) of the garages, the applicant is able to provide
five (§) extra parking spaces on site (by turning five (5) single car garages and two (2) double car
garages into seven (7) tandem garages). Tandem parking arrangement is generally supported on
its reduction on pavement area on site and facilitation of a more flexible site layout. On-street
packing is not an issue on this block as it is available on both sides of Cook Road. A restrictive
covenant to prohibit the conversion of the tandem garage area into habitable space is required
prior to final adoption.
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Design Review and Future Development Permit Considerations

Design options are limited by the geometry of the site, specifically, the site’s relatively narrow
(25.4 m) frontage. Both the western and eastern adjacent sites were designed to present building
ends to the street. The relatively narrow frontage of the subject site combined with design
Jimitations resulting from the east/west unit orientation of adjacent developments limit design
flexibility.

A Development Permit is required to ensure that the proposed development is sensitively
integrated with adjacent developments and reflects the guidelines outlined in the CCAP for the
Brighouse Village. A Development Permit application is required to be processed to a
satisfactory level to satisfy considerations associated with the proposed rezoning of the site.
The following issues are to be further examined in association with the Development Permut:

o Clear demarcation of the outdoor amenity area and details {o support and justify this
area as a functional common outdoor amenity area rather than an extension of the
private outdoor amenity space associated with the southem-most unit;

o Location and design of the garbage/recycling collection facilities on-site;
+ Viable landscaping along the eastem edge of the drive aisle;
» Location and design of the convertible unit and other accessibility features; and

« Sustainability features proposed.
Financial Impact or Economic Impact
None.

Conclusion

The proposed townhouse development is consistent with the objectives of the City Centre Area
Plan — Brighouse Village Specific Land Use Map and Sub-Area B.| in lerms 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 be approved.

e
Edwin Lee
Planner 1
(604-276-4121)

EL:blg

Attachiment 1: Location Map

Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 4: Tree Protection Plan

Attacbment 5: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence
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City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road . .
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI Development Application

www.richmond.ca
504.576-4000 Data Sheet

04-265950 Attachment 3

Address: 8751 Cook Road

Applicant; _Matthew Cheng Architect Inc.

Planning Area(s): City Centre Area Plan (Schedule 2.10) — Sub-Area B. 1

| Existing Proposed
Owner: Eluk Holdings LtG. No Change
Site Size (m?): 1,345 m’? No Change
Land Uses: Single-Family Residential Multiple-Family Residential
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No Change
Area Plan Designation: General Urban (T4) No Change
702 Policy Designation: N/A No Change
ﬁZ_oning: Low Density Townhc;.lses (RTL1) _I:igh Density Townhouse (RTH3)
Number of Units: 1 -8
Other Designations: N/A No Change
Sulgili‘vli::;:rfots | Req?.l)i’::\l"l:ent | e LTRSS
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.85 0.83 none permitted
Lot Coverage ~ Building: Max. 45% 44.3% none
g?:u%&\;zrsé%:N_oa?lg?rnogds Surfaces Max. 70% 70% Max. none
Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 20% 20% Min. nene
Setback — Front Yard (m): Min. 4.5 m 4.5 m min. none
Setback — East Side Yard (m): Min. 2.0 m 762 m none
Setback — West Side Yard (m): Min. 2.0 m 3.0m none
Setback —Rear Yard (m): Min, 20 m ;31 m none
Height (m): 12.0 m (3 storeys) 12.0 m (3 storeys) Max. none
Lot Size (min. dimensions); 20m wide x 30m deep | 25.4m wide x 53.0m deep none
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On Future Bylaw prbposed ‘ Variance

Subdivided Lots Requirement
Lot Size (area): 600 m? 1,345 m? none
Off-street Parking Spaces - 1.2 (R) and 0.2 {V) per 1.875 (R) and 0.25 (V) none
Residential (R) / Visitor (V): unit per unit
Off-street Parking Spaces — Totaf: 12 17 none
. ) . variance
Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 14 required
. 2 .
Amenity Space — tndoor: Min. 70 m“eour Cash-in- $8,000 cash-in-lieu none
. 2 N
Amenity Space — Outdaor: Min. 6_'-28 ;82 units 48 m? Min. none

Other: _Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees.
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ATTACHMENT 4

CATHERINE MACDONALD INC.
848 East Sih Sireet
North voncouvear, BC
V7L M7
404.904.0302
calherine@cothednsmocdonald.ca

{SSUED: 22 Seplember 2010

8.5"x 11" SHEET & 100%

0 10 20 30 FEET

ne

S

, ARBORIC ULTURE.

DO NOTSCALE PLAN.

REFER TO DIMENSIONS, DIMENSION
TREE PROTECTION BARRIERS AS
SHOWN AND BUILD AS PER CITY TREE
BYLAW.

FENCING AND SIGNAGE EXAMPLES
ARE ATTACHED 7O PDF ARBORIST
REPORT AND ARE AVAILABLE ONCITY
WEBSHE.

NO ENTRY OF ANY KIND SHALL
OCCUR WITHIN THE TP2. THIS
INCLUDES PEOPLE, MATERIALS OR
EQUIPMENT STORAGE OF ANY KIND,
VEHICLE TRAFFIC OR PARKING.

REFER TO ARBORIST REPORT.

CONSULY PROJECT ARBORIST IF IN
DOUBT ABOUT ANY TREE ISSUE.

ALL LANDSCAPE/TREE WORK TO
CONFORM YO THE BC LANDSCAPE
STANDARD (7TH EDITION) AS A
MINUMUM. ALL TREE WORKTO
CONFORM TO THE STANDARDS OF THE
{ISA) INTERNATIONAL SCCIETY OF

TREE PROTECTION PLAN

8751 COOKRD
Richmond, BC

CNCL - 260




ATTACHMENT 5

City of Rezoning Considerations

Development Applications Division

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

Address: 8751 Cook Road File No.: RZ 04-265950

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8917, the developer is required to complete the
following:

1.

e N oW

Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arsborist for supervision of any on-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
Acborist to submit a post-constriction assessment report to the City for review.

Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $10,000 for the Western Red Cedar trees to be
retained. 50% of the security will be released at final inspection of the Building Permits and 50% of the security will
be release two (2) years after final inspection of the Building Permits in order to ensure that the tree has survived.

Installation of appropriate trec protection fencing around all trees 1o be retained as part of the development prior to
any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site.

The granting of a 1.5m wide Public Rights of Passage (PROP) statutory rights-of-way (ROW) along the entire south
property line for future frontage beautification.

Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant on title.
Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on fitle.
Contribution of $1,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $8,000) in-lisu of on-site indoor amenity space.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $24,661) to the
City’s affordable housing fund.

Registration of a legal agreement on title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space.

. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed 1o a level deemed acceptable by the Director of

Development.

. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of storm upgrades and a bus pad along the site’s

frontage. Works include, but may not be limited to,

a) Uppgrade the existing 450mm diameter storm sewer to 600mm diameter {with a length of 110 meters) from the
proposed site’s west property line to existing manhole STMH 6432 (located approximately 110 meters east of
proposed sife’s west property line); and

b) [nstallation of a 3m x 3m bus pad as far west as possible without damaging the Western Red Cedar trees being
protected along the site’s frontage.

Note: Existing/proposed City utilities, infrastructure and trees are located within rights-of-way on this site or located
adjacent fo this site, that may be impacted by the on-site development works (i.e. buildings, foundations,
structures, services, construction, etc.) or the proposed off-site works. The Servicing Agreement design must
include an impact assessment complete with recommendations to ensure the following conditions are met:

» that the City be able to construct, maintain, operate, repair or remove City utilities/infrastructure without
impact to the on-site and offsite works, and

» that the on-site works, or their construction/maintenance of, not cause damage to the City
utilities/infrastructure.

= the Enginecring design, via the Servicing Agreement and/or the Development Permit and/or the Building
Permit design must incorporate the recommendations of the impact assessment..

CNCL - 261
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2.

Prior to a Development Permit’ being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:

Submit a report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, which demonstrates thar the
interior noise levels and thermal conditions comply with the City’s Official Community Plan requirements for
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development. The standarg required for air conditioning systems and their alternatives

(e.g. ground source heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 “Thermal
Envirenmental Conditions for Human Occupancy” standard and subsequent updates as they may occur. Maximum

interior noise levels (decibels) within the dwelling units must achieve CMHC standards follows:

Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels)
Bedrooms 35 decibels
Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and ut_ifity rooms 45 decibels

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

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 for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministyy of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

2. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or
Development Permit processes.

3. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Division at 604-276-428S5.

Note:

*

This requires a separale application.

Where the Director of Development deerns appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. Al agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development deternines 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 indemniries, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letiers of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

[Signed original on file)

Signed a Date
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City of
Rlchmond Bylaw 8917

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8917 (RZ 04-265950)
8751 COOK ROAD

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompantes and forms part of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation
of the following area and by designating it HIGH DENSITY TOWNHOUSES
(RTH3).

P.1.D. 013-852-485
Lot A Section 9 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 81460

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw
8917”.

FIRST READING

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

CITY OF
RICHMOND

APPROVED

Ub

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED
by Director
SoWyitor

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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City of

Report to Committee

Richmond
7 - flannriayg Qrror. Teenp /5 -0/2
To. Planning Committee Date: May 30, 2012
From: Brian J. Jackson, MCIP File; HA 12-610486
Director of Development
Re: Application by Penta Builders Group for a Heritage Alteration Permit at

3531 Bayview Street

Staff Recommendation

]. That a Heritage Alteration Permit be issued to authorize the demolition of structures and
associated infrastructure at 3531 Bayview Streef, on a site zoned Light Industrial (IL),

including:

a) The demolition and removal of the building,

b) The excavation and removal of associated infrastructure;

¢) The temporary storage of existing concrete as milled granular fill adjacent to and even in

height with the raised area along the Bayview Street edge of the property. The fill
will be re-used in future redevelopment;

d) The securing of the site; and

e) The installation of new fencing (if needed) with a landscape buffer.

Brian V

ckson, MCIP
Director of Development

SB:blg
Att.

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

CONCURRENCE F ACTING GENERAL MANAGER

fM’ fiﬁf"’/%ﬁ,
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May 30, 2012 -2- HA 12-610486

Staff Report
Origin

Penta Builders Group has applied to the City for permission to demolish the existing butlding
and associated infrastructure, and to secure the site at 3531 Bayview Street (Attachment 1), on a
site zoned Light Industrial (TL).

The owners of the property are requesting permission for demolition due to the deteriorated
condition of the vacant building. The applicant has applied for a Demolition Permit
(DB 12-605822).

The site is situated within the OCP-Steveston Area Plan, Steveston Village Heritage
Conservation Area, therefore the Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) must be approved by Councit
prior to the work beginning.

History

The ownership of the property has recently changed and the new owners have withdrawn the
development applications regarding the previous development proposal for the site by the
previous applicant Comerstone Architecture (RZ 10-547511 with HA 10-547513, and

DP 10-548421 with HA 10-555098).

The previous development proposal was presented, reviewed and referred back to staff at the
June 21, 2011 Planning Committee meeting with direction for staff to examine: parking
requirements, bylaw compliance of residential use, and compliance of the architectural design
with the Steveston Heritage Strategy.

The new owners are reviewing development options for the site and it is expected that Rezoning,
Development Permit, and Heritage Alteration Permit applications will be submitted in the near
future.

Findings Of Fact

The OCP-Steveston Area Plan requires a Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) in the designated
Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Area be issued prior to:

e Altering a building or structure (including building demolition) or land (including landscape
features).

Approval of a Heritage Alteration Permit by Council does not require a Public Hearing.
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Surrounding Development

The site is located directly east of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery complex at the corner of
Bayview Street and 3rd Avenue in Steveston Village. The site lies within the Steveston Village
Hentage Conservation Area. The OCP-Steveston Area Plan designates the site as “IHeritage
Mixed-Use (Commercial-Industrial with Residential & Office Above)”.

e To the north, are three (3) commercial buildings fronting onto Moncton Street, zoned
“Steveston Commercial (CS2)”;

o To the east, is an existing commercial building fronting onto Bayview Street, zoned
“Steveston Commercial (CS2)”;

e To the south, is a vacant site and surface parking lot, zoned “Light Industrial (IL)”; and

¢ To the west, is the Gulf of Georgia Cannery National Historic Site, zoned “Light Industrial
(aLy.

Staff Comments
Development Applications and Richmond Fire and Rescue staff support demolition of the

existing building. The building is in a deteriorated condition and is not an identified heritage
resource.

Analysis

Engineering

There is an existing sanitary sewer within the right-of-way (ROW) at the northwest corner of the
site. The existing sanitary sewer must be retained to maintain sanitary service to 3400 and
3420 Moncton Street.

There is an existing concrete box culvert storm sewer within the 5 m wide right-of-way atong the
entire Bayview Street frontage. Demolition and excavation activities will need to be carefully
assessed to avold possible impacts to the storm sewer.

Heritage Alteration Permit

The Permit 1s for the following activities only:

¢ Demolition and removal of the existing building.

e Excavation and removal of infrastructure associated with the building. The works are not
permitted to impact the sanitary sewer in the right-of-way at the northwest corner of the site,
which needs to remain operational for the continued use of the properties at 3400 and
3420 Moncton Street. The works are also not permitted to imipact the storm sewer in the
right-of-way along Bayview Street.

¢ Temporary storage of milled concrete adjacent to and even in height with the raised area
along the Bayview edge of the property. The existing concrete from the subject site will be
recycled, milled to granular size, and temporarily stored onsite for re-use in the future
redevelopment of the property as a sustainability strategy.

3531833 CNCL - 266
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o Securing the site during demolition and clearing, except that security fencing is not to be
located within the right-of-way at the northwest commer of the site.

o Installation of fencing (if needed) until the site is redeveloped in the future. New chain-link
fencing to match existing chain-link fencing may be installed, except that:

» New fencing is to be set back 0.9 m from the 3™ Avenue property line, and

» New fencing is not to be located within the rights-of-way along Bayview Street or the
northwest corner of the site.

o Installation of new grass landscaping buffer is required in front of any new fencing installed
along the 3" Avenue and/or Bayview Street frontages. No fencing or landscaping buffer is to
be located within the right-of-way at the northwest corner of the site.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Staff recommends that the Heritage Alteration Permit be issued to authorize the demolition of the
building, removal of associated infrastructure, temporary storage of existing concrete as milled
granular for re-use in future redevelopment, securing the site, and, if needed, installation of new
fencing with a grass landscape buffer along 3" Avenue and Bayview Street.

/Q) A ng{,fj o /G

Sara Badyal, M. Arch, MCIP
Planner 2

(604-276-4282)

SB:blg

Aftachment 1: Location Map and GIS aerial photo
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City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, BC V6Y 2C! Heritage Alteration Permit
www.richmond.ca Development Applications Division
To the Holder: PENTA BUILDERS GROUP (PATRICK MULLIN) File No.: HA 12-610486

Property Address: 3531 BAYVIEW STREET

Legal Description: PID: 001-618-555
LOT SECTION 10 BLOCK 3 NORTH RANGE 7 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT
REFERENCE PLAN 249

(s.972, Local Government dct)

. (Reason for Permit) O Designated Heritage Property (s.967)
O Property Subject to Temporary Protection (s.965)
O Property Subject to Heritage Revitalization Agreement (5.972)
& Property in Heritage Conservation Area (s.971)
0O Property Subject to s.219 Heritage Covenant

2. The purpose of this Heritage Alteration Permit is to permit the following on the subject site:
a. Demotlition and removal of the building in accordance with Demolition Permi¢ (DB 12-605822).

b. Excavation and removal of infrastructure associated with the building. The works are not permitted to
tmpact the storm or sanitary sewers located on the site. The sanitary sewer in the northwest right-of-way
is required to remain operational for the continued use of the properties at 3400 and 3420 Moncton Street,

¢. Temporary storage of milled concrete adjacent to and even in height with the raised area along the
Bayview edge of the property. The existing concrete from the subject site will be recycled, milled to
granular size, and temporarily stored onsite for re-use in the future redevelopment of the property.

d. Securing the sjte during demolition and clearing, except that security feacing is not to be located within
the right-of-way at the northwest corner of the site.

e. New chain-link fencing (if needed) to match existing chain-link fencing may be installed to secure the site
until the site is redeveloped in the future, except that:

i. new fencing is to be set back 0.9 m from the 3rd Avenue property line; and
. new fencing is not to be located within the two rights-of-way.

f. [Installation of a grass landscape buffer is required along 3rd Avenue and/or Bayview Street in front of
any new chain-link fencing. No landscaping is to be located within the northwest right-of-way.

3. This Heritage Alteration Permit is issued subject to compliance with ali of the Bylaws of the City applicable
thereto, except as specifically varied or supplemented by this Permit.

5. If the alterations authorized by this Heritage Alteration Permit are not completed within 24 months of the date
of this Permit, this Permit lapses.

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. [ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE DAY OF
DELIVERED THIS DAY OF

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

IT 1S AN OFFENCE UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, PUNISHABLE BY A FINE OF UP TO $50,000 IN THE CASE OF AN
INDIVIDUAL AND §4,000,000 IN TRE CASE OF A CORP&N&E F_Oié}g HOLDER OF THIS PERMIT TO FAIL TO COMPLY WITH
THE REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF THE PERMNIT.

3531831
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2 City of
¥ Richmond Report to Committee

7o FJT /’/Mf/ ~June 0, £07 L

To: Public Works and Transportation Committee Date: May 24, 2012

From: Victor Wei, P. Eng. File: 10-6360-12-01/2011-
Director, Transportation Vol 01

Re: PROPOSED ROAD SECTIONS IN RICHMOND TO BE ADDED TO

TRANSLINK’S MAJOR ROAD NETWORK

Staff Recommendation

That the map of road sections proposed to be added to TransLink’s Major Road Network, as
shown in Attachment 1 and described in Table 3 of the report dated May 24, 2012 from the
Director, Transportation, be endorsed.

LN

-——7% B —

Victor Wel, P. Eng.
Director, Transportation
(604-276-4131)

Att. 1

REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Roads & Construction & % m
Engineering & 7 i
REVIEWED BY TAG Inmias: | REVIEWED BY CAO 7 INITIALS:
SUBCOMMITTEE /!B/
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May 24, 2012 -2- File: 10-6360-12-01

Staff Report
Origin

TransLink initiated a review of the management and funding of its Major Road Network (MRN)
in 2010. One corponent of the package of changes, approved by the TransLink Board at its
May 2012 meeting, is a process to increase the size of the MRN by up to 10 per cent in lane-
kilometres annually based on requests from member municipalities. This report seeks Council
endorsement for new road sections in Richmond proposed to be added to the MRN via this
process.

Analysis

1. Current Major Road Network

At its founding in 1998, TransLink was unique among North Amernican transportation agencies
as having not only a fully integrated transit system across all modes but also responsibility for a
network of major arterial roads that coonect many of Metro Vancouver’s 22 municipalities.
While ownership of and operational responsibility for the MRN remains with each municipality,
TransLink provides funding for the operations, maintenance and rehabilitation of the MRN, and
shares in the cost of eligible capital improvements.

1.1 Richmond Roadway Components of MRN

The current MRN comprises over 2,300 lane-kilometres, including 130.5 lane-kilometres
(approximately five per cent) in Richmond as shown in Table 1. [t should be noted that
Westminster Flighway between Knight Street and Nelson Road was removed from the MRN
effective January 2012 following the opening of the Highway 91-Nelson Road Interchange.

Table 1: Richmond Roadway Sections in the MRN

Roadway Between

No. 2 Road and Bridge Russ Baker Way and Steveston Highway

Steveston Highway No. 2 Road and Highway 99

Westminster Highway No. 2 Road and Knight Street / Nelson Road and Boundary Road
 Alderbridge Way No. 3 Road and Shell Road :
| Bridgeport Road Highway 99 and Knight Street
| Knight Street Corridor Westminster Highway and south end of the Knight Street Bridge
No. 3 Road Sea Island Way and Westminster Highway
| Gilbert Road Westminster Highway and Dinsmore Bridge

At its inception, a roadway was included in the MRN if it:

e provides intra-regional access to pre-defined regional activity centres; and
e cames:

o minimum 70 per cent of trips longer than 10 kilometres in the peak hour and peak
direction and total peak hour, peak direction traffic volume greater than 800 vehicles
per hour; or

o minimum of 10 through buses in the peak hour and peak direction; or

o minimum of 800 trucks per day; and

meets an overall check for rcasonable&ﬁ&and comﬁlctcncss.

L-27
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1.2 Existing Funding for MRN

In accordance with TransLink’s 2012 Supplemental Plan, funding available to municipalities for
operations, maintenance and rehabilitation (OMR) of the MRN is $14,355 per tane-km with no
requirement for municipalities to provide any proportion of matching funding. In addition, a
total of $20 million has been allocated to support capital upgrades, which are cost-shared 50-50
between TransLink and each municipality. Of the $20 million, Richmond is eligible to receive
up to $1,849,500 based on the allocation criteria of the percentage of MRN lane-kilometres in
the municipality, and the municipal share of population, employment and regional travel growth
over the 1999-2006 period. In November 2011, Council endorsed the submission of four (4)
road improvement capital projects that, if approved by TransLink, will fully assign Richmond’s
atfocation for 2012

2. Scope of Major Road Network Review

In 2010, TransLink initiated a review of MRN funding criteria with the objective of aligning
MRN capital funding with the MRN goals to:

o establish an MRN that facifitates intraregional transportation of people and goods, and
provides links to provincial highways and other inter-regional transportation modes;

o establish an MRN that connects designated regional town centres and major trip generators;

« optimize the capacity of the MRN for efficient movement of people and goods; and

« provide travel on the MRN that is safe and reliable.

This work included the completion in 2011 of sub-regional MRN reviews in cooperation with
municipal staff (with Richmond forming one sub-region) that included the identification of
possible MRN additions and deletions, and the identification and prioritization of future minor
and major capital MRN projects. Key issues raised by municipalities during the sub-regional
review process included the need for:

« increased operations, maintenance and rehabilitation funding;

e aprocess to add roads to the MRN to reflect new infrastructure/activity centres and changes
in traffic patterns and goods movement;

« greater flexibility in funding guidelines and eligible plO_]CCtS to reflect the varying needs of
sub-regions, which differ depending on how “built out” is the MRN within the municipality;

e  ensuring continuity across municipal boundaries as well as connections across the MRN,
particularly for cyclists and pedestrians; and

o recognition and consideration of non-motorized modes.

The outcomes of the sub-regional MRN reviews are being used to update the criteria that define
major roads, funding program criteria and MRN operational and maintenance guidelines. In
turn, this work will inform the development of a new long-range MRN plan to be integrated with
TransLink’s Transport 2045 plan process.

' The four projects are: (1) Westminster Hwy widening (Nelson Rd-McMillan Way); (2) Westminster Hwy
pedestrian and bicycle improvements (Gilley Rd-Fraserside Gate); (3) Gilbert Road improvements (Lansdowne
Road-30 m south of former CP Rail); and (4) insi@INiCh]of v Q&P Jetection cameras at five MRN intersections.
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3. Proposed Changes to MRN Funding Programs

[n response to the concerns raised by municipalities regarding the funding levels and flexibility
of MRN programs, TransLink is proposing changes to be effective in 2013 that:

= increase the amount of operations, maintenance and rehabilitation funding (i.e., the amount
provided per lane-km); A

+ introduce greater flexibility in the use of pavement rehabilitation funding (i.e., ability to use
up to 50 percent of the funds for capital projects provided the municipality provides 50 per
cent matching funds);

« allocale a proportionally greater amount of capital upgrade funding to “higher growth”
municipalities, which includes Richmond;

e combine the capital upgrade funding for MRN and bicycle infrastructure improvements
(BICCS program); and

e  keep the overall program envelope the same as the 2012 Base Plan with the result being that
the total combined amount of funding available for MRN and bicycle infrastructure capital
upgrades ts reduced.

Table 2 identifics the effect of the proposed changes for Richmond by comparing the existing
2012 and proposed 2013 funding allocations. Note that to ensure direct comparison between the
two (2) years, the funding available for capital upgrades assumes a total envelope of $10 million,
which is the original amount identified in the 2012 Base Plan (versus the actual $20 million
available this year as a result of the one-time approval of the 2012 Supplemental Plan).

Table 2: Impact of Proposed Changes to MRN and BICCS Funding

Category Existing 2012 Proposed 2013 Change

Operations, Maintenance & Non- 31,002,938 $1,453,770 $360,833

Pavement Rehabilitation ($8,375 / lane-km) | ($11,140/ lane-km) (+33.0%)

S $780.,390 $1,038,780 $258,380

Pavsment Renabitiaton ($5.980 / lane-km) | (37,960 / lane-km) (+33.1%)

. $1,870,718 $2,492,550 $619,223

Sub-total OMR Funding ($14,335 / lane-km) | ($19,100 / lane-km) (+33.1%)
Capital Upgrade MRN Allocation $924,750

Capital Upgrade Bicycle $856,000 -

Infrastructure Allocation ¥140.600

. : -$209,350

Sub-total Capital Upgrade Funding $1,065,350 $856,000 (-19.7%)

' $409,873

Total $2,938,678 $3,348,550 (+14.9%)

The effect of the proposed changes is that Richmond would receive a lower amount of base
funding for capital upgrades for the MRN and bicycle facilities, which is more than off-set by
increased funding for OMR such that the City would be eligible to receive up to an additional
$410,000 in annual funding under the proposed changes. Moreover, up to 50 per cent of the
increased pavement rehabilitation funding (i.e., up to $519,390) can be used towards capital
upgrades. Thus, the City would have the flexibility to increase the proposed lower base amount
of capital upgrade funding as destred.

Staff support the proposed funding changes as:

o the net effect is that the City is eligible for up to an additional $410,000 in annua! funding;
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o the City has greater flexibility in the allocation of the total funding between capital upgrades

and OMR; and

» the increased funding available for OMR is appropriate as Richmond’s MRN roadway
sections are approaching ultimate build-out and, as such, a greater proportion of funding will
be required to maintain the infrastructure as it ages.

4. Proposed Roadway Sections in Richmond to be Added to the MRN

In the upcoming review of MRN additions to be submitted by municipalities, TransLink
proposes that the petwork could increase by up to 10 per cent in lane-kilometres (i.e.,
approximately 230 lane-kms) each yecar based on municipal requests. The criteria for the
inclusion of a roadway in the MRN will comprise the existing criteria (as listed in Section 1) plus
a new criterion yet to be defined that measures the people moving capacity of the roadway to
provide consistency of the collective criteria with the provincial legislation that govems

TransLink.

As noted in Section 2, staff identified a number of possible MRN additions as part of the sub-
regional MRN review and, in preparation for TransLink’s process for such additions, staff are
now seeking formal Council endorsement of the list of proposed roadway sections. Table 3
below identifies each proposed road section and the rationale for its inclusion in the MRN, which
typically is related to goods movement and/or transit service. See Attachment 1 for a map of

the proposed additions.

Table 3: Richmond Roadway Sections Proposed for Addition to the MRN

Roadway Between L arlf:}k = Rationale for Inclusion
Bridgeport Knight Street and No. 6 “3 00 ¢ high traffic volumes in peak hour and
%g Road Road : peak direction
P2 a Bridgeport Road and s connection to Knight Street truck route
2 & § No. 6 Road Westminster Hwy 2.50 *  access to Crestwood business parks
9Q - - e connection to Highway 81
< & | Westminster Knight Street and No. 6 160 e eliminate gap in MRN via connection
Highway | Road between Knight Street and No. 6 Road |
Steveston Highway 99 and No. 6 3.20
‘ég © Highway _':93" high truck traffic volumes
3 2 2| No.6Road riangle Road and 0.70 e access to industrial land uses (Fraser
2 e = Steveston Hwy Wharves and Fraserport)
= 3 No. 6 Road and east end
Triangle Road 2.20
of roadway — —
€% | Nelson Road ‘é\lles;m:rger:wy and 5.20 e high truck traffic volumes
g% 3 ey nea e access to Industrial land uses
w3 (Fraserport)
@O Nelson Road and No. 7
« £ | BlundellRoad | o~ o 6.90 ¢ connection to Highway 91
]
4 c . + high fransit traffic volumes
359 Westminster Hwy and g
28 'estminster Hwy an . I
58 No. 3 Road Granville Ave 3.30 s access to future Brighouse transit
=% exchange
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Est. >
Roadway Between L Anodtn Rationale for Inclusion
T v N .
é.:ou .§ Westminster Highway hfﬁktge;:gzaloorl‘umes in peak hour and
w2 No. 5 Road and Steveston 16.00 p - .
.3 Highway access to Institutions that are regional
SE destinations
Great Canadian | River Road and Sea 2 60 high transit traffic volumes 1
T . |[Way Island Way _ access to Bridgeport fransit exchange
&S River Road Great Canadian Way 0.40 and park-and-ride
25 and No. 3 Road access to existing and future bus only
o Sea Island Way and lanas on Highway 99
No. 3 Road 0.40
River Road access to industrial riverfront
Frequent | Springmont Williams Road and . )
Transit | Drive Steveston Highway 1.80 high transﬂéiafﬁc volumes
® Weslminster Hwy and ) .
E o No. 6 Road Blundell Road 3.30 Zfahklgffel;x)orl'umes in peak hour and
L3 2
e g gg‘ag Rosd and g 1 23.00 high truck (raffic volumes
S& & Blundell Road No. 6 Road and No. 7 road conneactions fo future Highway 99
§ &8 Road ’ 3.30 / Blundel! Road Interchange
£z~ Granvile Ave and acoess (o indusltrial land uses
S F
8T No. 3 Road Blundell Road 3.20 (Fraserpori)
Total Proposed Additional Lane-Kms 49.90
Total Proposed Addjtional Lane-Kms upon 32.80

Completion of Future Road Improvements

Note:

Roadway seclions in italics would be requested lo be added upon completion of future road

improvements (i.e., Highway 99/Blundell Road Interchange and extension of Blundell Road from No. 8

Road to No. 7 Road).

TransLink is anticipated to initiate the process to consider MRN additions and deletions in
Summer 2012, At this time, 1t is not known when the City may receive approval for any
roadway sections requested to be added to the MRN.

Financial Impact

None. Should any requested roadway sections be added to the MRN, the additional funding

from TransLink will be reflected in future operating budgets.

Conclusion

TransLink has approved changes to the management and funding of its Major Road Network
{(MRN), which include a new process to increase the sizc of the MRN by up to 10 percent in
lane-kilometres annually based on requests from member municipalities. As part of the MRN
review process, staff identified a number of new roadway sections to be added to the MRN. To
facilitate TransLink’s forthcoming process to consider additions to the MRN, staff are now
seeking formal Council endorsement of the identified road sections in Richmond for future

inclusion 1in the MRN.
1 AN UDQUN,
oan Caravan

Transportation Planner
(604-276-4035)

-
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h Report to Committee
# Richmond

70 PWIT SFAY, Tees 20, 07T
To: Public Works & Transportation Committee Date: June 11, 2012
From: Victor Wei, P. Eng. File:  01-0154-04/2012-Vol
Director, Transportation 01
Re: Proposed Changes to TransLink’s TaxiSaver Program

Staff Recommendation

That TransLink be requested to maintain the TaxiSaver Program and that any changes to the
program be proposed only upon full consultation with affected user groups, including the
Richmond Centre for Disability and the Richmond Sentors Advisory Committee and other
relevant stakeholders, in order to jointly develop mutually acceptable improvements to the
combined HandyDART system that will result in enhanced transit service levels that better meet
the needs of all of its users.

o™, Sl

NS

" Victor Wei, P. Eng.
Director, Transpoitation
(604-276-4131)

REPORT CONCURRENCE
_-ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Community Social Services E[/ ﬁ ; , //,
REVIEWED BY TAG INmaLs: | REVIEWED BY CAO m}i LS
SUBCOMMITTEE % ,./
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Staff Report
Origin

The Richmond Centre for Disability has requested that Council indicate its opposition to the
planned cancellation by TransLink of its TaxiSaver program and request its reinstatement. This
report provides an overview of the TaxiSaver program and the changes proposed by TransLink,
and requests TransLink to undertake consultation with affected users groups in order to develop
mutually acceptable changes that would result in enhanced transit service levels for users.

Analysis

1. HandyDART System and TaxiSaver Program

HandyDART is TransLink’s door-to-door shared-ride service that uses specially-equipped
vehicles designed to carry passengers with physical or cognitive disabilities who need assistance
to use public transit. TaxiSaver is a supplementary service to HandyDART and available for
people with permanent disabilities who have a HandyCard, which is a personalized card that
allows passengers to travel for concession fares on the bus, SkyTrain, SeaBus, and West Coast
Express.

Based on information provided by TransLink, the TaxiSaver program was instituted in 1990 to
fill a “scrvice gap” as, at that time, there was hmited avaulability of HandyDAR'1 service after
6:00 pm or on weekends and nearly all buses were high-floor and non-accessible. The program
allows HandyCard customers to purchase up to $100 of TaxiSaver coupons per month at a 50 per
cent discount (i.e., custorners pay 50 per cent of the cab fare and TransLink pays the other 50 per
cent). The coupons allow users to book and pay for discounted taxi service directly with a
taxicab company without going through the HandyDART booking system.

2. Proposcd Changes to TaxiSaver Program

As part of its on-going process to achieve greater operational efficiencies, TransLink reviewed
its TaxiSaver program in light of two key improvements in the past few years that TransLink
believes have eliminated the past service gap: (1) HandyDART now offers service until
midnight, seven days a week; and (2) the conventional transit fleet is now 100 per cent
accessible.

Given that the initial rationale for TaxiSavers no longer applied due to the above service
improvements plus some evidence of abuse of the program (i.e., TransLink states that currently
there s no “check™ fo prevent approved customers from giving away or re-selling their coupons
to people who may not be qualified to receive them), TransLink proposed to phase out the
TaxiSaver program beginning in July 2012 with coupons no longer being accepted as of June
2013.

If eJiminated, TaxiSaver is expected to save $1.1 million per year for the next three years. In the
first year, $200,000 would be re-invested within the HandyDART system to increase the existing
use of taxis to supplement servicc when a HandyDART vehicle is not readily available and client
care is not compromised. Based on the average supplemental taxi fare of $12.56 in 201] and a
net cost of $10.06 to TransLink (as the customer pays $2.50), the re-invested $200,000 would
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provide nearly additional 19,900 trips, which is more than the 18,100 trip denials recorded in
2011,

TransLink presented the proposed changes to its Access Transit Users’ Advisory Committee’,
who agreed to the changes provided that any money saved would be re-invested in the overall
HandyDART system. To staff’s knowledge, TransLink did not undertake any other consultation
at that time before presenting the proposed changes to its Board in May 2012.

Following TransLink’s announcement on May 16, 2012 that the TaxiSaver program would be
phased out, 2 number of groups who represent seniors and people with disabilities, including the
Richmond Centre for Disability, the Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee, and the Richmond
Seniors Network, voiced concerns regarding the planned cancellation. In response to these
concerns, the TransLink Board deferred cancellation of the TaxiSaver program on May 30, 2012
and TransLink staff will be undertaking further consultation with people with disabilitics, special
needs and seniors.

3. Key Concerns of User Groups

User groups have identified the following issues regarding the potential loss of the TaxiSaver
program.

o Loss of Same Day and Timely Service: same day and timely transportation service for people
with disabilities and seniors would be cffectively eliminated as FlandyDART bookings
typically require three to Gve days advance notice. Same day service may be necessary for
roedical appointments and to accommodate variable health conditions that make it difficult to
know in advance when a person will be well cnough to travel and/or the inability to be
involved in a ride for one hour or more, which is not uncommon. Although the proposed
changes would see $200,000 re-invested in HandyDART for increased supplemental taxi
service, TransLink staff acknowledge that it may not be possible to guarantce same day
service.

o Accessibility of Bus System: while all buses are fully accessible, a TaxiSaver user who is
capable of using the bus may not be able to as not all bus stops and/or the access routes to the
bus stop are accessible. Proponents also claim that pass ups are higher for people in
wheelchairs due to a lack of space on the buses.

o Cosl-Effectiveness per Ride: as not all passengers require the higher level of service provided
by HandyDART, the TaxiSaver program is a far more cost-effective service based on per
ride cost data available from the Canadian Urban Transit Authority. TransLink staff agree
that, on a per ride basis, HandyDART service has an overall higher cost due to the higher
cost of the vehicle and the driver, who is more highly trained and provides a greater level of

' Members of the Access Transit Users’ Advisory Committee members must be: a user of the TransLink system; a
person with a physical, sensory or cognitive disability; or a senior (defined as age 60+); or a parent, guardian or
caregiver of a person with a disability; or a representative for people with disabilities who attend educational
institutions, from medical service agencies, or frowm social service agencies supporting or representing immigrants
und new Canadians. The current Committee has 18 members with three members from Richmond.

CNCL - 281



|

Iune 11,2012 -4 -

service than a taxicab driver. TransLink staff recognize that there is an optimal balance to be
achieved between the use of HandyDART versus taxi services to ensure that the range of
transportation options available meets the varying needs of users.

« Alleged Fraudulent Use of Coupons: advocates note that TransLink has checks in place as
users must show their HandyCard photo identification to the tax: driver and their HandyCard
number is recorded on every TaxiSaver coupon, which would prevent people from giving or
selling the coupons to persons who would not match the photo identification. Additional
potential security measures, which are used by other transit systems in North America,
include spot checks by TransLink staft of taxi driver compliance with verifying the
HandyCard photo identification, and requiring taxi drivers to fill out a charge slip for each
TaxiSaver ride that would be submitted with the coupon for reimbursement. As the charge
shp includes pick-up and drop off Jocations and the user’s signature, the forms can be spot
checked for signature accuracy and address consistency.

4. Next Steps

With the recent direction of the TransLink Board, TransLink staff will be undertaking a more
comprehensive public consultation process on the future of the TaxiSaver program during
Summer 2012 with the intent of reporting back in Fall 2012. A range of stakeholder groups will
be invited to express their concerns and provide feedback on the proposed changes. Staff have
already notified TransLink staff that, at a minimum, the Richmond Centre for Disability, the
Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee and the Richmond Seniors Network, should be included
in these consultations.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Accessibility is a cornerstone of any public transit system. The use of supplemental taxi service
within custom transit is a key element 1o ensure that a full range of public transit options are
available to meet the needs of people with disabilities and seniors. Only through constructive
consultation and dialogue will users and service providers be able to jointly develop and agree
upon a revised TaxiSaver program that addresses concerns with the current program while also
improving overall service.

"

" —

A ANCI U™

Joan Caravan
Transportation Planner
(604-276-4035)

ICije
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o :;‘ City of Report to Council
2842 Richmond

To: Richmond City Council Date: June 19, 2012

From: Andrew Nazareth File:  01-0105-08-01/2012-Vol 01
General Manager

Business and Financial Services

Re: Council Remuneration and Expenses for 2011

Staff Recommendation

That the Counci! Remuneration and Expenses report for the year ended December 31, 2011 be
received for information.

A\J __....._——-—{’
Andrew Nazareth
General Manager

Business and Financial Services
604-276-4095

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

ReVIEWED BY TAG YES NO

2%
REVIEWED BY CAO WES
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CNCL - 283



June 19, 2012 -2 -

Staff Report
Origin

Pursuant to Section 168 (1) of the Community Charter, the total remuneration, benefits and
expenses Incurred by each member of Council must be reported annually.

Analysis

Total salaries paid to Council members for the year 2011 was $527,510 and the cost of benefits
was $49,115. Total expenses incurred were $15,969. The schedule below provides a summary
for each Counci! member.

NAME BASE SALARY BENEFITS' EXPENSES
Mayor Brodie $108,715.57 $8,962.64 $2,436.50
Councitlor Au $2,011.50 $60.35 $0.00
Councillor Barnes $52,265.52 $2,044.00 $2,688.33
Councillor Dang $52,265.52 $7,033.36 $314.50
Councillor E. Halsey-Brandt $52,265.52 $2,276.12 $3.063.86
Councillor G. Halsey-Brandt $50,589.26 $4,779.16 $3,199.66
Councillor S. Halsey-Brandt $50,589.26 $4,779.16 $428.60
Coundillor Johnston $52,265.52 $6,137.44 $626.20
Councilior McNulty $52,265.52 $8.456.12 $1,221.60
Councilior McPhait $2,011.50 $60.35 $0.00
Councillor Steves $52,265.52 $4,526.51 $1,782.24
Total $527,510.21 $49,115.21 $15,869.49
1. Consists of taxable and non-taxable benefits. The 2011 Statement of Financial Informalion issued under

separate cover reports taxable benefits only.

Financial Impact

None

Conclusion

That the report on Council remuneration and expenses for the year ended December 31, 2011 be
reccived for information.

e

Katherine Lecy
Manager, Business Advisory Services
(604-276-4103)

Ki.:le
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i Clty of Report to Council

Richmond
To: Richmond City Council Date: June 19, 2012
From: Andrew Nazareth File: 03-1200-03/2010-Vol 01
General Manager, Business and Financial
Services
Re: 2011 Statement of Financial Information

Staff Recommendation

That Council approve the statements and schedules included in the attached 2011 Statement of
Financial Information, prepared in accordance with the Financial Information Act and to be
submiitted to the Province of British Columbia.

Ay —

Andrew Nazarcth

General Manager, Business and Financial Services
(604-276-4095)

Aft.

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

A__)._—————*-t,

REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO
REVIEWED BY CAQO YES NO
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Staff Report
Origin

Section 2(2) and (3) of the Financial Information Act stipulate that a municipality must prepare
the following “Statement of Financial Information® within six months of the end of each fiscal
year. Further, Section 9(2) of the Financial Information Regulation requires that the statement be
approved by its Council and by the officer assigned responsibility for financial administration
under the Local Government Act.

(a) statement of assets and liabilities;

(b) an operational statement;

(©) a schedule of debts;

(d)  aschedule of guarantee and indemnity agreements;

(e) a schedule showing remuneration and expenses paid to or on behalf of each employee,
) a schedule showing the payments for each supplier of goods and services;

(g) a schedule of grants and subsidies.

The current prescribed amount for purposes of reporting as stipulated in the Financial
Information Regulation for employee remuneration/expenses and payment to suppliers are
$75,000 and $25,000 respectively.

Analysis

Sections | to 4 which are part of the 2011 audited financial statements and previously reviewed
by Council on June 4, 2012 and are attached. Section S is not applicable as there were no
guarantee and indemnity agreements given under the Guarantees and Indemnities Regulation
(BC Reg. 258/87).

A statement which shows employee eamings in excess of $75,000 and retated expensés for the
2011 fiscal year is attached in Section 6.

For the City of Richmond, (exciuding Mayor and Councillors) remuneration for 1,916 employees
totalled $100.8 million. Leave payouts totalled $1.7 million primarily due to the retirement of
long service staff. For the Richmond Public Library, remunecration for 140 employees totalled
$5.2 million.

Remuneration consists of base salary, taxable benefits, and outstanding [eave balance payouts.
Taxable benefits as specified by the Canada Revenue Agency or Council Policy which include
employer paid extended health premiums such as Medical Services Plan and life insurance;
vehicle benefits; acting pay and job scope related to duties in support of committees, advisory
groups, and public consuliation. Payouts include teave balances such as banked overtume,
gratuity and vacation banks for which the majority are specified in collective agreements.

Management salaries in the amount of $60,000 were charged to the Richmond Olympic Oval

Corporation in conjunction with the Chief Administrative Officer performing duties in the
capacity as the Chief Executive Officer.
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Expenses are reported in accordance with the Financial Information Act and include for example
items such as individual professional memberships, employee tuition and travel costs. Expenses
also include business related expenditures incurred by staff to perform their job functions.

The remuneration and expenses that are being reported are within budget and were previously
approved by Council through the 5 Year Financial Plan Bylaw. Staff ensure through

administrative procedures, guidelines, and internal controls, that compliance is followed and
expenditures are not exceeded.

For the City of Richmond, 2011 expenses for 494 efnployecs earning over $75,000 totalled $0.46
million as compared to $0.53 million for 433 employees reported in 2010,

A statement listing payments to suppliers for goods and services in excess of $25,000 for the
2011 fiscal year is attached in Section 7.

A statement listing payments for the purposes of grants and subsidies is attached in Section 7.
Financial Impact

None.

Conclusion
Staff recommend that Council approve the statements and schedules included in the attached

2011 Statement of Financial Information, prepared in accordance with the Financial Informaiion
Act and to be submitted to the Province of British Columbia.

Manager, Business Advisory Services
(604-276-4103)

kl:tlm
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CITY OF RICHMOND
STATEMENT OF FINANCIA(L INFORMATION
For the year ended December 31, 2011

INDEX

1) L€ 15 113 v | D OO PUUOTUOTROTU See Financial Statements
2) Statement of Assets and Liabilities ... See Financial Statements
3) Operational SIBIEIIEN ....cvvecvrreeieteieseereeeteiere et esreer et resrasbesbebebe st bereseesserbeibes See Financial Statements
4) Schedule 0f DEDUS ....cviiii it e e e et e er See Financial Statements
5 Schedule of Guarantee and Indemnity Agreements ......cvvevicvncenecie v vincveraenns None
6) Schedule of Remuneration and Expenses:

Blected Officials ...oocooieieii e Section 6

EIIPIOYEES. ..ottt e e s Section 6

Reconciliation of Remuneration to Financial Statements...............c..oc.0. Section 6

Statement of Severance AGreements. .. ..o oo ioeriiveriorocren i s Section 6
7) Schedwle of Payments o Suppliers for Goods and Services:

Statements of Payments for Good and Services

in excess of $25,000 and consolidared total ........................... Section 7
Statement of Grants and Subsidies..................cco i Section 7

Reconciliation of Payments for Goods and Services
to Financial Statements ............ccooveeivi e orreoreeiree i nens Section 7
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CITY OF RICHMOND

2011 STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INFORMATION APPROVAL

The undersigned, as authorized by the Financial Information Regulation, Schedule 1, subsection 9(2)
approves all the statements and schedules included in this Statement of Financial Information, produced

under the Financial Information Acl.

,4,_5 -t
Andrew Nazareth, BEc., CGA Malcolm D. Brodie
General Manager, Mayor

Business and Financial Services

Prepared pursuant to the Financial Information Regulation, Schedule 1, section 9

1527741 CNCL - 289



Consolidated Financial Statements of

CITY OF RICHMOND

Year ended December 31, 2011

CNCL - 290



heaigc

KPMG LLP Telephone (604) 527-3600
Chartered Accountants Fax (804) 527-3636
Metrotower || Internat  www.kpmg.ca

Sulle 2400 - 4720 Kingsway
Bumaby BC V5H 4N2
Canada

INDEPENDENT AUDITORS' REPORT

To the Mayor and Council

We have audited the accompanying consolidated financial statements of the City of Richmond, which
comprise the consolidated statement of financial position as at December 31, 2011 and the
consolidated statements of operations, changes in net financial assets and cash flows for the year
then ended, and notes, comprising a summary of significant accounting poflicies and other
explanatory information.

Management's Responsibility for the Consolidated Financial Staterments

Management is responsible for the preparation and fair presentation of these consolidated financial
statements in accordance with Canadian public sector accounting standards, and for such internal
control as management determines is necessary to enable the preparation of consolidated financial
statements that are free from material misstaternent, whether due {o fraud or error.

Audilors’ Responsibility

Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these consolidated financial statements based on our
audit. We conducted our audit in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing standards.
Those standards require that we comply with ethical requirements and ptan and perform the audit to
obtain reasonable assurance about whether the consolidated financial statements are free from
material misstatement.

An audit involves performing pracedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures
in the consolidated financial statements. The procedures selected depend on our judgment, incfuding
the assessment of the risks of material misstatement of the consolidated financial statements,
whether due to fraud or error. In making those risk assessments, we consider internal confrof relevant
to the entity's preparation and fair presentation of the consolidated financial statements in order to
design audit procedures that are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of
expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity's internal control. An audit also in¢ludes
evaluating the appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of accounting
estimates made by management, as well as evaluaiing the overall presentation of the consolidated
financial statements.

\
We believe that the audit evidence we have obtained is sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis
for our audit opinion.

Opinion

In our opinion, the consolidated financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the
consolidated financial position of the City of Richmond as at December 31, 2011, and i{s consolidated
results of operations, its changes in net consolidated financial assets and its consolidated cash flows
for the year then ended in accordance with Canadian public sector accounting standards.

Kins #*
/

Chartered Accountants
May 14, 2012

Bumaby, Canada
KPMG LLP is a Canadian limilad ltablity parinership and a membar firm of the KPMG
network of indepandent membar firms affihated with KFMG Intermnational Ceoperativa
("KPMG Intemational’), a Swiss enllty.

KPMG Canade pm@ﬁ@ﬂo EPW.



CITY OF RICHMOND

Consolidated Statement of Financial Position
(Expressed in thousands of dollars)

December 31, 2011, with comparative figures for 2010

2011 2010
(recast
- note 3)
Financial Assets
Cash and cash equivalents $ 11,766 $ 19,058
Investments (note 4) 563,162 502,375
Accrued interest receivable 2,710 3,418
Accounts receivable (note 5) 22,085 29,651
Taxes receivable 6,716 7,708
Development fees receivable 16,826 21,188
Debt reserve fund - deposits (note 8) 388 449
623,661 583,848
Financial Liabilities
Accounts payable and accrued liabitities (note 7) 77,698 73,963
Deposits and holdbacks (note §) 36,753 45,447
Deferred revenue (note 9) 34,801 43,946
Development cost charges (note 10) 52,378 42,211
Obligations under capital leases (note 11) 499 1,168
Debt, net of MFA sinking fund deposits (note 12) 5808 9,274
207,938 216,009
Net financial assets 415,723 367,838
Non-Financial Assets
Tangible capital assets (note 13) 1,801,630 1,739,019
inventory of materials and supplies 1,934 1,745
Prepaid expenses 1,847 1,734
1,805,411 1,742,498
Accumulated surplus (note 14) $ 2,221,134 $ 2,110.337

Commitments and contingencies (note 18)

See accompanying notes to consolidated financial statements.

General Manager, Busingss and Financial Services
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Consolidated Statement of Operations
(Expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011, with comparative figures for 2010

Budget Actual Actual
2011 2011 2010
(unaudited (recast
- notes 2(m) and 23) - note 3)
Revenue:
Taxation and levies . $ 161,335 $ 161,821 $ 156,071
User fees 70,035 . 69,359 68,365
Sales of services 37,053 41,518 37,403
Development cost charges 13,813 14,321 17,804
Payments-in-lieu of taxes 11,770 13,726 13,203
Provincial and federal grants 6,215 8,066 6,353
Other capital funding sources 6,054 50,063 53,217
Other revenues:
(nvestment income 16,830 20,328 16,864
Gaming revenue 11,113 13,728 12,563
Licenses and permits 7,060 7,524 7,328
Other (note 21) 7,581 23,588 10,335
348,859 424,042 399,506
Expenses:
Law and Community safety 79,109 74,548 70,838
Engineering, public works and project development 57,585 52,338 56,365
General government 42,950 39,728 35,130
Parks, recreation and community services 45,959 45 957 43,647
Utilities:
Water supply and distribution 33,434 33,437 30,277
Sewerage collection and disposal 24,724 23,422 23,772
Sanitation and recycling services 10,627 9,829 9,163
Planning and development 12,150 11,560 11,427
Library services 9,393 8,615 8,221
Richmond Olympic Oval 9,911 8,647 6,614
interest and finance charges 5,745 5,164 6,002
331,587 313,245 301,456
Annual surplus 17,272 110,797 98,050
Accumulated surplus, beginning of year 2,110,337 2,110,337 2,012,287
Accumutated surplus, end of year $ 2,127,609 $ 2,221,134 $ 2,110,337

See accompanying notes to consolidated financial statements.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Consolidated Statement of Changes in Net Financial Assets
(Expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011, with comparative figures for 2010

2011 budget 2011 2010
(unaudited (recast
- notes 2(m) and 23) - note 3)
Surplus for the year $ 17,272 $ 110,797 % 98,050
Acquisition of tangible capital assets in
cash and financed by capital leases (17,272) (76,026) (149,088)
Acquired tangible capital assets from developers - {35,740) {31.454)
Amortization of tangible capital assets - 47,696 47,725
Gain on disposal of tangible capital assets - (10,347) (3,897)
Proceeds on sale of tangible capital assets - 11,806 5,424
- 48,186 (33,240)
Acquisition of inventories of supplies ' - (1,934) (1,745)
Acquisition of prepaid expenses - (1,847) (1,734)
Consumption of inventories of supplies - 1,745 2,253
Use of prepaid expenses - 1,734 1,594
Change in net financial assets - 47,884 (32,872)
Net financial assets, beginning of year 367,839 367,839 400,711
Net financial assets, end of year $ 367,839 $§ 415723 $ 367,839

See accompanying notes to consolidated financial statements.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Consolidated Statement of Cash Flows
(Expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011, with comparative figures for 2010

2011 2010
(recast
- note 3)
Cash provided by (used in):
Operations:
Annual surplus $ 110,797 98,050
items not involving cash:
Amortization 47 636 47,725
Gain on disposal of tangible capital assets {10,347) (3,897)
Developer contributions of tangible capital assets (35,740) (31,454)
Change in non-cash operating working capital: :
Decrease in accrued interest receivable 708 963
Decrease (increase) in accounts receivable 7,556 (2,362)
Decrease (increase) in taxes receivable 992 (552)
Decrease (increase) in development fees receivable 4,363 (16,249)
Decrease in debt reserve fund 63 -
Increase in prepaid expenses (113) (140)
(Increase) decrease in inventories of supplies (189) 508
Increase in accounts payable and accrued liabilities 3,735 6,287
(Decrease) increase in deposits and holdbacks (8,684) 22,015
Increase in deferred revenue 2,585 3,834
Increase in development cost charges 10,168 9,003

Net change in cash from operating activities 133,580 133,731
Captital activities:

Cash used to acquire tangible capital assets (75,854) (148,414)

Proceeds on disposal of tangible capital assets 76 5,424

Net change in cash from capital activities (75,878} (142,990)
Financing activities:

Principal payments on debt {3,466) (2,534)

Principal payments on obligations under capital leases (741) (821)

Net change in cash from financing activities (4,207) (3,355)
Investing activities:

Change in investments {60,787) 23,928
Net change in cash and cash equivalents (7.282) 11,314
Cash and cash equivalents, beginning of year 19,058 7,744
Cash and cash equivalents, end of year $ 11,766 19,058
Supplementary Information:

Non-cash transactions:

Tangible capital assets financed by capital leases $ 72 674
Sale of property in exchange for leasehold interest
in another property 11,730 -

See accompanying notes to consolidated financial statements.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consofidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

1. Operations:

The City of Richmond (the "City”) is incorporated under the Local Government Act of British
Columbia. The City's principal aclivities include the provision of local government services to
residents of the incorporaled area. These include administrative, protective, transportation,
environmental, recreational, water, and sewer,

2. Significant accounting policies:

The consolidated financial statements of the City are the representation of management prepared
in accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles as prescribed by the
Public Sector Accounting Board (‘PSAB") of the Canadian Institute of Charlered Accountants.

(@)

(b)

Basis of consolidation:

The consolidated financial statements reflect a combination of the City's General Revenue,
General Capital and Loan, Waterworks and Sewerworks, and Reserve Funds consolidated
with the Richmond Public Library (the “Library") and the Richmond Olympic Oval. The Library
is consolidated as the Library Board is appointed by the City. The Richmond Olympic Oval is
consolidated as it is a wholly owned municipal corporation of the City and operates as
another government organization. Interfund transactions, fund balances and activities have
been eliminated on consolidation.

(Y General Revenue Fund:

This fund is used to account for the current operations of the City as provided for in the
Annual Budget, including collection of taxes, administering operations, policing, and
servicing general debt.

(if) General Capital and Loan Fundg:

This fund is used to record the City's capital assets and work-in-progress, including
engineering structures such as roads and bridges, and the related long-term debt.

(iii) Waterworks and Sewerworks fundgs:

These funds have been established to cover the costs of operating these utilities, with
related capital and loan funds fo record the related capital assets and fong-term debt,

(/v) Reserve Funds:

Certain funds are established by bylaws for specific purposes. They are funded primarily
by budgeted contributions from the General Revenue Fund plus interest earned on fund
balances.

Basis of accounting:

The City follows the accrual method of accounting for revenues and expenses. Revenues are
normally recognized in the year in which they are eamed and measurable. Expenses are
recognized as they are incurred and measurable as a result of receipt of goods and services
and/or the creation of a legal obligation to pay.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabutar amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

2. Significant accounting policies (continued):

(c)

(d)

(e)

®

(@)

(h)

(i)

Government fransfers:

Restricted transfers from governments are deferred and recognized as revenue in the year in
which the related expenditures are incurred. Unrestricted transfers are recognized as
revenue when received.

Cash and cash equivalents:

Cash and cash equivalents consist of cash, highly kquid money market investments and
short-term investments with maturities of less than 90 days of acquisition.

Investments:

Investments are recorded at cost, adjusted for amortization of premiums or discounts.
Provisions for losses are recorded when they are considered to be other than temporary. At
vanous times during the term of each individual investment, market value may be less than
cost. Such declines in value are considered temporary for investments with known maturity
dates as they generally reverse as the investments mature and therefore an adjustment to
market value for these market declines is not recorded.

Accounts receivable:

Accounts receivable are net of an allowance for doubtful accounts and therefore represent
amounts expected to be collected.

Development cost charges:

Development cost charges are restricted by legistation to expenditures on capital
infrastructure. These amounts are deferred upon receipt and recognized as revenue when
the expenditures are incurred in accordance with the restrictions.

Post-employment benefits;

The City and its employaes make contributions to the Municipal Pension Pian. As this plan is
a multi-employee plan, contributions are expensed as incurred.

Post-employment benefits also accrue to the City's employees. The liabilities related to these
benefits are actuarially determined based on service and best estimates of retirement ages
and expected future salary and wage increases. The liabilities under these benefits plans are
accrued based on profected benefits prorated as emptoyees render services necessary to
earn the future benefits. :

Non-financial assets:

Non-financial assets are not available to discharge existing liabilities and are held for use in
the provision of services. They have useful fives extending beyond the current year and are
not intended for sale in the ordinary course of operations.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

2. Significant accounting policies (continued):

(1 Non-financial assets (continued):

(i)

(iiy

Tangible capital assets:

Tangible capital assets are recorded at cost, which includes amounts that are directly
attributable to acquisition, construction, development, or betterment of lhe assets. The
cost, tess the residual vatue, of the tangible capital assets, excluding lang are amortized
on a straight line basis over their estimated useful lives as follows;

Asset Useful life - years
Buildings and building improvements 10-75
Infrastructure 5-100
Vehicles, machinery and equipment 3-40
Library’s collections, fumiture and equipment 4-20

Amortization is charged over the asset’s useful life commencing when the asset is
acquired. Assets under construction are not amortized until the asset is available for
productive use.

Contributions of tangible capital assets:

Tangible capital assets received as contributions are recorded at their fair value al the
date of receipt and also are recordad as revenus.

(i} Natural resources:

Natural resources that have been purchased are not recognized as assets in the financial
statements.

(iv) Works of art and cultural and historic assefs:

V)

Works of art and cultural and historic assets are not recorded as assets in these financial
statements.

Interest capitalization:

The City does not capitalize interest costs asscciated with the construction of a tangible
capital asset.

(vi) Leased tangible capital assets:

Leases which transfer substantially all of the benefits and risks incidental to ownership of
property are accounted for as leased tangible capital assets. Aill other leases are
accounted for as operating leases and the related payments are charged to expenses as
incurred.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

2. Significant accounting policies (continued):

(i

)

o

Non-financial assets (continued):

(vii) lnventory of materials and supplies:

Inventory is secorded at cost, net of an allowance for obsolete stock. Cost is determined
on a weighted average basis.

Deferred revenue:

The City defers a portion of the revenue collected from permits, licenses and other fees and
recognizes this revenue in the year in which related inspections are performed or other
related expenditures are incurred.

Deposits:

Receipts restricted by the legislation of senior governments or by agreement with external
paties are deferred and reported as deposits and are refundable under centain
circumstances. When qualifying expenditures are incurred, deposits are recognized as
revenue at amounts equal to the qualifying expenditures.,

Debt:

Debt is recorded net of related sinking fund balances.

(m) Budget information:

(n)

Unaudited budget information, presented on a basis consistent with that used for actuat
results, was included in the City of Richmond's Five Year Financial Flan and was adopted
through Bylaw #8707 on March 14, 2011.

Use of accounting estimales:

The preparation of financial statements requires management to make estimates and
assumptions that affect the reported amounts of assets and liabilites and disclosure of
contingent assets and liabilities at the date of the financial statements and the reported
amounts of revenue and expenditures during the reporting period. Significant areas requiring
the use of management estimates relate to the value of contributed capital assets, value of
developer contributions, usefut lives for amortization, determination of provisions for accrued
liabilities, performing actuarial valuation of employee future benefits, allowance for doubtful
accounts, and provision for contingencies. Actual results could differ from those estimates.
Adjustments, if any, will be reflected in the financial statements in the penod that the change
in estimate is made, as well as in the period of settlement if the amount is different.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consclidated Financial Statements (continued)
{Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

2. Signiflcant accounting policies (continued):
(0) Segment disclosures:

A segment is defined as a distinguishable aclivity of group of activities of a government for
which it is appropriate to separately repont financial information to achieve the objectives of
the standard. The City of Richmond has provided definitions of segments used by the City as
well as presented financial information in segment format (note 22).

3. Recast of comparative figures:

During the year, the City determined that certain developer contnbuted land was omitted and
should be added to the 2010 and 2009 tangible capital asset register.

The 2010 comparative figures have been recast for this item. The effects of the recast on the
2010 comparative figures have been applied retroactively and are summarized below:

Accumulated surplus at January 1, 2010

Accumulaied surplus, as previously reported $ 2,005,248
Add: Net book value of tangible capital asset 7,038
Accumulated surplus, as recast $ 20127287
Annual surplus for 2010

Annual sumlus, as previously reported $ 77,247
Add: Devetloper contribution of tangible capital assets 20,803
Annual surplus, as recast 3 98,050
Tangible capital assets, December 31, 2010

Tangible capital assets, as previously reported $ 1,711,178
Add: Net book value of tangible capital asset 27,841
Tangible capital assets, as recast $ 1,739,018
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (cantinued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

4. Investments:

2011 2010

Market Market
Cost value Cost value
Short-term notes and deposits $ 99424 $ 99457 $ 136,309 $ 136,309

Government and government :
guaranteed bonds 402,293 410,633 305,113 315,332

Municipal Finance Authority
Pooled Investment 21,289 21,289 20,723 20,723
Other Bonds 40,158 42,162 40,230 42,283
$ 563,162 $ 573,541 $ 502,375 $ 514,647
5. Accounts receivable:

20%1 2010
Water and sewer utilities 3 6,880 $ 6,487
Casino revenues 3,186 3,146
Capital grant 2,934 12,980
Other trade receivables 9,095 7.058
$ 22,095 $ 29,651

6. Debtreserve fund deposits and contingent demand notes:

The City issues its debt instruments through the Municipal Finance Authority (the "MFA™). As a
condition of these borrowings, a portion of the debenture proceeds is withheld by the MFA as a
Debt Reserve Fund. The City also executes demand notes in connection with each debenture
whereby the City may be required to loan cerain amounts to the MFA. These demand notes are
contingent in nature and are not reflecled in the accounts. The details of the cash deposits and

contingent demand notes at December 31, 2011 are as follows:

Contingent

Cash demand

deposits notes

General Revenue Fund 3 376 3 1,706
Sewerworks Revenue Fund 10 48
Total $ 386 3 1,754
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

7. Accounts payable and accrued liabilities:

2011 2010
Trade and other liabilities $ 50,808 $ 48,892
Post-employment benefits (note 16) 26,890 25,071
$ 77698 $ 73,963

8. Deposits and holdbacks:
Balance Balance
December 31, Deposit Refund December 31,
2010 contnbutions expenditures 2011
Security depaosits $ 33,059 $ 6,175 $ 14,094 $ 25,140
Contract holgbacks 2,075 3,640 4,509 1,206
Developer contribution 5187 340 - 5,637
Transit Oriented Development Fund 1,523 - - 1,523
Other 3,583 3.124 3,370 3,347
$ 45,447 $ 13,279 $ 21,973 $ 36,753

9. Deferred revenue:

Deferred revanue represents revenues that 1) are collected bul not earned as of December 31,
2011. These revanues will be recognized in future periods as they are eamed. 2) Funds received
from external parties for specified purposes. These revenues are recognized in the period in
which the related expenses are incurred.

2011 2010
Prepaid taxes $ 12,652 $ 11,737
Capital grants 4,819 6,151
Business license revenues 2,433 ) 1,882
Firm price billing revenues 2,723 3,375
Other 9,671 6,078
Parking easement and leased land revenues 2,403 14,723
Balance, end of year $ 34,801 $ 43,946
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

10. Development cost charges:

11,

2011 2010
Balance, beginning of year $ 42211 $ 33,208
Contributions 23,518 26,101
Interest 971 7086
Revenue recognized (14,321) (17,804)
Balance, end of year $ 52379 $ 42,211

Obligations under capital leases:

The City has entered into capital lease agreements to finance certain equipment at an estimated

cost of borrowing ranging from 1.25% to 5% per year.

Future minimum fease payments relating to obligalions under capital leases expiring on various

dates as follows:

Year ending December 31:

2012 3 337
2013 80
2014 59
2015 26
2016 angd thereafter 6
Total future minimum lease payments 508
Less amount representing interest (9)
Present value of capital lease payments $ 499
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

12. Debt, net of MFA sinking fund deposits:

The rates of interest on the principal amount of the MFA debentures vary between 3.15% and
8.50% per annum. The average sate of interest for the year ended Decembes 31, 2011
approximales 5.85%.

The City issues debt instruments through the MFA pursuant to security issuing bylaws under
authority of the Community Charter to finance certain capital expenditures. Sinking fund balances
managed by the MFA are netted against related debt.

Gross amount far the debt and the amount for the sinking funds assets available to retire the debt
are as follows:

Sinking Net Net

Gross fund debt debt

debt asset 2011 2010

Generat Fund $ 39546 $ 33,887 $ 5,658 $ 8,055
Sewerworks Fund 1,108 860 148 219
$ 40,655 $ 34,847 $ 5,808 $ 9,274

Principal payments and sinking fund instalments on net outstanding debenture debt over the next
three years are as follows:

General Sewerworks Total

2012 3 2,248 $ 73 $ 2,321
2013 2.355 76 2,431
2014 1,056 - 1,056
$ 5,659 $ 149 $ 5,808
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)

(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of doltars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

13. Tangible capital assets:

Balance at Balance at
December 31, Additions December 31,
Cost 2010 and transfers Disposats 2011
(recast
- note 3)
Land $ 570,939 $ 37,582 $ 10 $ 608,511
Buildings and building
improvements 313,067 27,705 600 340,172
Infrastructure 1,455,639 47,349 3,394 1,499,594
Vehicles, machinery and
equipment 81,488 4,864 1.08¢ 85,263
Library's collections, furniture and
equipment 8,203 2,788 1,329 9,662
Assets under construction 34,379 (8,522) - 25,857
$ 2,483,725 $ 111,766 $ 6.432 $§ 2,569,059
Balance at Balance at
December 31, Amortization December 31,
Accumulated amortization 2010 Disposals expense 2011
(recast
- note 3)
Buildings and building
improvements $ 80,489 3 508 $ 10,950 $ 90,931
infrastrocture 591,261 2.069 29,868 619,060
Vehicles, machinery ang
equipment 47,819 1,067 5,514 52,266
Library’s collections, furniture and
equipment 5,137 1,329 1,364 5,172
$ 724,706 $ 4973 $ 47696 $ 767429
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consoflidated Financial Statements (conlinued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

13. Tangible capital assets (continued):

Net book Net book
value value
December 31, December 31,
2010 2011

(recast

- note 3)
Land $ 570939 $ 608,511
Buildings and building improvements 232,578 249,241
Infrastructure 864,378 880,534
Vehicles, machinery and equipment 33,6879 32,997
Library’s collection, furniture and equipment 3,066 4,490
Assets under construction 34,379 25,857
Balance, end of year $ 1,738,018 $ 1,801,630

(2)

(b)

(d)

(e)

Assets under construction:

Assets under construction having a value of approximately $25,857,000 (2010 - $34,379,000)
have not been amortized. Amortization of these assets will commence when the asset is put
into service.

Contributed tangibie capital assets:

Contributed capital assels have been recognized at fair market value at the date of
contribution. The value of contributed assets received during the year is approximately
$35,740,000 (2010 - $31,454,000) comprised of infrastructure in the amount of approximately
$11,978,000 (2010 - $10,061,000), land in the amount of approximately $22,483,000 (2010 -
$21,393,000) and tibrary collections in the amount of approximately $1,279,000 (2010 - nil)

Tangible capital assets disclosed at nominal values:

Where an estimate of fair value could not be made, the tangible capital asset was recognized
at a nominal value.

Works of Art and Historical Treasures;

The City manages and controls various works of art and non-operational historical cultural
assets including building, artifacts, paintings, and sculptures located at City sites and public
display areas. The assets are not recorded as tangible capital assets and are not amortized.

Wirite-down of tangible capital assets:

There were no writedowns of tangible capital assets during the year (2010-$ail).
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

15. Reserves:

Change
2010 during year 2011
Reserve funds:

Affordable housing $ 10,728 $ 616 $ 11,344
Capital building and infrastructure 26,238 1,408 27,646
Capital reserve 76,229 5,591 81,820
Child care development 1,789 357 2,146
Communily legacy and land replacement 5,718 11,379 17,097
Drainage improvement 18,213 5,182 23,395
Equipment replacement 14,912 1,832 16,744
Leisure facilities 2,522 99 2,621
Local improvements 6,117 213 6,330
Neighborhood improvement 5,649 408 6,057
Public art program 1,278 307 1,685
Sanitary sewer 27,661 2,583 30,254
Steveston off-street parking 266 11 277
Steveston road ends 2,930 (207) 2,723
Waterfront improvement 496 (317) 179
Watermain replacement 46,377 (2,942) 43,435
Oval - 1,700 1,700
$ 247,123 $ 28,230 $ 275,353

16. Post-employment future benefits:

The City provides certain post-employment benefits, non-vested sick leave, compensated
absences, and termination benefits to its employees.

2011 2010
Balance, beginning of year $ 25,071 $§ 23263
Current service cost 1,843 1,696
Interest cost 1,207 1,320
Amortization of actuarial loss 424 545
Benefits paid (1,6855) (1,753)
Balance, end of year $ 26,890 - § 25,071

An actuarial valuation for these benefits was performed to determine the City's accrued benefit
obligation as at December 31, 2009 and the results are extrapolated to December 31, 2011. The
difference between the actuanally determined accrued benefit obligation of approximately
$28,471,000 and the liability of approximately $26,880,000 as at December 31, 2011 is an
unamortized actuarial loss of $1,581,000. This actuarial loss is being amortized over a period
egual to the employees' average remaining service life of 10 years.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

16.

17.

18.

Post-employment future benefits (continued):

2011 2010
Actuarial benefit 6bligation:
Liability, eng of year $ 26,890 $ 25,071
Unamorntized actuarial loss 1,581 1,642
Balance, end of year § 28471 $§ 26,713

Actuaria) assumptions used to determine the City's accrued benefit obligation are as follows:

2011 2010
Discount rate 3.50% 4.50%
Expected future inflation rate 2.50% 2.50%
Expected wage and salary range increases 3.50% 3.50%

Pension plan:

The City and its employees contribute to the Municipal Pension Plan (the “Plan”), a jointly
trusteed pension plan. The Plan's Board of Trustees, representing plan members and employers,
is responsible for overseeing the management of the Plan, including the investment of the assets
and administration of benefits. The pension plan is a multi-employer contributory pension plan.
Basic pension benefits provided are defined. The Plan has about 173,000 active members and
approximately 63,000 retired members. Active members include approximately 35,000
contributors from local governments.

Every three years an actuarial valuation is performed to assess the financial position of the Plan
and the adequacy of plan funding. The most recent valuation as at December 31, 200¢ indicated
an unfunded liability of $1,024 million for basic pension benefits. The next acluarial valuation will
be performed as at December 31, 2012 with results available in 2013. The actuary does not
attribute portions of the unfunded liability 1o individual employers. The City paid $9,291,000 (2010
- $8,832,000) for employer contributions to the Plan in fiscal 2011. Employees paid $7,624,000
(2010 - $7,170,000) for employee contributions to the Plan in fiscal 2011,

Commitments and contingencies:
{2) Joint and several liabilities:

The City has a contingent liability with respect to debentures of the Greater VVancouver Water
District, Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District and Greater Vancouver Regicnal
District, to the extent provided for in their respective Enabling Acts, Acts of Incorporation and
Amenging Acts. Management does not consider payment under this contingency to be likely
and therefore no amounts have been accrued.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

18. Commitments and contingencies (continued):

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Lease payments:

In addition to the obligations under capital leases, at December 31, 2011, the City was
committed to operating lease payments for premises and equipment in the following
approximate amounts;

2012 $ 4338
2013 4,172
2014 4,123
2015 4,091
2016 and thereafter 28,449
Litigation:

As at December 31, 2011, there were a number of legal claims in various stages of litigation.
The City has made no specific provision for those where the outcome is presently not
dstarminable.

Municipal Insurance Association of British Columbia:

The City is a participant in the Municipal Insurance Association of British Columbia
(the "Association”). Should the Association pay out claims in excess of premiums received, it
is possible that the City, along with other participants, would be required to contribute towards
the deficit. Management does not consider external payment under this contingency to be
likely and therefore, no amounts have been accrued.

Contractual obligation:

The City has entered into various contracts for services and construction with periods ranging
beyond one year. These commitments are in accordance with budgets passed by Council.

E-Comm Emergency Communiceations for Southwest Bntish Columbia (“E-Comm”):

The City is a shareholider of the Emergency Communications for Southwest Brilish Columbia
incorporated (E-Comm) whose services provided include: regional 9-1-1 call ¢centre for the
Greater Vancouver Regional District; Wide Area Radio network; dispatch operations; and
records management. The City has 2 Class A shares and 1 Class B share (of a total of 26
Class A and 23 Class B shares issued and outstanding as at December 31, 2011). As a
Class A shareholder, the City shares in both funding the future operations and capitai
obligations of E-Comm (in accordance with a cost sharing formula), including any lease
obligations committed to by E-Comm up to the shareholder’s withdrawal date.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabufar amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

18.

18,

20.

Commitments and contingencies (continued):
{g) Community Associations;

The City has a close relationship with the various community associations which operate the
community centers throughout the City. While they are separate legal entities, the City does
generally provide the buildings and grounds for the use of the community associations as well
as pay the operating costs of the facilities. Typically the community associations are
responsible for providing programming and services to the community. The community
associations retain 2ll revenue which they receive. The City provides the core staff for the
facilities as well as certain additional services such as information technology services.

(h) Contingent liabifities:

The City has a contract with the federal goxiemment whereby the federal government
provides Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) policing services. RCMP members and
the federal government are currently in legal proceedings regarding pay raises for 2009 and
2010 that were retracted for RCMP members. As the final outcome of the legal action and
the potential financial impact to the City is not determinable, the City has not recorded any
provision for this matter in the financial statements as at December 31, 2011,

Trust funds:

Certain assets have been conveyed or assigned to the City to be administered as directed by
agreement or statute. The City holds the assets for the benefit of and stards in fiduciary
relationship to the beneficiary. The foilowing trust fund is excluded from the City’s financial
statements.

2011 2010

Richmond Community Associations $ 1,015 $ 984

Collections for other governments:

The City is obligated to collect and transmit certain taxation revenue on behalf of other
government bodies. These funds are excluded from the City’s financial statements since they are
not revenue of the City. Such taxes collected and remitted to the government bodies during the
year are as follows:

2011 2010

Province of British Columbia - Schools $ 122,465 $ 118,391
Greater Vancouver Regional District and others 37,655 35,715
$ 160,120 $ 154,108
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of doltars)

Year ended December 31, 2014

21.

22,

Non-monetary transaction:

During the year, the City sold a portion of land to a third party developer valuegd at an agreed
amount of $6 million. In a separate but related transaction, the City acquired and discharged the
developer from its use of a leasehold interest for the eguivalent amount. The transactions
occurred at fair value and no cash was exchanged.

The sale of land resulted in a gain on disposition in the amount of $6 million. The discharge of the
leasehold interest and discharge of an easement for parking resulted in an accounting gain on
settlement of $6 million. The total resulting gain of $12 million has been included in Other
Revenues — Other on the statement of operations.

Segmented reporting:

The City of Richmond provides a wide variety of services to its residents. For segment disclosure,
these services are grouped and reported under service areas/depariments that are responsibie
for providing such services. They are as follows:

Law and Community Safety brings together the City's public safety providers such as Police
(RCMP), Fire-Rescue, Emergency Programs, and Community Bylaws along with sections
responsible for legal and regulatory matters. it is responsible for ensunng safe communities by
providing protection services with a focus on law enforcement, crime prevention, emergency
response, protection of life and properties, and legal services,

Engineering, Public Works and Project Development comprises of General Public Works,
Roads and Construction, Storm Drainage, Fleet Operations, Engineering Planning, Project
Development, and Facility Management. The services provided are construction and
maintenance of the City's infrastructure and all City owned buildings, maintenance of the City's
road networks, managing and operating a mixed fleet of vehicles, heavy equipment and an
assortment of specialized work units for the City operations, development of current and long-
range engineering planning and planning, and construction of major projects.

Parks, Recreation and Community Services comprises of Parks, Recreation and Community
Services. These departments ensure recreation opportunities in Richmond by maintaining ‘a
variety of facililies such as arenas, communily centres, pools, etc. It designs, constructs and
maintains parks and sports fields 1o ensure, there is adequate opern green space and sports fields
available for Richmond residents. it also addresses the economic, arts, culture, and community
issues that the City encounters.

General Government comprises of Mayor and Council, Corporate Administration, Corporate
Services, and Business and Financial Services. It is responsible for adopting bylaws, effectively
administering city operations, levying taxes, providing sound management of human resources,
information technology, and City finance, and ensuring high quality services to Richmond
residents.
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued)
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

22. Segmented reporting (cbntinued):

Utilities provide such services as planning, designing, constructing, operating, and maintaining
the City’s infrastructure of water and sewer networks and sanitation and recycling.

Planning and Development is responsible for land use ptans, developing bylaws and pclicies for
sustainable development in the City including the City's transportation systems.

Library Services provides public access to information by maintaining 5 branches throughout the
City.

Richmond Olympic Oval is formed as a wholly owned subsidiary of the City. It uses the
Richmond Olympic Oval facllity as a venue for a wide range of sports, business and community
activities.

CNCL -#13
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CITY OF RICHMOND

Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements {continued)
{Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars)

Year ended December 31, 2011

23. Budget data:

The unaudited budget data presented in these consolidated financial statements is based on the
2011 operating and capital budgets approved by Councit on March 14, 2011 and the approved
budget for Richmond Olympic Oval. Below is the reconciliation of the approved budget to the

budget amount reported in these financial statermnents.

Budget
Amount
Revenues:
Approved operating budget $ 369,267
Approved capital budget 216,081
Approved Oval budget 10,520
Less:
Transfer from other funds 64,386
Intercity recoveries 36,211
Intercompany recoveries 3,030
Carried forward capital expenditures 143,382
Total revenue 348,859
Expenses:
Approved operating budget 369,267
Approved capital budget 216,081
Approved Oval budget 9,911
Less:
Transfer fo other funds 7,018
Intercity payments 36,211
Intercompany payments 3,030
Capital expenditures 72,699
Debt principal payments 1,331
Carried forward capital expenditures 143,382
Total expenses 331,587
Annual surplus per statement of operations $ 17,272
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CITY OF RICHMOND
SCHEDULE OF GUARANTEE AND INDEMNITY AGREEMENTS

A Schedule of Guarantees and Indemnity payments has not been prepared as the City of

Richmond has not given any guarantees or indemenities under the Guaraniees and Indemnilies
Regulation,

Prepared under the Financial Information Regulalion, Schedule 1, section 5
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CITY OF RICHMOND
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Elected Officials for 2011

BASE
NAME SALARY BENEFITS EXPENSES
Brodie, Matcoim Mayor 108,716 6,117 2,437
Au, Chak Kwong Councillor 2,012 60 0
Barnes, Linda Councillor 52,266 2.015 2,688
Dang, Derek Counciltor 52,266 3,467 315
Halsey-Brandt, Evelina Counciltor 52,266 2,015 3,064
Haisey-Brandt, Greg Councillor 50,589 1,964 3,200
Halsey-Brandt, Sue Councitlor 50,589 1,964 430
Johnston, Ken Councillor 52,266 3,323 826
McNulty, William B Councillor 52,266 8,195 1222
McPhall, Linda Councillor 2,012 60 0
Steves, Harold Councillor 52,266 1,741 1,789
Number of Elected Officials 11 527,510 30,921 15,969
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Earnings In Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &

NAME SALARY OTHER! EXPENSES
Achiam,Cecilia 131,813 20,117 8,204
Adair,Darrin Robert 75,462 2,131 76
Adams,Reg 85,340 207 0
Alves, Luis 80,912 932 76
Anderson,David Brian 110,346 2,212 1,232
Anderson,Doug 107,778 20,924 2,228
Arcari,Lorenzo 100,601 2,019 76
Armstrong,Robb 98,608 5,273 488
Aujia,Jag 78,558 928 616
Ayers Elizabeth 116,344 10,641 1,064
Bachynski,Laurie 98,9865 7,162 0
Badyal,Sara 85,786 545 1,358
Bagg,Edward 79,831 0 0
Bains,Joginder 83,327 4,187 139
Baker,Steven J 82,419 1,360 194
Bames,Richard 118,457 4,168 0
Barstow,Gordon 130,843 2,384 317
Bartley-Smith,8renda 98,454 5,151 3,121
Bateman,Grant 85,348 4,839 5,243
Bath,Paul 81,677 1,392 0
Batkin,Wayne 86,187 4,308 1,803
Bauder,Kristine 82,233 780 272
Bavis,Nathan 80,412 2,392 0
Beare,Adam 77,417 1,654 0
Beavis,Lynn 82,050 780 579
Beeby,James 83,728 1,658 0
Beetstra,Jack 99,853 1,703 508
Bell,Andrew 89,362 5,424 1,394
Bennett,Adam 82,207 1,422 0
Bennett,Shayne 78,616 1,610 0
Beno,Dena Kae 84,696 4,704 600
Bergsma,Peter J 82,053 2,184 107
Bicego,Romeo 115,373 10,751 178
Bie,Lloyd 118,272 8,328 1,401
Billings,Alan 81,072 1,658 781
Bissett,Lorraine 87,324 6,387 2,615
Bogner,Christopher 85,002 1,334 59
Bohnen,Joshua 74,269 1,493 0
Bola,Kulwinder 77,473 928 0
Bonato,Steven 81,047 202 3,588
Bowley-Cowan,Laura Dee 79,688 3,646 1,141
Bowyer-Smyth,Mike A 83,158 6,152 107
Brannen,Andrew 76,206 1,347 163
Brevner,Mark 83,084 206 249

1. Consists of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 27
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CiTY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Earnings In Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &

NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES
Brownlee,David 91,213 372 0
Brunst,Mary H. 103,787 929 997
Brunette, Terence 91,970 5,580 0
Brunskill,Jason 81,741 1,563 85
Buchanan,James G 35,077 61,778 0
Buchannon, William Victor 95,177 5,265 0
Buie,Dovelle 91,155 248 291
Bulick,John 77,736 1,653 0
Burke,Holger 124,587 2,485 505
8urns,Tony 78,567 1,242 411
Bursey,Bradley Ross 85,240 2,843 137
Busich-Veloso,Eva 85,348 5,880 71
Bycraft,Jeff R 85,348 207 397
Bycraft,Suzanne J 118,503 22,552 2,858
Camacho,Alexander 80,909 2,010 787
Cameron,Alan 166,564 23,427 838
Cameron,Glenn S 82,160 1,785 0
Candusso,Giorgio 73,938 1,585 279
Caravan,Bob B 79,002 1,256 1,630
Caravan,Joan 85,348 1,253 0
Carlite,Cathryn Volkering 162,265 26,868 1,295
Carlson,Erland 75,280 763 0
Carlyle,Phyliis 200A133 57,074 - 7,734
Carron,Kimberiey L. 74,305 949 0
Carter,Chris 75,649 4,197 76
Carter-Huffman,Suzanne 103,314 2,723 0
Cerantola,Davin 80,806 1,658 0
Chaichian,Camyar 77.409 1,350 324
Chan,Kavid 86,241 1,966 425
Chan, Milton 120,847 5,443 2,824
Chiang,Paul Chi-Kin 74,665 1,342 856
Chima,Jaspal 87,520 2,490 568
Chin,Donald 82,549 932 0
Ching,Mike 77,481 966 860
Chong,Jerry 151,792 26,468 5,108
Christy,June 106,171 1,976 0
Clou,David 59,417 43,097 62
Collinge,Chris 75,773 1.080 409
Coombs,Brian M 97,427 088 424
Cooper.Brad D 80,229 1,666 0
Cordoni,Raymond M 148,777 16,384 2,563
Cornelssen,Kelvin 83,679 1,514 0
Corrigal,Stuart 110,346 1.600 0
Cralg,Wayne 114,821 6,884 505

1. Consists of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 28

CNCL - 319



CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Eamings [n Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &

NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES
Creighton,Gregg 84,385 1,762 61
Crowe,Terence 136,376 13,970 839
Csepany,Andras 72,780 2,627 61
Curry Anthony 77,779 928 76
Dal Cengio,Kim 91,341 2,608 3,680
D'Altroy,Curtis Arthur 88,040 5,567 62
Davidson,Frank P 80,812 2476 46
Dawson,Evelyn 84,808 207 413
Day,Jefl 196.704 62,734 6,167
Daykin,Margol 102,838 5,764 143
Dean,Lioyd A 82,795 2,059 136
Deane,Gregory Thomas 29,686 1,703 0
DeBrouwer,Dave 96,808 2,894 76
Decker,Kim 97,710 5517 1,563
DeCrom,Theodore G 95,495 14,647 1,302
Deer,Angela 81,957 4,618 1,088
DeGlarni,Rod 82,972 1,658 0
Dhaliwal,Kamaljit "8Bill" 72,200 3,874 73
Dhanowa,Dalvinder 72,938 3,432 76
Dhillon,Keambir 73,755 1,644 76
Dias,Ben Jack 111,313 20,078 1,353
Dickson,James 80,654 2,795 0
Dineen,Scoftt 77,114 6,291 0
Dion,Harold K 100,179 1,703 . 0
Discusso,Peter 84,291 1,352 519
Dixon,Scott 798,551 1,126 0
Dougtas,Lesley 97,061 . 5,484 3,138
Douglas,Stewart 77,119 5,002 76
Draper,Jason 82,087 1,658 0
Dubeau,John 75,377 1,229 0
Duncan,George 278,300 28,205 4,781
Duncan,Jeremy 83,514 1,658 0
Duncan,Scott 84,309 1,703 0
Dunn,Darrell 97,346 1,703 0
Duranleau,Sonia 79,750 928 0
Dusanj,Ravandeep 92,800 4,896 1,082
Dyer,Sean 88,234 767 96
Edinger,David & 98,695 1,711 0
Edwards,Brenda 79,842 600 0
Edwards,Sara 76,566 1,500 1,801
Edwards,William J 71,828 4,301 0
Einarson,Craig L 90,843 4,503 189
Elshof,Eric R 81,348 3,462 76
Enefer,John 79,883 2,528 0

1. Consisls of laxable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 29
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CiTY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Earnings in Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &
NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES
Eng,Kevin 81.138 763 0
Erceg,Joe 200,133 32,334 5,870
Esko,Jamie 92,452 1,453 1,438
Estabrook,Russeft 74,469 1,646 0
Falconer, Todd James 88,700 2,139 2,114
Falls,Gordon M 34,803 42,303 0
Fernyhough,Jane Lee 134,688 21,440 6,953
Ferraro,Domenic 75,057 3,671 1373
Fiss,Eric 91,430 2,163 2,527
Fitton,Russefl 80,263 1,658 0
Flore,Fred G 79,478 1,796 0
Forrest,Rebecca 77,008 3,756 1,511
Foster,John 114,510 9,354 3,366
Frederickson,Gordon D 74,740 1,336 51
Froelich,Judy 75,155 2,205 t]
Fu,Anthony 88,219 4,003 386
Fylling,Robert Leith 77,412 : 755 0
Galbraith,Adam 82,976 1,658 76
Gelz,Earl Steven 81,506 1,352 61
Gilchrist,Robert 81,917 2,691 0
Gilfillan,Cindy 107,420 788 8.861
Gilfilan,Terry K . 71,466 4,693 0
Gill,Raminder 78,985 1,658 0
Gillis,David M 92,493 1,568 0
Gillts,Kerry 75,295 1,229 2,327
Glahn,Brad 82,473 1,514 1,540
Goddard,M. Elaine 103,165 3,982 4,847
Goil,Sharil 74,307 4,109 0
Gonzalez,Roberto 197,851 32,451 3,551
Goshko,Gary 73,131 2,003 76
Graebel,Gordon 118,776 3,217 0
Graeme,Kirby 112,381 7,305 7,003
Gray,Kevin Edward 97,274 4,355 1,120
Griffin,Kevin 75,981 1,658 0
Gronlund, Todd 80,058 1,658 2,567
Grover,Roger William 97,177 1,703 0
Gunthner,Ronalg 78,390 1,514 76
Gushel,Brad J 78,669 1,951 0
Guzzi,Brian 99,608 6,189 1,264
Haddow,James Wiltiam 34,946 48,838 0
Hahn,Ruth H.S. 89,111 1134 1,186
Halldorson,Arnie 83,273 1,864 78
Hama,Caroline 109,627 25,733 9,230
Hansen,Terry Donaild 91,283 2,527 0

1. Consists of taxable benefils (ie. MSP, group fife, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gralulty, and overtime). 30
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Eamings (n Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &
NAME SALARY OTHER’ EXPENSES
Harris,David 76,915 5,003 0
Harris,Douglas 99,500 15,452 0
Harrls Peter 72,493 3,596 60
Hay,Gerald 88,545 1,255 0
Heinrich,George 94,281 3,832 185
Hemsted.Ron 102,701 1,558 0
Ringorani,Sonali 97,561 5,911 560
Ho,Jason 82,663 4,780 554
Hoff,Paul 95,683 2,350 0
Hoff, Tresse 74,764 2,703 2,453
Hogga.Phitip James 103,159 9,583 290
Hooker, Thomas 94,811 251 1,008
Rowel},Kim 134,990 12,984 9686
Howie,Nell 76,491 1,336 0
Hui,Ka Yi 85,348 788 3,730
Humhej,Jerry John 79,987 7,209 0
Hung,Edward H P 146,703 41,796 2,083
Hunter,Oerek 97,158 5,411 78
Hyde,Tim 77,368 1,864 107
ince,David R 86,875 3,844 10
frving,John D. 151,792 26,045 4,509
Isaac,Darryl 74,137 1,637 173
isherwood, Ted 75,780 1,498 0
Isley,Dale 80,658 1,234 61
Jackson,Brian 148,981 25,882 5.589
Jacques,Vernon 131,970 24,154 1,431
Jaggs,Gordon 88,265 6,688 521
Jameson,Marty 81,381 10,920 61
Jansen,R Peter 78,523 1,266 348
Jansen,Sandra 107,927 3,792 734
Jauk,Lies) 82,587 1,988 294
Jeffcoalt,Steven Paul 89,315 1,955 76
Jochimski,Walter 78,906 191 163
Johal,Bill 72,215 3,395 81
Johnson,David 78,779 1.283 0
Johnson,Gail 100,998 B,178 76
Johnson,Lany R 90,550 7.865 984
Johnson, Thomas Andrew 97.127 1,724 327
Johnson, Trevor Wiiliam 99,511 1,703 915
Johnston,David W 102,407 1.875 78
Jones, Bil! 48,381 31,016 317
Jones,Debra 72,454 2,566 39
Jones,Karen £ 81,917 368 285
Jorger,Ben 75,281 1,086 139

1. Consists of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group fife, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 31
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCRHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Earnings In Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

8SASE BENEFITS &

NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES
Kam,Richard 76,156 4,616 563
Karpun,Mark Edward 74,270 1,985 76
Karpun,ivike A 90,511 1,360 0
Kales,Robent 112,238 8,117 1,609
Keating,Roger 81,360 1,150 700
Keatley,Roger H 73,844 1,227 0
Kelder, Randall M 99,588 1,743 786
Kelly Michaet J 82,383 1,682 0
Kiesewetter,Harold Michael 101,088 1,703 0
Kinney,Gary 80,425 7,336 0
Kinsey,David P 95,522 1,703 0
Kirichuk,Iryna 85,348 2,635 5,660
Kirk,Michael 210,000 . 33.533 811
Kita,Jason 98,022 5,248 4,568
Kivari,Mia 77,801 1,510 693
Ktassen,Bryan B7.748 5,210 0
Klies,Grant Allan 84,940 Q77 0
Klomp,Frederik J 98,326 2,110 1,759
Knapp,Barry 99,706 251 0
Kongus,Bryan 86,295 2,647 0
Kopp,Brent D 82,329 2,719 0
Kulusic,Stephen 75,984 765 0
Kurta,Ed 87.569 888 83
Lannard,Kevin D 78,523 1,352 331
Lapalme,Karina 113,835 8,213 8,631
Larsen,John 78,635 174 162
Lavrsen,John D 107,406 2,600 826
Law,Randy G 95,862 2,745 0
Lecy,Katherine 115,730 5,860 1,238
tedezma,Gonzalo 80,582 1,654 0
Lees,Brooke 74,827 1,221 Q
Lehbauer,Jordan 78,021 1,654 0
Lei,Loletta 100,905 1,396 0
Lemaire,Joel 82,100 1,658 0
Leney,Kyle 78,598 1,658 0

.Leniz,Dougtas Warren 73,879 55622 0
Leung.May 136,083 - 8,096 4,278
Lewis,Arthur Michael 93,673 6,904 0
Lilova,Neonila 103,958 8,564 4,211
Lim,Derrick 102,979 10,528 64
Lin,Fred 112,457 6,371 2,646
Lindenbach,Greg 87,750 5,026 0
Liu,Marcus 85,088 2,929 211
Livingston,Steve R 80,363 932 0

1. Consists of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, groupAIife, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payoults (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 32
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Eamings In Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &
NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES
Long,Doug 169,488 28,567 8,338
Loran,Gerry 73,653 1,792 61
Ma,Cliff 80,796 2,368 1,518
MacDonald,David 108,022 2,976 454
MacEachern,Karen R 82,048 780 60
Mack, Kelty 88,140 1,728 3,859
Mackie.Sue J 79,105 1,730 1,680
MacKinnon,Deb 85,618 3,182 12
Macleod,Brian 79,542 932 0
Mah,Geoffry 85,603 855 2,260
Makaoff,Frank 73,555 4,900 51
Malone,Dianng 113,835 6,761 1.241
Manke,Gordon 77,164 807 0
Marion,John 75,977 4,792 0
Markova,Yelena 84,648 1,253 e
Martin,Paut 77,931 1,654 0
Massender,lan 82,580 1,658 662
Matsos Konstantinos 77,368 4,573 0
Maxwell,Michael L. 102,580 2,099 0
McBride,David E 122,637 10,824 211
McCaffrey,John 96,830 2,744 0
McCluskey,Shawn P 80,899 1,769 0
McCullough,Charles M 103,657 5,873 3.362
McDonald,Bruce 52,200 24 667 76
McGowan,William J 155,987 18,433 4,452
McGrath,Alan J 82,480 1,685 208
McKenzie-Coaok,Christopher 83,218 3,836 485
McKnight,Bjarne 79,230 3,746 76
McLaughlin,W Glenn 124,014 11,297 700
McLeod,W Craig 78,113 772 61
McMillan,Richard 100,232 1,703 249
McVea,Aidan M 89,384 2,085 799
Meausefte, Steve 82,646 1,182 0
Medhurst,Colin 78,494 2,184 1,439
Melnychuk,John 78,523 3,682 293
Memon,Wasim 102,364 9,878 826
Mercer,Barry J 81,932 2,157 0
Mercer,Wayne 103,161 8,508 749
Metzak,Brian 74,895 5,453 76
Mohan,Colin 101,045 1,703 2,199
Molema,Kennelh 80,201 1,658 2,387
Molina,Francisco 101,068 1,496 725
Monkman, Thomas William 102,586 1,703 2,010
Morris,Allen Jay 74,205 798 0

1. Consists of {axable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouls (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 33
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Earnings tn Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &
NAME SALARY OTHER’ EXPENSES
Moses Jr,Vemn A. 81,341 809 0
Moss,Kelly 82,976 5,928 0
Moxin,Greg Alan 75,236 1,380 137
Muir,Morgan 72,215 3,748 0
Muis,Fred 82,248 3,302 0
Mutder,Wilthelmus 96,548 1,703 85
Mutlock,Kevin - 89,490 1,942 0
Murray,Ken 71,626 4,832 0
Nathorst,Dave 73,848 4,168 0
Nazareth,Andrew 200,133 56,538 2,399
Neidig,Brad A 101,074 1,703 0
Newell,Allan D 79,027 8,346 85
Newton,Douglas 82,006 199 144
Ngan,Vepus 94,831 4,471 1,848
Nikolic,Diana 83,151 3,638 505
Nishl,Ernest S ' 85.348 1,368 331
Nonrhrup, Trevor 80,480 206 173
Norton,Robert E C 76,189 1,231 0
Nurse,Roy 83,726 1,778 0
Olson,Norma 80,546 1,573 0
Ostafiew,Alan D 85,204 1,790 76
Owens,David Michael 86,347 8987 700
Paller,Elena 91,512 4,499 641
Parhar,Gurdawar 80,556 928 76
Parker,Cory Dean 96,916 3,095 621
Patkau,8rad 82,465 1,658 76
Patrick, Terry 97,443 1,703 0
Pearson,Sandra L 85,235 2,004 694
Pellant,Mike 148,981 20,620 2,397
Penney,Daniel 73,360 4,261 765
Peppler,Reginalg G 82,796 1,569 0
Perkins,Michael 81,090 1,658 0
Petraschuk,Douglas A 88,370 1,744 1,120
Pighin,Darren 79,365 1,658 27
Piluso,Riccarda 88,011 3,292 122
Pitts,.Dermott 88,254 6,498 0
Pommier,Lionel Jay 80,201 2,224 43
Postolka,Alen 105,712 5,556 5,858
Poxon,Gerald 79,525 1,658 0
Price,Peter 111,048 2,048 743
Priest,Stephen 80.855 4,904 327
Procter,Deborah 99,606 6,642 7,539
Protz,Gregory A 81,557 1,745 0
Purver,William H. 85,389 356 0

1. Consists of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 34
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Eamings in Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2071

BASE BENEFITS &

NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES
Qaddoumi,Hikmat 92,029 1,568 0
Racic,Mile 85,080 4,010 1,360
Rattan,Amarjeel 135,200 18,292 2,342
Redlinski,Jacek 78,523 3,085 440
Redpath,Michael 126,469 16,753 5,585
Redzic,Vesna 84,256 1,253 802
Rende,Michae) 81,562 932 0
Renwick,Rick 97,861 1,711 0
Robson,Mark 78,793 1.654 76
Rocha,Carios 73,405 2,628 082
Rodriguez.Edgar 78,244 1,550 598
Romanas,Amy 75,816 1,303 6,775
Romas,Mike 79,667 6,404 6.279
Rowley,Darren 80,721 1,658 . 3,498
Rumley,Gerald K 68,316 8,270 0
Russell,Catherine 73,623 4,845 238
Russell,Paul 78,851 1,664 76
Ryle,Brendan 71,918 3,685 250
Sage,Barbara 128,260 7,568 3,531
Saggers.Paul 78,667 3,146 593
Saito,Aaron 79,978 1,658 76
Sakai,Ross 78,717 1,587 2,023
Salmasi,Kamran 76,103 1,691 1,608
Salzl,Marla 99,314 7,365 1,167
Samson,Brent 75,208 5,342 0
Sangha,Rajvinder 77.229 1,510 76
Savoie,Gilbert 72,215 4,081 0
Sayson,Aida Co-Hee 82,445 5,138 1,580
Sayson,Alexander 81,885 162 2,260
Schell, Terry Peter 97,112 1,703 1,124
Schroeder,Scott 82,717 1,360 121
Schuliz, Jeremy 75,559 4,727 0
Schultz,Susan Leilani 148,981 23,059 4,534
Sciberras,Francis G 85,896 788 0
Scoft,Douglas V 85,410 2,082 2,076
Scott,Greg 148,881 23,778 14,782
Scyebel,Robert George 76,624 4,403 61
Sejberg,Carole A L 75,560 994 127
Selinger,Edward A 83,841 1,722 85
Seflers,J Larry 72,763 7,285 51
Semple,David C 193,846 67,745 4,887
Shapiro,David 86,505 3,060 0}
Shaw,John 79,447 1,502 112
Shearer,Doug 85,348 2,016 : 1,185

1. Consisls of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 35
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CITY OF RICHMGND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Earnings In Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &

NAME SALARY OTHER! EXPENSES
Shepherd,Bryan A 88,724 2,872 390
Sherlock,Lesley 89,725 10,184 5
Shum,Chi Ting 89,408 2,083 3,873
Sihoe,Clarence 85,348 1,369 0
Sikora,Rose 72,525 4,108 1,000
Simas,Antfonio 80,358 2,586 476
Simkin,Eric 72,133 5.261 60
Sinclair,Karen L 76,795 1,229 130
Skippen,Lisa 90,555 4,937 3,489
Smallwgod, Walter 94,811 1,605 0
Smith,Mark 83.470 1,658 0
Smith,Michael 78,258 1,666 0
Somervilie, Kim M 103,589 1,691 1,711
Sparolin.Eric 92,482 5,960 414
Standerwick,Jeffrey 83,953 1,658 0
Stannard,Martin 64,920 13,295 0
Starchuk,Gordon 87,887 1,485 1.024
Stene,Ryan 81,815 1,658 0
Stepura,Eric 99,603 9,440 2,833
Stevens Anne 122,133 10,522 2,044
Stewardson,Kevin 81,375 1,658 0
Stewart, Tom 130,385 24,269 724
Stich,Yvonne 88,230 1,254 1,046
Stock,Dennis 79,455 1,655 0
Stock,John M 68,652 12,754 0
Stockdale, Todd 78,686 1,654 76
Stoliker,Ronald 100,007 26,369 0
Stowe,Syd 88,470 7,367 968
Sung,Paul 121,534 5,763 1,439
Sutton, Stuart 98,452 2,072 1,012
Swanigan,Sandra 105,223 7,584 240
Swift,Brad D 84,961 1,853 0
Tack, Troy 95,692 1,703 0
Tait,Jim . 113,502 8,212 345
Tait,Kyle 78,869 1,510 717
Talmey Jr,Patrick 81.427 4,486 0
Talmey,Paul Kelly 90,930 1,291 0
Tambellini,Denise 88,140 6,693 1,098
Tanaka,Martin M 84,070 1,370 518
Tarr,Christopher 78,284 928 76
Tateyama,Lenny M 82,953 1,237 0
Taytor,Mervyn 80,812 206 76
Teo,James 91.140 2,757 3,130
Tetlock.Dan 90,372 1,120 1,281

1. Consisis of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for exampie,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 36
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Eamings In Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &

NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES
Thomas,Cindy 99,706 5,285 1,018
Thomas,Marianne 98,677 2,568 1,364
Thorburn,Alex G 78.632 7,171 215
Thornley,Rich 89,696 2,341 173
Thorsteinson.Jordan 103,907 5,277 1,019
Tillyer,Steve 78,591 1,723 61
Tinkley,Glenn E 41,241 47,474 0
Toda,Richard K 101,969 6,446 4,166
Toews,Curt 73,892 1,237 537
Tompkins,Lucy 102,367 8,209 1,382
Townsend,Ted 136,298 19,659 2,120
Ubial,Jessie F 75.984 5,852 0
Van Bruksvoort, Atex W 95,705 5,099 3,385
Van Den Boogaard,Leonardus 115,172 1,936 ]
Van Iperen,Aaron 80,298 932 1,626
Varley,Sue 81,936 1,360 60
Vaughn,Jerret 84,030 2,213 1,324
Veerman,Maaren 145,657 6,610 3,164
Villaluz,Jaime 75.801 1,909 335
Vrba,Karol 75,430 1,644 76
Vrooman,Rowan 80,677 932 2,575
Wahl,Kevin € 83,356 2,277 0
Walker, Wesley ' 93,062 1,730 510
Wall,Anthony 81,379 1,658 0
Walters,Bryan 81,268 5,928 705
Warkentin,Daryle Dean 99,706 4,308 0
Warren,Darren 77,906 2,378 187
Weber,David 149,089 26,373 0
Weber,Rose 97,059 3,749 236
Wei, Victor 148,981 21,434 1,460
Welssler,Forrest 99,545 5677 2,812
Wellsted,Darryl 82,379 9832 0
Welsh,Michael 78,684 1,658 0
Wheeler,Gregg 84,631 2,293 60
White,Simon J 74,766 1,556 451
Whitehead,Janet 109,723 7,232 51
Whitty, Robert 80,156 1,658 2,543
Whyman,Willlam 85,186 2,528 0
Wighton,Roy Scott , 95,028 1,703 0
Wiid,Danyon 94,553 2,378 0
Witke, Steve 71,710 5.091 279
Wilkinson, Timothy J G 131,369 12,281 859
Williams,Steve J 98,881 1,737 1]
Wishlove,Jim 121,359 10,810 6,130

1. Consists of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overlime). 37
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CiTY OF RICHMOND Section 8
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Employee Earnings In Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 2011

BASE BENEFITS &
NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES
Wong,Ivy 113,854 8,213 432
Wong,Willlam 84,150 1,654 82
Woo,Gavin 136,709 9,587 2,155
Wright,Nora Ann 67,610 10,684 68
Wyenberg,Granl 90,150 2,135 230
Wynne,Philip 89,111 3.161 383
Yee Wayne 72,366 3,577 61
Young,Jim 123,196 8.707 5,402
Young,Kenneth F 114,180 5,843 0
Zanardo,Angela 80.891 1,352 0
Number of Employees - 494 45,451,417 2,730,357 458,806

1. Consisis of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example,
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, graluity, and overtime). 38

CNCL - 329



CITY OF RICHMOND
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES

Grand Total For 2011

NAME EmNst;;es REMUNERATION* EXPENSES
Employees Over $75K 484 48,181,774 458,806
Employees Under $75K 1,422 52,632,715 398,870
Grand Totaf 1916 = 100,814,489 857,677

* Combines salary, taxable benefits, and other lump sum payouts

CNCks- 330
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RICHMOND PUSBLIC LIBRARY

SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES fOR 2011

Section 8 - Board of Trustees

| NAME REMUNERATION EXPENSES |
Watson, Pal Chair 0 3,008
Kafka, Peter Vice-Chair 0 1,592
Barnes, Linda Trustee 0 0
Bostwick, Mark Trustee 0 0
Cuenca, Dulce Trustee 0 88
Cousar, Diane Trustee 0 176
Khangura, Sanjiv Trustee 0 0
Koch, Susan Trustee 0 88
Tang, Simon Trustee 0 1,548
Number of Board Trustees 9 0 6,500
Section 6 - Employees Earnings
No. of
NANME employees REMUNERATION* EXPENSES

Buss,Gregory A. 171,605 2,403
Ellis,J.Mark 105,414 1,149
He,Ping 79,240 8
Jang,Wendy 82,418 2,688
Jeffrey Beryl 105,972 0
McCreedy,Virginia 77,760 698
Walters,Susan 90,216 1,128
Number of Employees 7 712,625 8,074
Employees Less Than $75,000

Number of Employees 133 4,460,802 17,373
Grand Total 140 5,173,427 25,447

* Combines salary, taxable benefits, and other lump sum payouts
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
STATEMENT OF SEVERANCE AGREEMENTS FOR 2011

There were 6 severance agreements between the City of Richmond and its employees during 2011.

These agreements represent from 4 weeks lo 6 months of salaries.
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES
For the year ended December 31, 2011

Reconciliation of Remuneration to Financial Statements

Total Remuneration Per Section 6 - Schedule of Remuneration and Expenses:

Elected Officials $558,431
Employees - City of Richmond $100,814,489
Employees - Richmond Public Library $5,173,427

$106,546,347

Total Salaries Per Financial Statements

Wages and Salaries $128,361,000
Capital Programs and Billings $5,581,066
$133,942,066

Less Employer share of non-taxable payroll remittances (City) ($18,850,761)
Less Employer share of non-taxable payroll remittances (Library) ($1,053,661)
Less 2011 payrol accrued in financial statements paid in 2012 ($2,645,839)
Plus 2010 payrolf accrued in financial statements paid in 2011 $2.499,459
Less 2011 payroll accrued liabilities in financial statements ($28,201,879)
Plus 2010 payrof} accrued liabliities in financial statements $26,203,962
Deduct Richmongd Olympic Oval Corporation salaries , {$5,347,000)

$106,546,347

Difference 30
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CITY OF RICHMOND Saction 7
Statement of Payments 1o Suppliers For Goods and Services
In Excess of $25,000 in 2011

[PAYMENTS Amount
3R Demolition Corp 44,656
4Refuel Canada LP 36,121
A J Forsylh & Co Ltd 32,360
A R Mower & Supply Ltd 70,884
A. Cralg & Son Lid 50,715
ABM Consulting INC 133,228
Acklands - Grainger Inc 224,332
Acom Building Maintenance Ltd 280,854
Acllon Electric Lid 45,386
AECOM Canada Lid 198,886
Airon Heating & Air Conditioning L.1d 552,005
Aligned Flooring Inc 280,051
Allstar Show Industries Inc 75,828
Ampco Manufacturers Inc 33,911
Andrew Sherel Ltd 434,248
Andrew Todd Conservators Ltd 39,264
Aon Reed Slenhouse Inc 1,083,871
Apex Communications Inc 28,041
Aplin & Manin Consultants Ltd 66.881
Armiec Limited Parinership 53,650
Ashland Consulting Ltd 56,471
Ashion Mechanical Service Group Lig 1,078,564
Asseorlive Excavaling & Demofition Lid 167,225
Assoclaled Engineering (BC) Ltd 74,277
AlFocus Inc 89,519
Athens Masonry 171,132
Ablas Power Sweeping Co Ltd 57,107
Avtex Solulions 69,718
Axa Assurances* 38,475
Axisource Inc 125,581
8akbone Software 29,183
Bal Global Finance Canada Corp 79,721
Barski Industries Ltd 48,331
BC Assessment® 4,488,859
BC Hydro 3,301,339
BC Library Associalion 55,298
BC Life & Casvaity” 801,915
BC Plant Heallh Care Inc 86.333
Belzona Molecular (BC) Lid 45,731
Benchmark Lid 754,722
Berl's Electric Ltd 40,609
Beyond Tech Solutions 77,773
BFI Canada Inc 238,708
Birmingham & Wood Architects & Planners 35,463
Black Press Group Lid 136,503
Bobcat Country Inc 65,520
Bowden, Tony 33,783
Brandt Tractor Ltd 297,160

" Paymenis include tax transfars and third party remitarGNClz- 334



CITY OF RICHMOND Section 7
Statement of Payments lo Suppliers For Goods and Services
In Excess of $25,000 in 2011

|PAYMENTS | Amount]
Brenford Environmental Systems 102,813
8roadway Refrigeration 3,269,268
Brock White Canada Company 41,549
bruce carscadden ARCRHITECT inc 37,505
Busby Perkins & Will 106,477
Caliber Sport Systems 79,314
Canada Post Corparation 169,877
Canada Revenue Agency” 28,556,760
Canada Savings Bonds* 580,158
Canada Scaffold Supply Co Ltd 27,249
Canadian Dewalering Lid 26,412
Canadian Lawn Care Services Lid 111,750
Canadien Linen Supply 57,092
Canadian Nalional Railway Company 58,067
Canadian Red Cross* 52,662
Canadian Springs Water 31,544
Canadian Turner Conslruction Company 223,575
Can-Tec Electrical Services Lis 43,559
Cascadia Design Products 29,361
Cascadia Sport Systems Inc 150,040
CDW Canada 88,622
CEl Architecture Planning Interiors 53,766
Centaur Products Inc 432,748
Central West Project Management Inc 132,277
Chase Payment Tech 194,977
Chevron Canada Ltd 1,797,878
Chinese InforMedia Consulling Group Inc 49,097
Christopher Bozyk Architects 761,046
CHS Hardware Lid 221,878
Churehlll Armoured Car Service Inc 34,937
Cimco Refrigeration 124,953
Cililoc Systems Li8 114,563
City of Vancouver / Revenus Services 1,538.418
Claymore Clothes Lid 27,705
Cleartech 89,343
CMNR Holdings Lid 89.238
Cobra Electric Lid 1,329,783
Cold Fire Fire Prevention inc 42,628
Colter Developments 30,770
Columbia Bitulithic Ltd 450,850
Columbia Glazing Systems Inc 74,785
Colwin Design Ltd 101,464
Commander Wareghouse Equipment Lid 29,884
Commercial Electronics Lid 34,573
Commerclal Lighting Products Ltd 172,996
Comprint Systems Inc - DataFix 26,048
Concept Aluminum Products Inc 1.064,134
Concord Excavaling & Contracting Ltd 106,074

* Paymenis Iinclude 1ax transfers and third party remiﬂanguclﬂ' 335



CITY OF RICHMOND Section 7
Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services
in Excess of $25,000 In 2011

‘PiYMENTS —l Amount

Core Concepl Consulting Ltd 27.279
Corix Group of Companies 224,420
Creative Door Services Ltd 31,238
Crighton, El 31,443
CSDC Systems Inc 78.666
CTH Systeams Inc 38,304
Cullen Construction Ltd 96,276
Cullen Diesel Power Ltd 123,183
CUPE 384°* 497,426
CUPE Library 3968 176,955
CUPE 718* 743,405
CVS Midwest Tape 92,615
Cygnus Group 40,980
D Litchfield & Co L.td 27.803
Dalias Watt Demo Ltd 104,632
Damon Orignte Lid 29,138
Davis LLP 15,030,351
DB Perks & Associates 78,880
Deanne Achong or Faith Moosang 183,566
Deemo Home improvement Services 32.734
Delcan Corporation 320,357
Dell Canada Inc 233,701
Dhasl, Raj 33.374
Dillon Consulling 126,225
Direct Energy Marketing Ltd 742,955
Directional Mining & Drilling Ltd 1,307,850
DMD & Associates Ltd 28,821
Dominion Fairmile Construction Lid 1,935,469
Dorset Realty Group Canada Lid 58,135
Dueck Lansdowne Pontiac Buick Cadillac 225,394
€ B Horsman & Son Lid 32,258
E S K Enterprises Lid 33,781
Eagle Eye Traffic Control 32,451
East Richmond Nurseries 44,163
EBB Environmental Consultants Inc 44,973
Ebsco Canada Lid 29,136
£comm, Emergency Communications for SWBC 2,901,218
Econolile Canada Inc 314,090
Ecowaste Industries Ltd 161,918
ECS Electrical Cable Supply Lid 44,249
EdgeCeptional Catering Ltd 28,702
Election Systems & Software (nc 28.640
Eigar Electric Lid 1,946,882
Etie Systems 25,501
Ellisdon Corporation 2,176,152
Entech Environmental Consuliants Ltd 50,875
Enterprise Rent-A-Car Canada Lid 73,263
Envision Leasing Lid 26,628

* Payments Include tax iransfers and third party remirlangNCLS' 336



CITY OF RICHMOND Seclion 7
Statement of Payments {o Suppliers For Goods and Services
In Excess of $25.000 In 2011

PAYMENTS Amount

ESRI Canada Lid 118,766
Evergro Canada Inc 81.867
Extreme Glass Ltd 27,930
Falrway Disposal Services 157,981
Fast-Track Floors Ltg 208,161
Federation of Canadian Municipalltles 25,684
Finning Canada 168,902
First Truck Centre Vancouver Inc 26,792
Fishbone Etc Design . 36,251
Fitness Town Commercial 190,731
Fiord Equipment Lid 99,391
Flocor In¢c 116,490
ForlisBC / Terasen 617,903
FP Infomart 27,489
Fraser Milner Casgrain LLP 221,386
Fraser Richmond Soll and Fibre Ltg 395,360
Fraser Valley Refrigeration Ltd 28,619
Fraservalley Equipment 90,280
Fred Sumidge Lid 1,380,507
G B Bobcat Service 94,719
G P Rollo & Associates Lid 78,577
Galaxy Paving Lid 46,809
General Paint Corp 79,493
Genesis Integration Inc 160,876
Genivar Consultants Limited Partnershlp 34,303
George Bubas Motors Ltd 28,7086
Gladluk Contracting Lid 47,334
Gleniel Inc 34,285
Global Knowlsdge Network {Canada) Inc 44,625
Global Medical Services 93,494
Golder Associates Lid 84,233
Grang & Toy 34,430
Graphically Speaking Services Inc 25,899
Grays Harbor Historical Seaport 32,640
GRC Coftumbia Rooling 81,374
Great Wesl Equipment 355,533
Greater Vancouver Regiona) District” 26,841.579
Greater Vancouver Water Disirict 18,300,430
Greer Contracling Lid 53,705
Graystone Tile & Stone Lid 120,171
Guillevin Intemational Inc 249,269
Habitat Systems Inc 164,824
Hansen Information Technologies 93,992
Hapa Collaborative 63,065
Harns & Company 287,122
Hazelmere Confracting Ltd 134,232
HB Lanarc Consultanis Ltd 45,708
Hemmera Envirochem 78,354

“ Payments Include tax transfers and third parly rernit(anQNChS' 337



CITY OF RICHMOND Section 7
Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services
In Excess of $25,000 in 2011

PAYMENTS Amount
Heritage Office Furnishings LI3 755,746
Helek Solutions Inc 25,985
Hexcel Construction Lig 129,675
Holland imports {nc 31,544
Home Depot, The 32,784
Horseshoe Press Inc 29,299
Hot Sun Industries Lid 136.141
HR Architecls 124,405
Hughes Condon Marler: Architects 151,118
Hunter Litigation Chambers Law Corp 59,605
(2] Advertising + Marketing Ltd 46,569
IDR Commercial Construction 201,573
Impact [ronworks Ltg 43,470
Imperial Paving Lid 5,547,709
Imperial Sign Corporation 116,373
Indigo Books & Music Inc 69,942
Inprolect Systems Inc 29,870
Insight Canada Inc 29,311
Insights Learning & Development Van Ltd 45,561
Inerprovincial Traffic Service Ltd 399,522
intrepid Securnity 149,411
lronwood Developments 145,837
ISL Engineering and Land Services Ltd 53,187
Island Carpet Sales Ltd 42,763
Island Key Computer Lid 240,457
iTT Water & Wastewaler Canada 98,282
J Cote & Son Excavaling Lid 2,655,663
Jason Hartshorne 31,338
Jego, Miyouki 31,400
Johnston Ross & Cheng LG 28,080
JSP Enlerprises 31,600
Jump Start Athlelics Inc 36,471
Justice Insiilute of B C 63,177
Kal Tire 155,568
Kay, Lydia 53.705
Kenco Construction Ltd 141,378
Kerr Wood Leidal Associates Limited 302,293
Kokanee Enterprises Ltd 34,286
Kone Inc 109,687
Konica Minolla Business Solutions 82,212
KPMG LLP 134,582
Kulny's Richmond Soils 55,663
Kwan, Tommy 42,250
L. Parker Consulting Services Inc 42,735
Lafarge Canada Inc 362,257
Lafrentz Road Marking 57,743
Langiey Concrele Limited Partnership 50,814
Larkin 1T Consulling Inc 107,244

* Payments include 1ax ransfers and third party rerniltarQNCIU' 338



CITY OF RICHMOND Seclion 7
Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services
(n Excess of $25,000 in 2011

[PAYMENTS Amount
Layfield Poly Films L{d 73,763
Lehigh Materials 57,076
Levelton Consultants Ltd 69,944
Lewco Consuiting Inc 73,638
Lewis & Graham Distributors 28.658
Library Bound tnc 744,610
Lidstone & Company 26,726
LifeMark Sport Medicine 41,162
LIT Aquatics Ltd 159,071
LMS Limited Pannership 40,919
London Drugs Lid 99,856
Lordco Parts Lid 101,941
Lumec Inc 34,615
Lyngsoe Systems 176,558
Lynx System Developers Jnc 25,033
M J Pawlowski & Associates 252,820
M&L Painting Ltd 137,600
MacAulay Trucking Ltd 219,896
MailChannels Comp 38,899
Mainland Sand & Gravel Lid 443,749
Mainroad Lower Mainland Cont 127.864
Mainroad Maintenance Products 75,585
Maple Leal Tree Movers 69,058
Marine Repair & Maintenance 88,510
Malson Peck & Topliss BC Land Surveyors 71,125
Maydanyk Trucking Lid 49,620
McElhanney Consulting Services Ltd 126,262
McGinn Engineering & Preservalion Lid 25,953
McRae's Environmenlal Services Ltd 1,368,082
Medical Services Plan* 1,313,373
Merletti Construction (1998) Ltd 3,128,413
iMetro Molors Lid 95,639
Mickelson Consulling, Inc 74,649
Microserve, V8205 78,658
Mills Printling & Stationery Co Ltd 212,213
Minister of Finance* 1,162,089
Minoru Place Aclivity Centre 45,988
Mosaic Planet 72.242
Mosiad Print & Design Group 33,733
Mundie Trucking 78,313
Municipal Insurance Association of B.C. 814,113
Municlpal Finance Authority® 856,979
Municipal Pension Plan® 16,728,482
Muse Ateller Limited 61,777
NAPA Aulo Parts 115,934
Nas Recruitment Communicaflons 29,754
Nedco 80,169
Nepiune Technology Group (Canada) Ltd 778,233

" Payments include fax transfers and Lhird parly remiﬂanGNChﬂ - 339



CiTY OF RICHMOND Section 7
Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services
In Excess of $25,000 In 2011

PAYMENTS Amount

Network Paper and Packaging Ltd 32,417
Norpac Controls Lid 96,034
Northwest Tech-Con Systems Ltd 57,164
Novax Induslries Corp 498,137
Nutech Facility Services Ltd 62,505
OA Solutions 49,126
Oakereek Golf & Turf Inc 46,431
Ocean Pipe 87,554
On Sige Restoration 49,874
Open Text Corporation 156,153
OPUS DaytonKnight Consultants Lt 33,870
Oracle Canada ULC 386,658
Orbis Canada Limited 48,286
Oris Development (Camble) Corp 361,080
Oris Geo Energy Ltd 1,712,954
OverDrive Inc 41,640
P D Trucking 115,743
Pacific Blue Cross* 3,056,818
Pacific Cutting and Coring Ltg 198,713
Pacific Door Closer Service Lid 45 806
Pacific Flow Conirol Ltd 58,640
Pacific Industrial and Marine Ltd 823,232
Pacific Restoration 388,102
ParkSmart Inc 42,237
Paul Sahota Trucking 34,182
PDF Construction Management Ltd 112,554
Petro Canada 27,250
Phillips Farevaag Smallenberg 26,816
Phoenix Glass Inc 66,646
Phoenix Truck & Crane Services 111,083
Pilney Bowes / Pitneyworks 38,540
PJB Mechanical 252,819
Plan Group 238,340
Planet Clean 262,751
PMC Builders Lid 412,785
Portsau Management Corp 50,048
Postage By Phone 81.400
PPC Worldwide Canada EAP Services Ltd 56.088
PrairieCoast Equipment 78,383
Precise Parilink Inc 71,668
Profire Emergency Equipment Inc 43,594
Progressive Contracling Ltd 1.567.937
ProSafe Traffic Services 47 172
Public Library Interfink 75.032
Purchase and Associates 206,844
Purech Cleaning Services Inc 57,742
PW Trenchless Construction Inc 48,676
Qualichem Indusirial Products 83,402

* Payments Include tax transfers and third party remittarGNChs- 340



CITY OF RICHMOND Seclion 7
Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Sarvices
In Excess of $25,000 in 2011

[PAYMENTS Amoun |
R F Binnie and Associates Lid 124 849
Raider-Hansen Inc 33,728
RCMP - E Division FSS 25,299
RDH Building Engineering Limited 27,103
Read Jones Christoffersen Ltd 30.919
Recelver General for Canada - E Division FSS 97.311
Receiver General for Canada - Industry-Radio 27.137
Recsiver General for Canada - RCMP-ONT 32,319,685
Rectec Industries Inc 65,642
R-Four Canlracting Ltd 168,183
Richard Anderson Marine Services 34,465
Richelieu Hardware Ltd 41,695
Richmond Animal Protection Soclety 368,960
Richmond Art Gallery Assoclallon 25,763
Richmond Chamber of Commerce 71,006
Richmond Chrysier Dodge Jeep 40,307
Richmand Elevalor Maintenance Ltd 30,685
Richmond Firefighters* Assoclation / Local 1286 380,047
Richmond Fitness & Wellness Assocation 178,742
Richmond News 60.848
Richmond Otympic Oval 3,024,644
Richvan Holdings Ltd 98,351
Rite-way Metals Ltd 81,369
Riverport Business Park Portioflo Inc 3,633,466
River Road Investments Ltd 52,641
RMT Contracting Uid 1,687,680
Rocky Mountain Phoenix 34,767
Rod's Building Supplies Ltd 203,571
Rogers Wireless (nc . 36,104
Rallins Machinery Ltd 84,259
Ronald C.T. Lee Systems Consulting Inc 106,773
Ron's Backhoe Service 151,180
Rovyal City Fire Supplies Lid 53,545
Safe & Sound Security Systems Lid 152,471
Sandale Ulility Products 124,463
Scada Conlrols Central Ltd 52,174
School District 38 Richmond” 99,088,226
Scofia Asset Management L.P. 208,239
Scolla Bank 45540
Scolt Construction Management Lid 732,968
Select Art Adverlising Inc 27.353
Seven Group Data Management (nc 944,536
Shanahan's Limiled Partnership 124,951
Shaw 55,933
Sidhoo Trucking Lid 98,198
Sierra Wasie Services Lid 5,064,694
Sino United Publishing (Canada) Lid 97,463
Smith Bros & Wilsan (BC) Lid 315,169

* Payments Include 1ax translers and third party remmangNCISO' 341



CITY OF RICHMOND Section 7
Statermnent of Payments to Suppllers For Goods and Services
In Excess of $25,000 in 2011

PAYMENTS Amount

SoftChoice Corporation 80.279
Soulh Arm Conlracling Lid 252,377
Soulh Amm Excavaling 188,996
Space 2 Place Design (nc 27,491
Spandre! Construction Corp 83.165
Sparky Eleclric [nc. 42,011
Sporistown BC Operations Lta 222,279
Staniec Consulling Ltg 115,948
Stalus Electrical Corporalion 119,126
Slreamline Fencing & Conlraciing Ltg 61,756
Sun Life Financlal* 32,020
Super Save Group of Companies 118,497
Sutlle Recreation Inc 34,994
Sutton Road Marking Lid 42,010
Swilch United Deslign Incorporated 28,286
T M Johnston Gradall Ltd 72,866
Targa Contracting Lid 1,842,541
Targel Products Ltd 32,345
Taylor Devices, Inc 115,224
Team Projects Inc 38,665
Team Skyline Sports Ltd 25,585
TEC Floor Coverings Lid 57,601
Telus Communications 1,152,804
Tempest Development Group Inc 103,499
Tempo Projects Ltd 75,350
Terra Design Inc 120.530
TerraLink Horticulture Inc 61,295
The Active Network, Lig 252,084
The Butler Did It Catering Co 121,542
The Cat Rental Store 55,505
The Gordian Group Inc 82,090
Thomas Trucking 98,561
Three M Canada Inc 28,799
TND Technical Services 75,625
Tarbram Electric Supply 37,351
Toshiba of Canada Limited 90,597
Touchstone Family Association 118,750
Taurism Richmond*® 2,729,028
Trane Canada 34,116
TransLink” 31,282,075
Triahn Enterprises Ltd 397,823
Trident Millwork 39,241
TSC Nurseries Sales Lid 30,538
Tumbult Construction Services Ltd 266,458
Twining & Short Barristers 46.488
Tyam Civil Consiruclors Lid 185,314
UBCM 94,583
UCC Group Inc 36,712

* Payments include tax transfers and third party rsmmangNde - 342



CITY OF RICHMOND Section 7
Statement of Payments to Supplisrs For Goads and Services
In Excess of $25,000 in 2011

IPAYMENTS Amount
Ulmer Contracting Ltd 495,888
Unisource Canada Inc 43,920
United Library Services (n¢ 107,456
United Way of The Lower Mainland* 42,784
Urban Agriculture Consulling Inc 30,710
Val Marl Door Sales Lid 33,445
Valkyrie Law Group LLP 131,602
Vancouver Coaslal Heallh Authority 225,504
Vancouver Fraser Port Aulhorily 197,384
Vertegic Consiruction 37,342
VFA 39,800
VFA Inc (US) 28,838
Vimar Equipment Lid 507,848
Walker's Gradall Services Ltd 308,623
Watson, Moriey 30,412
Weber Supply Company inc 63.659
Wainberg, Mia 30.481
Wascan Disposal Lid 33.019
Wesclean Sales Ltd 39,786
Woesco Distripution Canada Inc 128,756
West Coasl Eleclric Lid 40,808
West Cossl Engineering Group 45,380
Wesl Coast Equipmeni Rentals Ltd 43,793
Westcoast Drainage & Contracling 99.1714
Westermn Pacific Paper Ltd 28,477
Westlung - Div of EMCO Corporation 30,729
Weslview Sales Lid 162,127
Whllewater Communicalions 77,182
Whilewater West Industries Ltd 174,286
Wilco Civil Inc 148,851
Wilco Landscape Weslcoast Inc 844,659
Wing Kuen Leung & Arabel Tak Yung Luk 81,981
Winvan Paving Lid 72,384
Wong's Greenhouse 33.885
Wood Wyant Inc 31,470
WorkSafe BC 1,758,226
WPS Canada Inc 204,643
Young, Anderson Barrislers & Solicitors 130,809
Payments > $25,000 396,711,198
Consolidated Paymenis < $25,000 8,977,211

405,688,409

* Payments include tax iransfers and third party remittanchk-Z' 343



CITY OF RICHMOND Section 7
Statement of Grants and Subsidies in 2011

|Grants and Subsidles Amount
. Canadian Mental Health Assoc (Richmond) 27,408
CHIMO - Crisis Services 44 660
City Centre Community Association 44,350
Family Services of Greater Vancouver 45,675
Richmond Addiction Services 174,530
Richmond Centre For Disabllity 136,090
Richmond Gateway Theatre Society 1,073,800
Richmond Summaer Project 62,612
Richmond Therapeulic Equestrian Society 56,760
Volunteer Richmond Informalion Services 35,525
Grants > $25,000 1,691,407
Consolidated Grants < $25,000 274,772
Tolal Grants & Subsidies 1,966,179
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 7
SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS TO SUPPLIERS FOR GOODS AND SERVICES
For the year ended December 31, 2011

Reconciliation of Paymenls for Goods and Services 10 Financial Statements

Total payments to Canadian & US Suppliers (Section 7) $405,688,408
Tolal expenditures per Financlal Statements (Stalement of Revenue and Expenditures) $313,245,000
Repayment of Debl and Capilal Lease Obligalions $4,207,000

lleras included in financial statements but not in Section 7:

Salaries and benefits per Section 6

Amortization of Tangible Capltal Asseis

Oval Expenses

Loss {Galn) on disposal of tangible capital assels
Granls and Subsidies

Employse Expense Reimbursements

2011 Accounts payable and accrued liabililies

Items in Section 7 bul not included in expenditures In the financial statements:

2010 Accounls payable and accrued ilabilities

2011 Capital Acquisitions

Oval Transfer

Change In prepald expenses

Change In inventories of supplies

Payroll Related Remittances

Items in Section 7 - 3rd party remittances and transfers not included in expenditures
in the financial statements

Tourism Richmond

School District 38 Richmond (Site Acquisition Fees)

Metro Vancouver Sewer DCCs

Items In Section 7 - tax transfers not included in expenditures in the financial statements:

School District 38 Richmond

Translink

Metro Vancouver - Properly Tax Payment
Metro Vancouver - Sewer/Debt Levy/GVSDD
Metro Vancouver - PILT Grants In lleu of Taxes
Metro Vancouver - GRS

BC Assessment Authorily

Minister of Finance - Home Owner Grant
Municipal Finance Autherily

Difference

CNCL,- 345

($128,361,000)
($47,656,000)
($2,773,000)
($1,373,000)
(51,966,179)
(3517,448)
($77.698,000)

$73,963,000
$75,954,000
$3.022,500
(8113,000)
$189,000
$34,802,646

$2,729,028
$416,686
$1,855,414

$98,618,929
$31,202.130
$3,856.285
$17,263,931
$120,048
$46,682
$4,488.859
$21,511
$13.386

$405,688,409

$0
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 2011-2012

Chalr Balph Turnor

First Vice-Chair i Bviing

Second Vica-Chair Robert Bicaman

Treagurer Fin Kojann
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Dirgctors Efleon Carefout
Bave Semple
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Met Goudwin
Carl Hibburr
Ed Zyblut
Genff Marhoson

Evereil Piorce
Loren Stye

St Gramer

Danuy Lesng

John Aldag, Packs Canuda
Counclllar Limda Barwes, Ciry of Richmind
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fn 2011 the Society misrked its 25 anfiversary and, as with agy
major milestone, this led our organization o reflect on both
our past and our future. Not only have we been considering
this in organizational terms, but alse in ferms of the state of
the fishing industry and the needs of the cormmunity in general,

‘n anniversary avent in Sep-
tember-welcomed hundreds of
past and current supporters to

the Cannery for a.celebration of the ac-

complishrnants from the past 25 vears.
Evervone was reminded of how changes
inthe fishing industry led to the'closure
of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery inits in-

carmation as a salman cannery, hetring

reduction plant, fish degat and net
foft, and its rebirth as a national
historic site and museum. Key te
this transformation was the com=
munity’s.commitment to preserving

and Parks Canada's commitment

of natienally significant historic
sites. These commitments remain
st'rr'ang-tb' this day and contintie to
definé tlie ralationshipbetween the
Saciety and Parks Canada..

As we look shead to the next 25
years, the Gulf of Georgla Cannery Society
Wil continue to look at issues and stories
related to the pasgt, but it will aiso make &
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this important piece. of Its history,

to.community-based stewardship

stranger commitment toexplore current
matters withan eye Yo the future, Explor-
ingcontemporary issues willbe.a higher
prierity in the years ahead. The history
of fishing on the West Coastdid not end
in 1979 when the Cannery ceasad opera-
tlons,-ner did It end.yesterday, nor wiil it
and temorrow, It is an ongoing rarrative,
and ust as the past impatts where we
ara today, so will cuirrent acbons affect
the future.

In' this report, we are pleased to share

the Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society's

‘past accomplishments and vision for the

year ahead. We invite you: to considet the
jmportant role that the Caridery plays.in

the cammiunity, to reflect anour shared

history and the threads that link this his-

tory to our common future,

‘We look forward to iearing your thoughts

L s new direction; end to weltoming.
you at the Cannery again soon ~

MARIE FENWICK TALP1 TURNER







THE GULF OF GEORGIA
CANNERY SOCIETY
CELEBRATES 25 YEARS

In‘the mMid-1870s members of the local
community started on the long road
that led to the Guif of Georgia Cannery
bécoming the National Historic Sife
and active museum that it is today. The
Steveston Historical Society Committee
‘Concerned with the Preservatioh of the
Gulf of Georgia Cannery was formed
‘and approached othar {ocal community
groups, businesses and individuals to
tell'them of the urgent need for action

7 to save the Cannery. As the movement

grew, it became clear that establish-
ing a separate society devofed to the
'Cannery was the next logical step. On
December 11, 1986 the Gulf of Georgia
«Cannery Society was incorporated, and
at they say, the rast'is history,

On September 23, 2011 the Society cal-
ebrated thisimportant milestone with the
lduinch of the ook The Monster Cannery:
The History-of the Guif of Georglla Cannery.
This well-attended eyent is a testamant
" te how much the:Cannery. means to the
‘community to this day - it continuesto a
fostér a connection to Stevasfon's history
and cultivates: the: sensg of community
that was responsible for saving the bulid-
Ing before it suffered the same fate as
Stevestori's ather canneries.

@t LEFT A fehoran aands prdly stop his full joad of
fishio e HFEL00.




THE MONSTER CANNERY: THE
HISTORY OF THE GULF OF
GeORGIA CANNERY

Building changes, industry changes,
fishing method changes, social changes,
ownership changes... the Guif 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 mest unigue structures to the
larger story
of industrial
and soclal
change that
occurred in
the province
since 1890.
The book wat
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 oulreach educatian 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 unigue souvenir
product that éextends the experlence of
a visit o the Cannery and serves as a
marketing tool to encourage future visits
to the Cannery, and praducing alegacy
project in honour of the Guif of Geargia
Cannery Society's 25™ Anniversary.

The manner inwhich The Monster Cannery
book was conceived and developed isa
reflection of the way in which the Can-
nery itself was saved and re-imagined 35
a musaum, Unlike the process involved
in creating mast books, this project was
highly participatory and brought tggether
the combined experiancs, knowledge
and expertise of many stakeholders, The

book was started nearly 10 years ago by
the Collections Committee of the Gulf of
Georgia Cannery as a way to consolidate
and share the extensive knowledge that
Society members and Parks Canada
staff had about the Cannery itself and
the wider fishing industry. The first draft
was researched and written entirely by
voliinteers. Due to shifting priorities and
limited resources, this nitial draft sat on
a shelf for eight years, used only by staff
and velupteers for training or refarence. As
the operations of the Cannery grew, the
awareness of the value of outreach activi-
ties increased and as (he 25" anniversary
of the Society approached, completing
this project became a higher priority, The
Cannery’s Collections Marayer tock on
the role of project manager and warked
with the voluriteer committee, many of
whom had heen involved in producing
the-original draft, as well as with a pro-
fessional editor and an award-winning
graphic design team,

The committee established the goals
for the project; produce a book that
would appeal to a ;
broad audience by
creating a product .
that was editorially
accessible, visually
appealing and af-
fordable to an ay-
erage visitor to the
Cannery. While the
initial draft formed
the basis ofthis new
book, the process
remained inclusive
threugh to cample-
tion. Soclety staff
and volunteers were
asked to share their

Ve -
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tliings they connected to most, as well
as things they felt visitors connectéd
to the most. These centributions were
Integrated seamlessly inta the bookand
helped to create & sense of ownership and
connection to the final product among
the antire team at the Cannery.

Drafts were written and re-written, and
newsections were added, everything be-
Ing reviewed by voluntees subject matter
experts-everystep of the way: Once the

manuscript was deemed complete by'

thé volunteer commitiee, the graphic
designers worked with the Collections
Manager to finalize the selection of ar-

tifacts, archjval photographs and-other

matarials. to iliustrate 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 bsen widely circulated and
initial feedback has beenoverwhelmingly
positive. Bath Cannery visitors, who Ilkely
knew very little about the fishing industey
orthe 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 tha Cannery.

Store have bean steady

and copies hava baen dis-

tributed to- The Mancouver
Public Library, the West .

“This highty 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
slsa:serves as both a pramotional tool to
craate interast in a visit to the Cannery, and
a5 & SOAVEni-to help remember and share
a visle. The quality of thie book speaks
foritself — it is engaging and attractive.
The siiccess of the project demonstrates
that museumns can and should telf their

" stories outside the confines of their walls.

On September 23, 2011 the Society
celabrated its 25™ Anpiversary with the

{aunch of the book The Monster Cannery:

Thie History of the' Gulf of Georgia Cannery-

“This well-attended event is 4 testarent

to how much the Cannery ineans to-the
.community to this day - it continuesito 2
foster a connection to Stevaston's history .
and-cultivates-the sense of communily
thar was responsible for saving the buitd-

ing befors it suffered the same fata as

Steveston’s other canperies.

Vancouver Library. Van-
couver City Archives, the:
BC Frovincizl Archives, The
Nattonal Library (Library.
and Archives Canada), the
frving K Barber Learning
Centrs at UBC, the City
of Richmond Library, the
City of Richimond Archives
and local elemanitary and
secondary schools.
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25 YEARS, 25 OBJEETS

‘Inchonour of the 25" Anniversary of the

Gulf-of Georgla Cannéry .Society, tha
Collections Team hand-picked a series
of memorable arfifacts that represent
the Cannery’s important contribution
to the preservation of the West Coast
fishing.industry. i

Each month, four nbjects appeared artthe
Cannery's website and i the "Treasures
of the Collection” display case located
in the main Cafinery lobty, -

ARCHIVAL PHOTOGRAPH
COLLECTION GOES ON-LINE

in September, an on-line database of over
5,000 photographs from the Society’s.
collection went live:on the gulfotgeor-
giacannery.com website: The goals of
this multi-year project were to provide

" better physical and intellectual contral

of the Seociety's historic photograph
collection for both in-house exhibit and
program development and matketing
and communications purposes, to batter
engage the publicand ralse awareness
of ‘the history of Canada’s West Coast
fishing industey. The public is-now able
to browse or search thraugh this unique
photograph ¢ollection from their home
or oftice and crder prints from the col-
lection.

The Socisety has already had many op-
porturiities to make use of its digitized
historic photograph collection{n a variety
of projects Including: the revitalization of
several permanent-exhibits in the Cannery
{Fishing Issues- Tough Screen, Fishing in

‘the Family Allbum); the temporary exhibit

Salmon People, the production of the
Society's boaok The Monster Cannery: The
History of the Guif of.Georgla Cannery,

the development of promotional snd:

marketing materials and the fulfiliment

of several outside research revyuests and
photoe raproduction orders,

This publicly available database will

‘continue to grow and showcase the cut-
‘rent and futurehoidings of the Seclety's

historic photoaraph coliection.
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‘SALMON PEOPLE: CoAST
-SALISH FISHING ON THE
FrRASER RIVER

Since 2002 the Gulf of Georgia Cannery
Society has produced-an annual seasanal
exhibit and intarpretive programming
to complement the exhibit: Previous
exhibits have Included Hong Wo — Ljv-
ing in Harmony, What'’s Affogt: A Boat
Spotters Guide ta the South Arm of tha
Fraser River, Nifty 150. Skiffs, Nats and
Gpsji.upmormﬁ' AJourney of Japanese
Canadian Fishing Families and Head's-Up:
A Look at Cannery Architecture. These
exhibits, averseen by our Exhibits and
Rublic Programis Committee and Public
Progranis Manager, are researched, de-
‘veloped and designed in-house.

Tive 2011 exnibit, Sa/imon People, éxplores
the culture of Coast Salish fishing on
the Fraser River in both its historle'and
contemporary conteéxt. Long befare

canneries were estsblished, Aboriginaf
people fished B.C!s waters, The hanks
of the Freser River have traditionally
served as Coast Salish fishing grounds.
The exhibit was copstructed inside the
Cannery’s temporary exbibit space and
consists of artifacts from Cannery's col-
lection, as well as artifacts on-ioan from
othar institutions, nterpretive panels in
both English and French, video clips and.
several agtivities to encaurage children to
interact and explore-the exhibjt further,

The exhibit was:developed in consultation
and with the support of a diverse group
of individuals and organizations Including
the Musgueaim, Stoile, and Tsawwassen
bands, Richmond Museum and Archives,
Langley Centenniai Museum, Fort Lang-
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ley Matioral Historic Shte, Visionkeeper
Fllm Productions and the Simon Fraser
University Teaching and Learning Centre.

A very special part of the exhibit is &
dugout canoe hand carved by British
Columbia’s Lieutenant-Governor Steven
L. Point-{Xweé if gwéi té&lm), former Chief
of Skowkale First Nation, with the help of
master carver and KwaGullh. chiel Tany
Hunt (Naguapenkimy),

Named Shxwlildstel, a Hulgumi'num'
word meaning "a safe place to cross
the river”, the canoe was launched on
April 10, 2010 &t Ross Bay on Vancouver
Island. A working river cance, the sidss
are engraved with Point's father's cres:
and the canoe has the shovel ncse, eyes
scales, and tall of the legendary monster
of Chilliwack’'s Cultus Lake, which Ab-
original people called Slahkum.

‘P had this belief for some time that if

people ses our world ke a canoe — like
we re tagether — we're nol individuals in
separate canoes,” Polnt said. "We're
the sarma canoe it's called the Earth, the
world, It’s like we're travelling through
space. YWe have to try and work togather

paddie in the same direction. Maybe we .

can acceraplish scmeathmng.”

Ta support the exhlbit, special activilies
were held for National Abcriginal Day n
June as well as workshops, crafts, games
and activities for children throughout the
summer, Over 80 drop-in madicine pouch
workshops were also held. The workshops
intreduced visitors to the concept of a
talking circle, including circle etiquetta
and the importance of listening, sharng
and familial relationships.

As a ldgacy of the 2011 temporary axhlbit,
3 new school program, Salmon Peaple:
Coast Salish Fishing Eduzationsl Pro-
gram, was launched te complement the
prescribed learning outcomes for the
grades 4 -6 social studies curriculum.
Using object-based Inauiry, students are
encouraged to explere the significance of
fish in Coast Sallsh culture and campare
fishing and preservation methods,
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HisTORIES REVEALED: SALMON-CAN LABEL DESIGN AND
CULTURE DAYS

Did you knaw that 7o ool caver inperesting facis abeut Canadion history shwply
by losking at an old salmon e label? How did canneries reqase chele labiels yeaes
hefore recycling programs canwe into ¢ffect? Which lahels perperuated Canadian
stereatypes shrond? How did elements of Canada’s dacker history appesr oo eans?

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 life of thelr communities, the Cannery produced a special display
of our extensive and rarely seen salmon can label collection. Visitors were able to
cliscover more aboul how accurately salmon can label designs reflect their social
and historical contexts, Additionally, guests were invited to seek oul new histories
through participation in can label @ctivities.and Investigation of the display.

THE CANNERY’S REGULAR ONGOING OFFER OF SPECIAL EVENTS, EXHIBITS,
SCHOOL AND PUBLIC PROGRAMS CONTINUED, INCLUDING:

= Chnstras at the Carmery with a special visit from Santa Claus, Classic Chrsimas
mowvias and the Festival of Trees decarated by local merchants, Tin Can Challenge
which raised 555 pourds of food fof thé Richmiond Food Bank, Easter Scavenger
Hunl, Dowrs Open Richimond, Steveston Saimon Festival, Parks Day, Music at the
Cannery. Salmon Staomp, Culture Days, Fishung the West Coast Photograptyy Show
and Contest. Talk like a Pirate Day, and the Haunted Cannery Halloween Tours.

= Vhe Cannery delivered programming af several off-sile events and festivals
throughoul the vear including Richmend's Winterfest at the Olymplc Cval,
Ships o Shore in Garry PointRark, the Richmond Mantime Festival at Britanma
Heritage Shipyards, Richmond Hertage Fain Fingering Fastival in Port Moody,
Parks Day n Stanley Park, Hyack Fesitval in New Westminster, the Stevestori
Grand Prx af Ac, BC Field Tnp Far, BC Sovial Studies Teachers' Assomation
Contarence, Pravincal Intermediate Tegchers' Assacistion Conference and the

BC New Teachers' Confarence.
|

= The! Geocaching program was axpanded with the launch of a second cache in
the area that used to be home 1o Canaery workers hausing,
Georachers whao track down this iocation will learm more
about the ives and living conditions of Cannery workers

= The Cannery hosted 5 variety of cormmunity, private and
corporate events throughout the vear meluding: the Farm-
lard Defence League Dinnier recognizing Havoid Steves for
his advocacy work around farmiland, food securtty, tisneries
and heritage, the Stevaston Rotary Ciub'’s Wine and Sea-
food Festival, the Fisherman’s Memonal on the National
Day of Maurning for people injured and killed on the Job, the Steveston High
Schocl Class of 1971 Reunion, and ook launchas for Stevestor. A Communily
Histary by Richmeond City Councillor Bill McNulty and The Good Hope Cannéry;
Life and Death at a Salmon Cannery:
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PARKS CANADA CAPITAL
INVESTMENT AT THE CANNERY

Rarks Canada provided the funding and
the Cannery’s Exhibits and Programs
Committee provided the expertisa for
the &eve[oprnem of two new permanent
exhibits, as well as an interactive virtual
post card kiosk, @ site map brochure and
an updated Fishing in the Famlly Album.

FISHING ISSUES TOUCH
SCREEN EXHIRYT

What is the Sbariginat food fshery? Wild
oy larmed - seliat’s a hettee cholce for wy
Famdly? Can one Ashirealfycost 5400,0007?

These are some of the questions raised
inthe new Fishing Issues Exhibit at the
Cannery. Issues ranging from conserva-
tion, the politics of fish and the Pacific
Salmon Treaty, the Aborigina! food fish-
ery and fish farms are explored through
the eyes of a concerned consumer, a
cornmercial fisherman, a young Coast
Salish waman and a feurth-genaration
Japanese-Canadian teenager.
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Desioned soappeal to 8 yduth audisnce,
theinteractive touch screen aliows visitors
to learn more about these wide-ranging
and corplex Tssues and considar how
their actiops play a tole in the broader
picture.

EVOLUTION OF THE CANNERY
TouCH SCREEN EXHIBIT

How disd chuoges fnothie todal coniniinity
gd gronnd the world infleence e evnls.
Honof the Sansery sbracture?

Before European settiement, grasses
andl alderbérry covered the scuthern
shore of Lulu [sland. Dear were plenti-
ful, s were bear, beaver, and muskrat.
Aboriginal groups camped along the
shoreline te fish the summer tuns, By
the end of the 12" century; this was all
changing. Steveston had everything a
Sticcessful salman wannery requirad; it
was locatad at the mouth-of the Fraser
River, an Important transportation cor-
ridoralready well known Forits abundant
salmon stocks, and thelocal expertiseir
salmon canning and exporting, It was &
boom time for Steveston and the neeg
tocan more salmon for axport led o
the construction of the original Gulf-of

Georgia Cannery: it 1894, In 1897, the.

Cannery filled almost 2.5 million T 1b.
cang of sockeye - the largest pack of
any cafinery In B.C.

Through this axhibit, visitors cantrace the
evolution of the original 1894 L.-shaped

Cannery through its many altérations. .

de-signeld to accommiodite chatiging
processes and demands

VirTuaL Post CARD K1osk

As part of the Cannery's goal to extend

the visitor experlence beyond-its wallg, _

and offer opportunities for visitors to
share and remember thelr visit to the
Cannery, a virtual'post catd kiosk was
installed in 2011, This booth allows

guests to take their photo or record a

video and email it to 3 friend along with

apersonalized message and animage’

fram the Cannery of their chioosing.

EXPLORE! VISITOR SITE MAP

A new site map forself-guidadvisitors
was produced to help visitors immerse
themselves in the sights and solinds of
Canada's West Coast fishing history by
exploring at their own pace. '

Excellent - first visit
but will definitely make

B selow it
el ul'dlie
Catiriry cvhibitinvies
wighinrs s eamlos e
b in thielocal
comsinity i around
Uie world inffuenced
the eviiutinn oY ihe
Canebre Aratturg
dhrisiizh i ineragive

Touehy v dlplag

it an annual trip.”

— Cannery Stories. pprogram-participant, Grade 5 teacher
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PARKS CANADA MANAGEMENT PLAN TABLED IN PARLIAMENT

On November 4, the Parke Canada Managemedt Plan for the Gulf of Georgla
Cannery National Historic Site was tabled in parliament by the Honourable Peter
Kent, Minister of the Environment and Minister résponsible for Parks Canada, This
is the key Parks Canada reference docuiment that guides decisions and sctions
in sharing, protecting, managing and operating the Cannery. The 2011 plan is the
third plan for the Cannery.

Recognizing the collaborative nature of tife refationship between Parks Canada
and the Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society, the:Sosiety’s input was sought through-
out thé management planning process and-shaped the development of this plan
svery step of the way, Community stakeholders and the ptiblic were also invited
to provide input..

Integrating the thrae alements of Parks Canada’s mandate (the protection of heri-
tage resources, the facilitation of wsitor experiences and the provision of public
tutreach education) this plan includss several key strategies,

=2 Weathering the Storm focuses on improving the conservation of the Cannery
anchits collecons, ensuring our beritage can bg shared with present and futurs
generations. A mutt-vear collections ralibnalizalion projéct s now underwgdy as
5 resiit of thas straétegy,

== The Steveston Experience builds Yies beiween the Camnery and comimunity. sa
both can grow tegether The site migads to nurtura current ‘and new relation-
shigas to enharice promaticing and prograras, onaking the Cannety the anchor of
the "Sreveston Cxperience’

= pxplore the Cannery, inperson-ar from afer, and gt Cauglﬁ'l up in the Real West
Coast. This strategy aums Lo ensure contivivad connechon with the hearts and
minas of Canadians through o prograra effer which respionds ta the needs and
expectations of visitors, in addltion to crearing new s0d imatoved autreach educa-
tien opportunities and progducts for people who may not wislt thesitae in person.

= The Cannery can sometimes be mistaken for an active commercial fishing:op-
aration. The grea mansgement aoproach foctsng Quside the Cannery Walls,
will erdtile the site to waltkime visitors, mprove wayiinding ahd eranding $nd
investigsta new experiences and products oubside tie Carnery compies.

POWER SMART PROGRAM ~ LED REPLACEMENT PROJECT

As part of the Cannery’s commitmant te environmientally sound business prag-
tices, the Society, with the support of the. BC Hydro Fower Smart Incentive Fund,
upgraded 750 light fixtures to LED bulbs. Not only will the replacement of {nef-
ticient technology result in signHicant energy savings; 65,000 kWh a year, it will
also resujt in-an annual financlal savings of $4,000.
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RECOGNITION FROM THE
COMMUNITY

The Gulf of Georgla Cannery Society

was.-honoured to be nominated for the

Richmond Chamber of Commerce Busi-

ness Excellence-Award for Assocration of
the Year, and Volunteer Richmond’s Nova-
Star Award which honours organizations

that have camrjed out their ghjectives with

creativity and tnlovation dnd respondad

to the neads ofthe community,

IMPROVING ACCESS FORALL
CANADIANS

The Richmiond Centre for Disability
conducted a site. survey at the Gulf of
Georgia Gannery In Jurie 2011, Their

.report:concluded, "We are pleased to
_ report that wefound it very accessible...

you arg bo be commendead for your fine.
establishrnent. It is wonderful ¢ find

people who are trying to help make

Imarovements to the siready very high
level of accessibility of our city.”

In follow wp to this visit, the Cannery
implemeanted savéra! imgrovemants imme-
diately, including adding an Accessibility
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pege ta ourwelisite toaddress concerns
ofvisitors of 2ll.abilities whan planning a

trip:to the site; creating.arguide forstaff

and volunteers on helping people with
disabilities, creating s large-print guide
for the Sa/mon. People exhibit available
for the visually impaired and written
{ranscriptions of the audio: kiosks for
thhe hearing impaired. A& report detail
ing futare recommendations was also
produced and will inform future :exhibit
and capital planning to ensure the best

possiblé visitor experience for all'guests

at the Cannery.

- VISITATION

| 46,469 pabple vidited
in the Cannery i
20liinguging 2,987
elemantary and secoridary

cstudents whopantizipated
i our educational
programs, 1.272 English

.35 @ Secont Language

“students, 14597 visitors
{0 the Staveston Wirter
Farmersand Artlsans®
Market and a record 4,494
on Canada Day. i




DONATIONS AND SPONSORSHIPS

The Guif of Georgia-Cannery Society aratetully acknowledges the tollowing orga-
nizations and individuals for their generous financial and In-kind support.

$10,0010 + Cimradizn Hepdtage, Yaune Taamls Wiaky in Hesitape Qeganiiaines

B Hilirn Prooser Suaart thdontive Ponrd

57500 + O Gamang Commuasin, Dwert docess Pragram
Mo Besauoroes doel B205s Develuniient Comads, Sahivis Suinusm
&0
Sovlim

$2,500 + R FRsaschd Grodg

$1.000 + ey of Bictnnand
Steeeston Mefnimns Aseneiation

$5200 4 Stevestos Hind Sehaal i, Claks of 1973

F100 + RMurweset Howletommd Dlris Mosvis Ben witiltmey Denype Eatler
and Bichar? Graymoss

Doners Clisdoter Sskomsin, Joauir Koliinahusen, Marg Lasch, 1Weith aad

Choeryl Mecomald Bolen SoDomld, SR ood Peggp Cartledge, Bald

Ingd Momey Pofieeson; Dan dack Colloon Worthiraama Shedla Dl

IN-KIND SUPPORT PROVIDED Bx:

Axis Technical Services, Canfisco, Steveston Community Society, Steveston Farmars
and Artisans Market, Safeway, lchiro Japanese Restaurant, Fort Langley National
Historic Site, Langley Céntennial Musaum, Musqueam First Nation, Richmond Mu-
seum and Archives, Port Moody Station Museum, Std:l6 Research and Resource
Management Centra, Tsawwadssen Fitst Nation, Visionkeeper Film Productions,
Leonard. Ham, Susan Point, Delira Sparrow, Leona Sparrow and Harold Steves.

Operational Funding for the Gulf of Georgia Canneary National Historic Site is pro-
vided by Parks Canada,. Parks Canada’s support for comimunity-based stewardship
through its engoing relationship with the Gulf ¢f Georgia Cannery Sociely ensures
the conservation and presentation of tha Gulf of Georgia Cannery as a natibnally
stgnificant piece of Canadian heritage, Parks Canada provided over § 500,000 of
operatonal and maintenance funding, plus capital Investments, program grants,
professional and support services. i 2011 this accounted for 60% of the Society's
operat ng budaet.

f epocta] thanly pop toethe Individeal mentbisrs oft

whou consistentsuppari
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ATTENDANCE BY YEAR, 20072011
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GULF OF GEORGIA CANNERY NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE

ATTENDANCE BY CATEGORY

individuals 11,123
ih" Educational Programs 1,263
._ Senior and Other Group Programs

Farmer's Market Admissions 12,397

Promotional Admissions 13831

EY Sponsoredand Rental Admissions

l ABOVE Urew murmbers on ihe horring
seine oot Neciis faul I 9 ner by had,
caJRGO0-15S5.

20M

1,23

A5
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EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM ASSESSMENT - 2011

The Guli of Georgia Cannery Soclety continuously solicits feedback from teachears who
participata [n our educational programs, The follewing summary [s based on 70 evalu-
ations that were returned to the program staff in 2011. Coples of complete evaluation
forms with comments are avaliable upon reguest.

OV, Overall, how would vou rate this vragram? 02, Howwould you ratethe eontentofthe program?
r ¥ 1 - ¥ 4 =

03. How would you rate tre presenter’skoowledgse
of the material? 04. Howrelevant was the program te vour curriculinm?

0% 0% 0% 6% =TT 0% 0% 3% 1% 36% -

05. Would you recommend this

program to ather teachers? 05. How did you hear about the program?
COLLEAGUE PEEVIOUS /' WROCHURE, . 'WEBSITE “OTHER _
T Py ‘ VISIT & 2 s :
100%, 1 0% B0%;  niioone Bl 10%

07, Prowram

CANNERY NTUIIES FISIY BUSINESS GUIDED TOUR . SALMON'S JOURNEY MACHINE AT WORR . OTILER
17 i 19 i renih 4 A A 4
4% 27% e 23% 6% 9% &%

08. Group Level /Group Type

DPRIBIARY: & 3 INTERMEDIATE ~7 SECONDARY 3-.

16 41 ) z R 1

255 64% 3% N A e 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 voluntaers contributed a total of 1,497
hours of service.

Board & Committees

Admintstration

interpretation

Colleatlons & Archives

Special Events

Gift Shap

Catering

(] 50 120 150 200 280 300 350 Eivie]

l ABOVE vulumeocrs == OPPOSITE RIGHT

pramine the Cansda Crgw members on o hall-
Dnay sgriedl by grociing b fishing beat lower
ylsivens and banding v a $kifl info the water
Mags fnsiude the Cannery. onI9I5-93S,
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2012 BUSINESS PLAN
HIGHLIGHTS

[n 2012, the Society will maintain its focus on providing high
quality visitor experiences while expanding the offer svailable
to lacal residents, school groups and tourists, A key addition to
our offer this vear will be greater opportonities for visiters to
consider cantemporary issues and how their personal choices
affect the environment,

The ohiectives gutlined in the business plan were develtiped based on the prortiss gstab-
iished by the Goard of Divecturs in consultation with the 5iaff the wider pricrities of the
local community and Parks Canada, as well as the currant social and economic chimata

Copiesof the compfete business plan are svailsble upan reguest

SEAFOOD FOR THOUGHT
ExXHrsit

The Gulf of Georgia Cannery’s 2012 ex-
hibit aims to he!ﬁ visitors learn about
ocean-friendly seafaod and make choices
that benefit our watarways. The axhibit
is divided into seven sections, with sach
addressing a different question about
ocean-friendly seafood:

1. What is sustainability?

2. What is happening 0 onr warers?
5. Wild or Bsrweed?

4, [athere enongh Ash?

5. What's inca label?

6. What is the hiture of fish?

7. What ore chie best choiees?
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The exhibit will make use of art, film,
viteo, and multimedia elements. Marine-
therned artwork from |ocal artists will be
displayard throughout the exhibit space.
Fllms to be screened for the exhibit in-
clude Shark Water, End of the Line, and
Sushi: A Global Catch. Videos of four Ted
Talks will be availabla throughout the
exhibit and visitors wiil have the chance
to participate in the discussion through a
discussion beard. Short dramatic pieces
w'il add to the public program offer and
a school program geared toward the
science curriculum will be developed to
further the exhibit's message.







SUSTAINABLE SEAFOOD
FESTIVAL.

The-first annual Guif of Georgia Can-

nery Sustainable Seafood Fastival will
be launched on Sunday Septembér ¥in
Fisherman’s Park. This frea eommunity
avent will suppoit the temporary exhibit
Seafood for Thought.and will feature
sustalnable seafood themed coofing
competitions, .chef demonstrations,
information booths; entertainment, and
-complimentary admission to the:.Cannery.

Many community partnecs will be invited
torcontrinute and participate in the event,
including local Oceanwise restaurants,
Ocean'Wise, Sea Cholice; sustainable pro-
ducers (BC Salman Murketing Council, the
Canadian Sablefish Association, Canadian
Pacific Sardine Association, Pacific Urchin
Harvesters Association) and local con-
servation grganizations (Pacific Salraon
Foundation, Great Canadian Shorgling
Clean-up, the Living Qceans Society, the
David Suzuki Foundation) as well a3 locai
hetitage and community organizations
(Stevestan Historical Society. Britannia
Heritage Shipyards; Lotidan: Farm, the
Steveston Farmers and Actisans Matket,

| . 5
Steveston Community Society).

X

SCREEN

The alm of the Best Catch multi-touch

scieen exhibit is toeducate visitors:
about making ocean-friendly seafood:
chidices that will support bealthy wa-

terways and oceans, Visitors will gain
a beétter understanding. of the marine
fife in the Stralt of Georgia ahdhow-dif-
ferent tishing methods affect the area:
This permanent exhibit will build gn'the
rasedrch and content explored in the
Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society's 2012
temparary exhibit, Seafood for Thought,
and will complement the Cannery’s
permanent exhibits that deal with local
fish species, fishing methods and con-

temporary issues inthe fishing industry. |
‘While the.exhibit will be accessible to

all visttors, the content and interface
will be designed to appeal to a youth
audience, including schoolgroups, and
ta:.complement the Seafood for ‘ibaggﬁiﬁ
eduéational pragram. Thé exhibit-will be
In both Franch and English.
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OTHER NEW EXHIBITS AND PROGRAMS FOR 2012 INCLUDE:

% The Cannery from A-Z which rells the story of the Cannery throggih the aisolay
of rarely seen artifacts and the 26 latiars of the alphabet This exhiit will be
avaliable both on-site and on-line.

= Takng its inspiration from the US Nabional Parks Service’s the
Farks Canada Xplorers Program will offerchildren aged 6 -1
and thenr families the opportunity ko explore and discovear the
Carinéry n an-engaging and fun way though games, ques-

" tiens and disgovery activities,

= [he Cannery's Girl Guide and Boy Seout Piogram will eénable
auides and scouls to earn their heritage badage,

= A program of live demanstrations will further animate the
Cannery during the peak summer manths with mnet mending,
rope making. fish cleaning and other hands on activities that
bring the Cannery to life

= The development ang mstaliation of an off-site exhibit a1 Fort Langley will both
nelp to promaote the Cannery and foster closer working relatianships wall our
colleagues at other Nafional Historie Sites,

= The launch of a multi-cache Geocache Education Program for Grade 1 and 12
gungraphy students The program’s focus (s an the physical and cullural geog-
raphy of the local area and how this geggraphy s integral to both the develop-
ment of the fishing industry and the development of the Steveston commiunity,

= Previously successful programs, svents, exhibits and projects will continue and
qrow, including:

w The Steveston Farmers and Actisans Market, Music at the Canniry, Doors
Qpern Richmond, Spring Break Programeming, Easter Prograrmming, Canatla

Day Open House, Fishing tha West Coast Photea Show and Contest, Parks

| Dy, Culture Oays, Strolling through Steveston Walking Tour, Talk like a
Pirate Day, Haunted Cannety Tours, Christmas in Staveston Village, Santa's

vigit ta the Cannery, the Festival of Treesand Classic Chrisimas Moves.

= 1he Cannery Store will contmue 1o offer uruciue ang local producls and
greater sense of atmosphere 2nd seamless transibion fram store Lo Canagry

s Work with City of Richmand, the Steveston Harboue Authanly and tha
lotal community 1o creals 3 more dynamic sanse of placa 10 the area
surtounding the Canngry

a Mantam commtment to preserve the bullding and the collechion

= Eiislre long-tecm stability of the Sooety by fully developing all sources
of rgvenue, mamiaining 3 balanced budgeat and investing inthe davelop-
ment of the Board of Diractars, staff and volunieers.

L]
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ORGANIZATIONAL

IWVERVIEW

Apour Us .

Established |n 1986; the Guif of Georgia
Cannery Society is an independentnon-
profit seciety and registered charity re-
sponsible for the aperation of the Gulf of
Georgla Cannery National Historic Site.
The-Society’s mandate is to preserve
and promote the history of Canada’s
West Coast fishing industry. A elected
volunteer Board of Diracters oversees
the site's operation:

After the Gulf of Georgla Cannery ceased
operatlons, the iocal community lobbied
various levels.of governmerit (o praserve
the Gannery due to its significant.contii-
ution to Canadian bistory. In 1879 it was

‘nurchased by tha fedéral government and

transferrad to-Parks Canads, Davelopment
of the site began in the early 1990s snd
the first phasze apened o the public in
1594, 46,469 people visited the Gulf of
Georgia Cannery in 201,
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EXHIBITS AND COLLECTION,

The Cannéry was built in 1894 and-was

the largest building of its. kind in Brit-.

ish Columbia. It stopped canning in the
19305, but yemainad acttye as a net loft,
fish depot and later as a herring reduction
plant: Keyexhibits Include a functioning
salmon canning line that presents both’
the social and technological history of
the.canning industry; a harring teduction
plant and a flexible exhibit space. The
Featured temporary exhibit for 2011 was
Salmon People — an exploration of the
culture of Coast Salish fishing in both
its historic and contemporary context.

The site is home to over 10,000 artifacts,

-docuiments; photographs and books relat-

g to both the Gulf of Geotgia Cannery
specifically and the West Coast fishing
Industry.in duheral, There are two distinet

‘collections on site; one belonging to the

Gulf of Georgla Cannery Society and
one oelonging to Parks Canada..Both
collections are cared for by the Scciety,

LOGCATION

The Cannery-offers a wide range of in-
teractive school programs. designed to
complement the social studies and sci-
ence curricula for students In grades K-7
and for English as a Second Language
programs. 2,891 students visited the
Cannery:to participate in our programs
in 207 ;

A



SEHOOL AND PUBLIC PROGRAMS

The Cannery offersia wide range of interactive- school programs deslgned to
complement the social studies and science curricula for students.in grades K-7.
and for English a5 a Second Language programs, 2,991 students visited the Can-

nary to participate in eur pregrams i 207L

av.Salmon’s Journay (Grades K-2) explores Lhe salman life oyala

= Cannery Quest (Giadses 5-5) investigares the ayalution of the salmon canning |

procest over the 20th century,

s Fishy-Business: A Century of Change (Gradies 3253 introduces studsnts ta the

~fiistary of the focal fishing industry.

= Cannery Storiss (Grages 4-8), mitrocuces stndants Lo the mulbicultural i'-_ismry

of B.Cs fishing ndustry

= Maghines at Wodk (Grade 5) exploras how sunple and compound machings. work,

outside Ihe classroom

w Day Poissons et des.Conserves (Grades 4-7) brings the French language (o life

Strolling Through Steveston Walking Tour (Graties 817, FSL) brings Ganada’s

Xy
social history to life through a unigue walking tour that weaves its way through
acentury of laughter and hardship in Steveston

= Sexfood for Thought (Grades $-B) uses dramabic techmiquies 1o analyze the
marme food web and compare fighing methads to find the best choizes for
thiernselves and their famihes '

s Salmon Peopler Coast.Salish Fishing (Grades 4-6) uses object-based ndwry bo
explore the impartance of fish, he fishing methods and preservation techingues
of British Colurmnbia's Coast Salish people. ’

£

Mz Mopster Cannery and BiC.'§ Fishing History Education Kits bring the Gulf of
CGenrgla Cannery o the classroom,

The kits vontain artifacts, historical photo

graphs and activities hat aré adaptable for different grade levels,

The Cannery offers a variely of interpretive
_ programs for the.general public including
tours of the canning line and herring re-
duchon plant, drop-in children's activities,
Music af the Cénpery (an cutdoormusic
series), Strolling through Stéveston ¢a
walking tour of the village of Steveston),
Fishing the West-Coast (an annual pho-
tagraphy ¢ontest and exhibition), and
Haunted Cannery Halloween-tours and
Christrrias at the Caonery.

a7

Eoth sehoo! groups and the general public
can also watch the 20-minute Journey:
Through Time film 1y the Boller House
Thestre, The film provides ari bverview of
the history of fishing in the region from
traditional First Nabons' lishing techiniques
to the challengas of comimrercial fishing
at the end of the 20" century.

The Cannery's interpret've programs are
available in both French and English.
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Apmi1ssroN RATES AND HOURS

In 2012 the Cannery will be open.tathe
pubfic from 10 AM-S PM daily.

Admission rate are; Agults $7.80, Senjors
$8:55, Youth 53,90, Family $19:60

Admission is free for Society members
and childrer under 6.

FunbING

‘The Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society

racelves funding under a contract for
sarvices from Parks Canada to support

the site's operaticns. Additional funds

are generated through admission fees,
membarships, gift shop sales, site rentals,

‘grants; sponsorships:and fundralsing.

MEMBERSHIP AND
SUPPORTERS

The Socisty 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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Bylaw 8896

REVENUE ANTICIPATION BORROWING (2012) BYLAW NO. 8896

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. Council shall be and is hereby empowered and authorized to borrow upon the credit of the ~
City, from a financial institution, a sum not exceeding $7,500,000 at such times as may be
required, )

2. The form of obligation to be given as acknowledgement of the liability shall be $3,000,000
in the form of standby letters of credit, demand promissory notes or bank overdraft, and
$4,500,000 in the form of leasing lines of credit, bearing the corporate seal and signed by the
authorized signing officers for the City, pursuant to Council’s banking resolution.

3. All unpaid taxes and the taxes of the current year (2012) when levied or so much thereof as
may be necessary shall, when collected, be used to repay the money so borrowed.

4. Revenue Anticipation Borrowing Bylaw No. 8755 is hereby repealed.

5. This Bylaw is cited as “Revenue Anticipation Borrowing (2012) Bylaw No. 8896”.

FIRST READING JUN 11 2012

CITY OF
RICHMOND
. . APPROVED
SECOND READING O JUN 1.1 2012 o ometns)
dept.

THIRD READING JUN-1.1.2012
‘ Ror ooy
ADOPTED "7’5‘“’

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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5 City of

' Richmond | Bylaw 8822

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 8822 (RZ 11-588990)
10391 FINLAYSON DRIVE

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Zoning Map. of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation
of the following area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/B).

P.LD. 009-275-321 : -
The South 134 Feet of Lot “B” Section 23 Block 5 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 22503

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw

88227,

FIRST READING NOV 1 4 201f ~awvor
APPROVED

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON DEC 2 0 2011 %

SECOND READING DEC 2 0§ 201 RO

THIRD READING ' DEC 2 0 2011 oFer

OTHER DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFTED JUN 2 1 2012 T

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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