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 Agenda
   

 
 

City Council 
 

Council Chambers, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Monday, June 25, 2012 
7:00 p.m. 

CNCL 
Pg. # 

ITEM  

 
  

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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 3. Delegations from the floor on Agenda items. 

  (PLEASE NOTE THAT FOR LEGAL REASONS, DELEGATIONS 
ARE NOT PERMITTED ON ZONING OR OCP AMENDMENT 
BYLAWS WHICH ARE TO BE ADOPTED; OR ON DEVELOPMENT 
PERMITS/DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS) 

 
 4. 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-Idling 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 

 
 5. Motion to adopt Items 6 through 14 by general consent. 
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 6. COMMITTEE MINUTES
 

  That the minutes of: 

CNCL-33  (1) the Community Safety Committee meeting held on Tuesday, June 12, 
2012; 

CNCL-39  (2) the Planning Committee meeting held on Tuesday, June 19, 2012; 

CNCL-55  (3) the Public Works & Transportation Committee meeting held on 
Wednesday, June 20, 2012; 

CNCL-59  (4) the Council/School Board Liaison Committee meeting held on 
Wednesday, May 16, 2012; 

  be received for information. 

 

 
 7. ANTI-IDLING INITIATIVES & REGULATION ON PUBLIC

PROPERTY 
(File Ref. No. 12-8020-20-8829/8830/8831) (REDMS No. 3537567) 

CNCL-65  See Page CNCL-65 for full report 

  COMMUNITY SAFETY COMMITTEE 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 introduced 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;  

  (4) 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  

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

 

 

Consent 
Agenda 

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

CNCL-79  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: 

   (a) 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 

   (f) support local and provincial seniors’ organisations. 

  (2) That a letter be sent to the Premier, with copies to the appropriate 
Minister and Richmond MLAs, regarding proposed roles and 
functions of the Office of the Seniors Advocate. 
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 9. 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) 

CNCL-93  See Page CNCL-93 for full report 

  PLANNING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) 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 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; 

  (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; 

  (5) 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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   (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; 

  (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 Affordable 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 management, 
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; 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. 
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 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) 

CNCL-121 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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  (5) 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; 

  (6) 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; 

  (7) 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; 

  (8) 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 

  (9) 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. 

 

 
 11. 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) 

CNCL-145 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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 12. APPLICATION BY PENTA BUILDERS GROUP FOR A HERITAGE 
ALTERATION PERMIT AT 3531 BAYVIEW STREET 
(File Ref. No. HA 12-610486) (REDMS No. 3531833) 

CNCL-265 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: 

  (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. 

 

 
 13. PROPOSED ROAD SECTIONS IN RICHMOND TO BE ADDED TO 

TRANSLINK’S MAJOR ROAD NETWORK 
(File Ref. No. 10-6360-12-01) (REDMS No. 3516106) 

CNCL-271 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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 14. PROPOSED CHANGES TO TRANSLINK'S TAXISAVER PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 01-0154-04/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3550714) 

CNCL-279 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.  

 

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

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS REMOVED FROM THE 
CONSENT AGENDA 

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

  NON-CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS 
 
 15. COUNCIL REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES FOR 2011 

(File Ref. No.: 01-0105-08-01/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3513521) 

CNCL-283 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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 16. 2011 STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
(File Ref. No.:  03-1200-03/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3527741) 

CNCL-285 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 
 
 17. Motion to resolve into Committee of the Whole to hear delegations on 

non-agenda items. 

 

 
CNCL-347 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. 

 
 18. Motion to rise and report. 

 

 
  

RATIFICATION OF COMMITTEE ACTION 
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PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENTS AND EVENTS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

NEW BUSINESS 

 
 
  

BYLAWS FOR ADOPTION 
 

CNCL-379 Revenue Anticipation Borrowing (2012) Bylaw No. 8896 
Opposed at 1st/2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 

 
CNCL-381 Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8822 

(10391 Finlayson Drive, RZ 11-588990)  
Opposed at 1st Reading – None. 
Opposed at 2nd/3rd Readings – None. 

 

 
 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
 

 



*: City of 
U ·Richmond Minutes 

Place: 

Present: 

Call to Order: 

PHI2/6-1 

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings 

Monday, June lB, 2012 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 
69 11 No.3 Road 

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

Gail Johnson, Acting Corporate Officer 

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

It was moved and seconded 

That the order o/the agenda be varied to 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.) 

App/;cant 's Comments: 
"The applicant was available to answer questions. 
Written Submissions: 
(a) Wendy Walker, 4525 Fraserbank Place (Schedule I) 

(b) Jobn and Heather Kaplan, 22611 Gilley Road (Schedule 2) 
(c) Wen Jun Ma, 22551 Rathburn Drive (Schedule 3) 

(d) Devpreet Mangat, 22591 Rathburn Drive (Schedule 4) 

(e) Sawroop and Ranjit Bains, 22520 Gilley Road (Schedule 5) 

L 
CNCL - 13 
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City of 
Richmond 

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

Submissions from the floor: 

Minutes 

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 rumer Street, providing vehicle access to the subject site; 
and (ii) safety hazards on Gilley Road due to the lack of sidewalks and the 
presence of ditches creating safety hazards for area residents. 

Jerry He"cd spoke on behalf of his client, Michael Del Villar, who lives at 
5100 Turner Street, and raised the following concerns: (i) earlier problems 
due to construction projects that have taken place on Turner Street that have 
resulted in cracks at Mr. Del Villar's home; (ii) heavy construction 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. 

It ·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 8825 (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. 

2. CNCL - 14 
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City of 
Richmond 

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

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions from the floo r: 

None. 

It was moved and seconded 

Minutes 

Tltat 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: 2359 1 Westminster Highway; Applicant: City of Richmond) 

Applicant 's Comments: 

Staff was available to answer questions. 

Written Submissions: 

None. 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 

It was moved and seconded 

That OCP Amendment Bylaw 8880 and ZOlling Amendment Bylaw 8881 
each he given second and third readillgs. 

5. Offic~al 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. 

CARRlED 

3. CNCL - 15 
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City of 
Richmond 

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

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 

It was moved and seconded 

Minutes 

Tltat OCP Amendmellt Bylaw 8888 be givell second alld third readings. 

CARRIED 

It was moved and seconded 

Thai 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. 

Written Submissions: 

(a) Wendy Lenng, 5791 Garrison Road (Schedule 6) 

(b) ,  
(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 staff had not communicated with his 
brother, or other residents to the west of the subject site, regarding the 
rezoning application. 

Sam Sammy, spoke on behalf of his parents who reside on Colbeck Road 
expressing concern that the only 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. 

It was moved and seconded 

That ZOlling Amendment By law 8890 be given second alld third readings. 

CARRIED 

4. CNCL - 16 
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City of 
Richmond 

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

7. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8893 (RZ 12-600991) 

Minutes 

(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. 
It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8893 be given second and third readillgs. 

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. 

It was moved and seconded 

CARRIED 

Thai ZOlling A mendment Bylaw 8895 be givell second alld third readillgs. 

CARRIED 

9. Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 8900 and Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw 8901 (RZ 11-596457) 
(Location: 743 1 Francis Road; Applicant: Avian Homes Ltd.) 

Applicant 's Comments: 

The applicant was available to answer questions. 

5. CNCL - 17 



City of 
Richmond 

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

Written Submissions: 

(a) Roy Budai, 7451 Fraucis Road (Schedule 8) 

Submissions from the floor: 

None. 

Minutes 

PH1 2/6-10 It was moved and seconded 

Pl-Il2/6- 11 

3!!3L233 

That OCP Amendment Bylaw 8900 ami 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 applkant was not in attendance. 
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. 

It was moved and seconded 
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8902 be givell second alld third readings. 

11. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8904 
(Location: City-Wide; Applicant: City of Richmond) 

Applicant 's Comments: 

Staff was available to answer questions. 
Written Submissions: 

(a) Jerry Flynn (Schedule 11) 

CARRIED 

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

6. CNCL - 18 
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PHI2/6-12 

l'H I 216-13 

353 1233 

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

Submissions from the floor: 

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

It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendme"t Bylaw 8904 be givell second alld third readings. 

CARRIED 
It was moved and seconded 

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8904 he at/opted. 

CARRIED 

12. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 (RZ 11-585209) 
(Location: 7731 & 7771 Alderbridge Way; Applicant: Ooni 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, 125-777 1 Alderbridge Way 
(Schedule 13) 

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

(c) 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, ONN} Real Estate Development, 300-
550 Robson Street, Vancouver (Schedule 18) 

(e) Sally Mercer, 303-8880 No. I Road (Schedule \ 9) 

Submissions from the floor: 

William CaD, 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. 
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Mr. Caa stated that the Tim Horton's restaurant has a right to continue to do 
business at its Alderbridge Road address. He then requested that Council 
consider allowing the parties sufficient time, between six and 12 months, to 
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 him to know what the future holds. 

Beau Jarvis, V.P. Development, ONN! Real Estate Development, 
accompanied by John Middleton of ONNI, advised that ONN! has not 
issued notice to end tenancy agreements, nor has ONN! 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 plan to keep the 
tenants apprised of further plans. 

PHl2/6-l 4 It was moved and seconded 

3531233 

Tltat Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8884 be givell third reading. 

CARlUED 

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

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 return . 

Applicant'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 1'8 to 15 strata homes; 

• instead of one adaptable home on the site there will be two; 
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• each unit will have a garage that accommodates three vehicles parked 
side-by-side; and 

• 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 [mal design concept. 

Mr. Jackson advised that: (i) 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 neigbbourhood; 
(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 allows 
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 
neigbbourhood have been studied by City staff; and (ii) the City has no 
plans to remove the barriers installed in the Maple Lane neighbourhood. 

Written Submissions: 

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

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

(c) Rong Zhang, 6431 Maple Road (Schedule 22) 

(d) Anita Fung, 114-875 1 General Currie Road (Schedule 23) 

(e) Ajmer Ghag, on behalf of5260 Maple Road (Schedule 24) 

(I) Mun Ling Cheung, 5451 Maple Road (Schedule 25) 

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

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

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

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

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

(I) Henry BOIT, 9291 Romaniuk Drive (Schedule 31) 

(m) Frida 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) 

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

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

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

(t) Reg and Brenda Ewaskow, 6126 Rekis Avenue (Schedule 39) 

(u) Wade Gork and Jeruufer 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; (iii) the applicant has made 
changes based on concerns stated by area residents; and (iv) the p~oject is 
not only an asset, but also a good land use. 

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

Klaas Focker, 6220 Maple Road, spoke of the proposed new traffic lights 
and requested that they be installed 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 neighbourhood 
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 compromised, 
and questioned who would want to buy a single·family house with 15 
townhouse units nearby_ 
Eric Vim, 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 horne 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-fami ly 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 dwell ing can afford a townhouse 
unit. 

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

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 street. He purchased his home on Maple 
Road because it was a safe and quiet area. 

GarrY, Mcdermid, 6480 Juniper 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 oPPoslhon to the project and 
remarked that: (i) if a townhouse unit resident had a party, cars would be 
parked along Maple Road; (ii) 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; (ii) No. 2 Road is already very 
busy; and (iii) 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 
concerned 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 Sao, 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 concern tbat 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 nwnber 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; (ii) it was wrong to place the 
proposed development's vehicle access on Maple Lane; and (iii) drivers will 
have to take a long time to make a left tum 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 neighboLUhood would be strangled with more cars. 

Mr. Chow, Martyniuk Place, questioned: (i) why the proposed 
development's vehicle access was on Maple Lane; and (ii) how one block of 
No.2 Road could accorrunodate 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 levels, 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; (ii) density in the area was a problem; (iii) heavier traffic would 
be introduced into the area; and (iv) he had concerns 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 Maple Road, spoke in opposition to the project and noted 
that single-family homes would be welcomed on the subject site hut not 
townhouse units. She was concemed about: (i) increased traffic and, a lack 
of parking in the area; and (ii) 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. 

PH I2!6- 15 It was moved and seconded 

3~31233 

rhat the meeting he extellded past 11:00 p.m. 

CARRIED 

Resident of6131 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. 
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Nick Loenen, President of the Christian Reformed 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 transition property, between a site with an apartment block and 
sites with single-family homes. 

Gilbert Yeung spoke in support of the project and noted that a diversified 
population was an asset. He said that the only place to COnstTuct townhouse 
units was on the fringes of the City Centre, and that many young people can 
afford a townhouse unit, but not a single-family home. He stated that MapJe 
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 concerns raised by area 
residents. In addition the developer had hired an appraiser who advised that 
property value 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 concerns; (i) traffic; (ii) speeding ' 
vehicles; and (iii) unsafe left hand turns. 
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The applicant, Magdalen Leung, 643 1 Juniper Drive, advised that as 
developers, she and her husband Thomas Leung, had developed sites in the 
City since the 19805, 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 MapJe Road, spoke a second time, and noted that the other 
townhouse developments the applicant referenced were not directly relevant 
to the proposed development at 9160 No.2 Road. 

It was moved and seconded 

That Z01li1lg Amendment Bylaw 8769 be given second alld third readings. 

It was moved and seconded 

CARRIED 
OPPOSED: Councillor Chak Au 

Councillor Harold Steves 

That (IS a requirement of fourth readiug of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 
8769 (RZ 10-516267) II restrictive covenant be registered limiting the 
"limber o/townhouse ullits to fifteen (15). 

CARRIED 

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

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (11 :50 p.m.). 

CARmED 
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Richmond Elementary School Program - Climate Change Showdown Champions 

Background 

The presentation at June 25 th 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 chi ldren 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 Be Sustainable 
Energy Association (BC SEA) and Richmond School District. With over 1300 students 
participating, the 20 12 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 ofa wide range of initiatives that the City of Richmond is 
undertaking to advance community sustainability. 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

Community Safety Committee 

Tuesday, June 12,2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Derek Dang, Chair 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Ken Johnston 
Coullcillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Counci1lor Bill McNulty 

Minutes 

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

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
Tlrat tl.e mill utes of tire meetillg of tir e Commullity Safety Committee held 
Oil 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 

I. RCMP'S MONTHLY REPORT - APRll- 2012 ACTIVITIES 
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 35 14011) 

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 Ole Nesset advised that be would direct traffic personnel to examine the 
situation. 
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In reply to a query from the Chair regarding bank robberies. ole Nesset 
advised that onc suspect is in custody and is facing charges. 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat tire report titled RCb1P's MOlltltly Report -April 2012 Activities (dated 
May 3, 2012,/rom the OIC, R CAfP) be received/or ill/ormatioll. 

CARRIED 

2. RICHMOND FffiE-RESCUE - APRIL 2012 ACTIVITY REPORT 
(File Ref. No. 09-5000-01) (REDMS No. 3534959) 

In reply to queries from Committee, John McGowan. Fire Chief, Riclunond 
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 requests; however, due to an increase in these types of 
requests, Fire-Rescue must strategical ly 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. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the staff report tilled Richmond Fire-Rescue - April 2012 Activity 
Report (tlated May 29, 2012/rom the Fire Chief, Richmolll/ Fire-Rescue) be 
received/or in/ormation. 

CARRIE D 

3. 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 highlighted 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 fo llowing 
information: 

• 

• 

pumping service providers are contractors that empty grease traps for 
operators; 

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. 

It was moved and seconded 
Thai tire staff report titled Commullity Bylaws - April 2012 Activity Report 
(dated May 10, 20]2, from lite General Manager, Law & Community 
Safety) he received/or ill/ormatioll. 

CARRIED 

4. ANTI-IDLING INlTIATIVES & REGULATION ON PUBLIC 
PROPERTY 
(l-'ile Ref. No. 12-8020-20-8829/8830/883 1) (REDMS No. 3537S67) 

Mr. Mercer provided background information. 

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

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

It was moved and seconded 
(1) Tltat tlte Cily proceed witlt Option 2 as olltlilled ill tlte staff report 

dated May 15, 2012 from fhe Gelleral Manager, Law & Community 
Safety titled Anti-Idling Initiatives ami Regulatioll 011 Public 
Properly; 

(2) That Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amemlmellt Bylaw No. 8829 
(Attachment 3) be introduced and givellflrst, second and tltird reading; 

(3) That Parking (Off-Street) Regulatiolt Bylaw No. 7403, Amendment 
Bylaw No. 8830 (Attacltment 4) be introduced alld givell first, second 
and third reading; and 

(4) That Notice of Bylaw Violation Dispute Adjudication Bylaw No. 
8122, Amendment Bylaw No. 8831 (Attachment 5) be introduced aud 
given first, second alld third readillg. 

(5) That tire staff report dated May 15, 2012 from the Gelleral Mallager, 
Law & Comnllmity Safety fitlell Allti-Idlillg Initiatives alld 
Regulatioll 011 Public Property be forwarded to the Cou1JciVSchool 
Board Liaisoll Commiltee. 

CARRIED 
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5. FIRE CHIEF BRIEFING 
(Verbal Report) 

Items for discussion: 

(i) Be Fire Chiefs Confere1lce 

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

(li) IAFF Western COllferellce 

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. 

(iii) Fire Boat Illcident 

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 
agenclCS. 

(iv) Rescue at Shady Islalld 

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

(v) Langara Agreement 

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

(vij 700 Megaltertz 

Fire Chief McGowan referenced a recent announcement fTom 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, flrefighters and paramedics. 

6. RCMP/OIC BRIEFING 
(Verbal Report) 

Items for discussion: 

(ij Police Week 

ole 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. 

(ii) JimmyNg 1 fill Aminal BaIL Hockey TOllrnament 

OIC Nesset spoke of the Jimmy Ng 10th Annual Ball Hockey Tournament. 
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(iii) Balik Robberies 

Please refer to Page 2 regarding this matter. 

(iv) Policing ill the Hamilton Area 

In reply to queries from Committee, Ole Nesset advised that (i) 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 commtuJity space in the Hamilton Fire Hall may not be suitable 
for policing activities as the site does not lend itself well to walk-in 
customers. 

In reply to a query from the Chair, ole Nesset advised that an analysis 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 conununity 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 
pai:ti cular area and determine how many resources are to be allocated to that 
area. 

7. MANAGER'S REPORT 

(i) Update Oil 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 

8. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation (copy on fil e, City Clerk's Office), 
David Guscott, President and CEO, E-Comm, accompanied by Doug Watson, 
Vice-President of Operations, E-Comm, highlighted the fo llowing 
information: 

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

• since 2009, 90% of9-1-1 calls for fire have been answered within one 
minute; and 

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

Mr. Guscott spoke of the 2011 Stanley Cup riot, noting that in tile span of four 
hours, E-Comm received 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 marmer 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 

It was moved and seconded 
That lite meetillg adjourn. (5:05 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

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

Councillor Derek Dang 
Chair 

HaniehBerg 
Committee Clerk 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Tuesday, June 19,2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes (arrived at 4:04 p.m.) 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Minutes 

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

3556762 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes 0/ the meeting 0/ the Plan"ing Committee held 011 

Tuesday, JUlie 5, 2012, be adopted as circulatell. 

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 

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

Lesley Sherlock, Social Planner, made reference to revi sions to the proposed 
UBCM resolution as suggested by the Richmond Seniors Advisory 
Committee. 
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It was moved and seconded 
(1) Thai the following resolutioll regarding the Office of lite Se/fiors 

Advocate, as atlached to the report nprovillcial Office of Ihe Selliors 
Advocate" daled June 13, 2012 from lite General Manager of 
Community Services, he forwarded to UBCM for consideration at the 
2012 UBCM Convention: 

WHEREAS the Be Ombudsperson released uThe Best of Care: 
Getting it Righi for Seniors (part 2)" with 176 recommendations to 
improve home ami community care, home support, assisted living and 
residential care services for selliors,' 

AND WHEREAS the Province released "Improving Care for B.C. 
Seniors: An Actioll Plan" ill response, includillg the commitment to 
establish an Office o/the Seniors Advocate; 

AND WHEREAS Ihe Province conducted public consultations in 
JUlie and July 2012 to help shape the role and fultctiolts of this 
Office; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED IIwt Ihe UBCM request Iltat tlte 
provincial government ensure that tlte Office of tlte Seniors Advocate 
will, to sufficiently address lite Be Ombudsperson's 
recommendations: 

(a) be an independent officer of the legislature andfully resourcel/; 

(b) focus Oil home and community care, as well as Itealtlt 
promotioll services; 

(c) provide proactive, systemic advocacy; 

(d) ensure that effective procedures are ill place regarding seniors' 
care facility complaints, illspectiolls and reporting; 

(e) be accessible alUl responsive to Be's diverse and growing 
seniors populatioll; and 

(f) support local and provincial seniors' organisations. 

(2) That a letter be sent to the Premier, with copies to Ihe appropriate 
Minister and Richmond MUs, regarding proposed roles and 
functions of the Office of the Seniors Advocate. 

CARRIED 

2. PROJECT SPECIFIC FINANCIAL AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 
FOR THE PROPOSED KIWANIS TOWERS AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AT 6251 M1NORU BOULEVARD 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8915/8916) (REDMS No. 3487847) 

Brian 1. Jackson, Director of Development, provided background information 
and advised that the proposed policy changes are necessary in order to 
facilitate what he believes to be an exciting affordable housing project. 
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Mr. Jackson slated 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. 

CUr. Barnes entered rhe meeting (4:04 p.m.). 

Dena Kae Bcno, 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, referred 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 Changes 

• 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 C~bie Area Plan (CCAP) needs to be amended in order to 
faci litate 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 bon using approach and will allow for the AHVT contributions 
to City approved affordable hOllsing 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; (ii) 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 
Riclunond since 1959 and are registered non-profit society. 
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It was moved and seconded 
(/) That the recommelldations ill the staff report dated May 30, 2012 

from fhe General Manager, Commullity Services, to providejillullcial 
support by the City to Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens JIOllSillg 
Society for the proposed Kiwanis Towers affordable /tollsing project 
at 6251 Milloru Boulevard, be endorsed, subject to the following 
comlitiolls beillg satisfied: 

(a) Richmolld Rezonillg Bylaw 8500. Amendment Bylaw No. 8914 
(RZ 11-591685) beillg adopled; and 

(b) Confirmation from tlte KiwllIlis Selliors Housing Society that 
the required[ullllillg amUor financing !tas been secured; 

(2) That lite Kiwallis Towers development be approved (IS a special 
development circumstance, meeting lite Affordable Housillg Stmlegy 
alld otlter City policy requirements, as outlinell ill tlte staff report 
dated May 30, 2012 from tlte Gelleral Mallager, Community Services, 
titled "Project Specific FillanciaL alld Policy Considerations for tlte 
Proposed Kiwallis Towers Affordable Housing Development at 6251 
Minoru Boulevard,' 

(3) Tltat Official Conmumity PIa" Amendment Bylaw No. 8915 to amend 
tlte City Centre Area Plait (dated September 14, 2009), as set out ill 
the staff report dated May 30, 2012 from tlte GeneraL Manager of 
Commullity Services, entitled "Project Specific Financial and Policy 
Considerations for tlte Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable HOllsing 
Development at 6251 Mitwru Boulevard", be introduced and givell 
first reading; 

(4) TIre Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 89/6 to amend 
tIre West Cambie Area Piau (dated July 24, 2006), as set out ill tlte 
staff report dated May 30, 2012 from tlte Geneml Manager of 
Commullity Services, entitled "Project Specific Financial and Policy 
Considerations for tlte Proposed Kiwa"is Towers Affordable Housing 
Development at 6251 Millor" Boulevard", be introduced and given 
first readillg; 

(5) Tltat Bylaws No. 8915 alld No. 8916, Itavillg bee" considered ill 
conjllllcti01r witlt: 

(a) tIre City's Fillancial Plan alld Capital Program; 

(b) tlte Greater "Vallcouver Regional District Solid Waste alld 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

are Itereby deemed to be consistent with said program alld plalls, ill 
accordance with Section 882(3)(0) of tIre LocaL Governmellt Act; 
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(6) Tirol By/aUl No. 8915 and No. 8916, havillg beell considered in 
accort/allce wit" OCP Bylaw Preparatioll Consultation Policy 5043, 
is hereby deemed not to require/liT/iter cOllsultatioll; 

(7) That amendmen.is to tire Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy 
(dated May 9, 2007), as set Ollt ;11 Attachmelll 3 of lite staff report 
dated May 30, 2012 from 'lie Gelleral Manager 0/ Community 
Services, entitled (tProject Specific Financial altd Policy 
Considerations for lite Proposed Kiwanis Towers Affordable HOllsing 
Development at 6251 Millortl Boulevard", be approved as AddendulIl 
No.4 to lite Richmond Affordable JIOliSillg Strategy; 

(8) Tlrat stafl work witlt lite Richmond Kiwanis Sellior Citizens HOllsing 
Society applicant team to assist ill the development of a tenant 
management plall to address: operatioll ami tenant management, 
resident amenity plmwillg, ami conlllllmity networking allll 
partnership opportunities for the delivery of housing and resident 
programmillg; 

(9) That S5,452,672 be allocated to Kiwallis Towers Affordable Housing 
Developmellt from tlte existing City Wide Affordable Housing 
projects; and 

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

CARRIED 

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

3. APPLICATION BY POLYGON CARRERA HOMES LTD. FOR 
REWNIl'!G AT 6251 MINORU BOULEVARD FROM SCHOOL AND 
Il'!STITUTIONAL USE (S1) TO IDGH RISE APARTMENT (ZHRll) 
BRIGHOUSE VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE) 

TERMINATION OF HOUSIl'!G AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 8677 
(MAYFAIR PLACE) AND BYLAW NO. 8687 (CAMBRIDGE PARK) 
AND TERMINATION OF ASSOCIATED HOUSIl'!G AGREEMENTS 

ZONING TEXT AMENDMENTS INITIATED BY THE CITY OF 
RICHMOND TO REMOVE REQUIREMENTS TO PROVIDE 
AFFORDABLE HOUSIl'!G AT 9399 (ODLIl'! ROAD (MAYFAIR 
PLACE), 9500 ODLIl'! ROAD (CAMBRIDGE PARK) AND 9566 
TOMICKI A VENUE (FISHER GATE I WISHING TREE) 
(File Ref. No: 12-806().2o.a67718687. RZ 11 -591685, ZT 12-605555, ZT 12-605556, loT 12-605577, u:x 12-

605913 & 11-60592Z; REOMS 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 pennission to rezone 6251 
Minoru Boulevard from School and Institutional Use (Sn to a site­
specific zone (ZHRll) in order to permit the development of five bigh­
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 wjtb an adjacent 3.5 metre 
public right of passage arc required along the northern property line to 
accommodate the new east-west road. sidewalk and boulevard; thi s 
will act as a new pedestrian connection from Minoru Boulevard to 
Minoru Park. 

Mr. Jackson commented on the cUll-ent 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 noted lhat the City would 
contribute approximately $5 million from the Affordable Housing Capital 
Reserve Fund, 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 each 
proposed 'donor' site and are converted to a dollar equivalent using the 
appropriate AHVT rates. As a result of this mechanism, Kiwanis wi ll 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 
built 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 potential ly 
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 propose.d 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 infonned 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 ofthe various road and intersectiori improvements and the 
following information was noted: 

• the proposal includes 91 vehicle stalls for the Kiwanis project, 
including ten stalls located within the Carrera parkade; 

• the proposal includes 466 vehicle stalls for Carrera residents and 
visitors; and 

• rezoning considerations include the requirement of (i) electrical outlets 
and specified voltages; (ii) cash contribution for a bus shelter; and (iii) 
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 fo llowing information 
regarding the proposed project: 

• the dedicated stalls for health care workers are part of the project's 
visitor parking analysis; 

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

• 

• 

• 

• 

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

the Kiwanis towers incorporate utility efficiencies such as glazing to 
wall ratio of 47%, electric 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 fee l 
that a concentration of seniors in this area is suitable; 

• rezoning considerations include elements that will ensure 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 qualify ing tenants with 
finding interim housing, and assisting with the costs of moving; 

• utilizing the 2006 Census, approximately 4,1 20 or 25 percent of 
Richmond renler households 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 rent; and 

• in 201 1, BC I-lousing reported that it had 243 Richmond seniors on 
their applicant registry waiting list. 

In repl y 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 meeting 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 pubUc 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 
accommodate a large meeting area, a fitness studio, a games room, and 
an arts and crafts 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 tower~. 

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, Mr. Jackson advised that the proposed 
height 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 infonn those in the immediate area of the proposed project. 

The Chair advised that should Council 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 he was opposed to the 
proposed development. I-Ie indicated that he is 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 to such a meeting. 
Mr. Sandu stated concerns related to excessive density, additional traffic, and 
the environm~nt. 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. Furthennore, 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 query 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 
an innovative public, private, non-profit partnership approach to achieve the 
City'S affordable housing vision. 

Tn reply to comments from Committee, Mr. Jackson stated that a shadowing 
study would be conducted. Also, he corrunented 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. 

CUr. SIeves left the meeting (5: 17 p.m.). 
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Mr. Jackson provided a brief overview of the eeAP and highlighted the 
fo llowing information: 

• the CCAP was adopted by Council in 2009; 

• the CCAP sets the stage for future generations to live, work, play and 
learn in Richmond's City Centre; and 

• some key feahrres 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 (ii) a network 
of six "urban villages" in the form of higher-density. transit- and 
pedestrian-oriented communities. 

Mr. Jackson advised that more detailed information on the eCAP is 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 noted that it is very 
difficult to organize such a large group. 

Cllr. Steves returned to the meeting (5:20 p.m.). 

Riclunond resident, 6088 Minoru Boulevard, stated that he believed that the 
proposed project was not suitable fo r the site. He agreed that the City requires 
affordable housirig, 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. 

h was moved and seconded 
(1) That OfficiaL Comnlllllity Plait Amendment Bylaw No. 8910, to repeal 

the existing map designations ill Sub-Area B.2 in Sectioll 3.0 of 
Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan, DeveLopment Permit 
Guidelines), of the Official Commtmily Plan Bylaw 7100 for 6111 -
6651 Milloru Boulevard and by designating those areas "Mixed Use 
- High-Rise Residelltial , Commercial & Mixed Use", be introduced 
ami givelljirst reading; 

(2) That ByLaw No. 8910, having beell considered ill conjunction with: 

(a) the City's Financial Piau amI Capital Program; 

(b) tlte Greater Vallcouver Regional District Solid Waste alld 
Liquid Waste Management PltlllS; 

is hereby deemed to be consistent witlt said program and plalls, ilt 
accordance with Section 882(3)(0) of the Local Government Act,. 
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(3) That Bylaw No. 8910, /raving been cOllsidered ill accordallce with 
OCP By/aw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed 
110/ to require/urllter cOllSultatioll; 

(4) Thai Termination 0/ Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place ami 
Cambridge Park) Bylaw No. 8911 be ill/roducet! and given first 
readillg to permit lire City to authorize tl,e termination 0/ Housing 
Agreements entered ;1110 pursua"t to Bylaw No. 8677 (Mayfair Place) 
alld Bylaw No. 8687 (Cambridge Park); 

(5) Tlrot Richmond Zonillg 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8912, for a 
Zoning Text Amendment to tlte Low Rise Apartment (ZLR24) -
Alexalldra Neighbourhood (JYest Camhie) ZOlle to increase tlte 
allowable F.A.R. Jar 9500 Odlill Road (Cambridge Park) alld 9399 
Odtill Road (May/air Place) 10 a maximum of 1. 7 be introduced allil 
give" first reading; 

(6) That Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8913, for a 
Zoning Text Amendment to the Towll Housing (ZT67) - Alexaudra 
Neighbourhood (West Cambie) ZOlle 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; 

(7) rhat the paynreut.to tIre City for tire terminatioll amI discharge of tire 
Housing Agreements entered illto pursuant to Bylaw No. 8677 
(Mayfair Place) ami Bylaw No. 8687 (Cambridge Park) be allocated 
entirely (100 %) to tire capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fuml 
established by Reserve Fund Establishmellt Bylaw No. 7812; 

(8) Tlrat Riclmrollll Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8914, to amend 
tire Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to create "Higlr Rise 
Apartment (ZHRl1) - Brighollse Vii/age (City Centre)" and for tir e 
rezoning 0/6251 Millor" Boulevard from "Sclrool and Institutiollal 
Use (SI)" to "High Rise Apartment (ZRRI1) Briglrotlse Village (City 
Centre)", he introduced and gj)..·enfirst reading; ami 

(9) 17UlI the afforduble /rousing cOlltribution for the rezonillg of 6251 
Milloru Boulevard (RZ 11-591685) be allocated entirely (100 %) to 
tire capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund establislred by Reserve 
Fund Establislrment Bylaw No. 7812. 

CARRJED 

4. APPLICATION BY MATTHEW CHENG ARCIDTECT INC. FOR 
REZONING AT 8751 COOK ROAD FROM LOW DENSITY 
TOWNHOUSES (RTLl) TO IDGH 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 development sign was vandalized; however, 
now that a revised proposal has been submitted, a new sign will be put up. 
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It was moved and seconded 
rhal Bylaw No. 891 7, for the rezolling of 8751 Cook Road from "Low 
Dellsity Townhouses (RTLl)" to "High Density TOWII/,OUSes (RTH3}", be 
introduced and givell first readiug. 

CARRIED 

5. APPLICATION BY PENTA BUJLDERS GROUP FOR A HERITAGE 
AL TERA TlON PERMIT AT3S31 BAYVIEW STREET 
(File Ref. No. HA 12-610486) (RE-DMS No. 353 1833) 

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

It was moved and seconded 
That a Heritage Alteratioll Permit he issued to authorize tire denwlitioll of 
structures alld associated infrastructure at 3531 Bayview Street, Oil a site 
ZOlled Light Illdustrial (IL), inc/mling: 

(a) tlte demolition aud removal of the building; 

(b) the excavation ami removal of associated infrastructure; 

(c) the temporary storage of existillg cOllcrete as mil/ed granular fill 
adjacent to and even ill height with the raised area alollg tire Bayview 
Street edge of the property. rhe fill will be re-used ill future 
redevelopment; 

(d) the securing of the site; alld 

(e) the irlstallatioll of new fencing (if needed) witlr a ftllldscape bllffer. 

6. STEVESTON HERITAGE ZONE 
(File Ref. No. : ) 

CARRIED 

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

It was moved and seconded 
Tltat staff examine creating a heritage plOlmillg aud design approach from 
tire former Atag; Boatworks lip to and includilrg Loudon 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 aU stakeholders 
including the Steveston Harbour Authority (SI-JA) would better conserve 
Steveston heritage. 

Oiscussion further took place regarding the SHA's recent efforts to design 
some oftbeir buildings. 

12. 
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Mr. Jackson advised that staff could examme this and bring back a 
memorandum addressing issues related to design. 

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

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

Councillor Steves distributed a map (attached to and famling part of these 
Minutes as Schedule 1) and corrunented 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 lite designation of tire Gilmore Farm and additional Port Metro 
Vancouver land as indicated 011 Port Metro Vancouver's Fraser Arms Area 
Map he referred to staff to investigate alld report back (0 Committee witlt 
actions lite City CUll take ill all effort to cllrh lite expansioll o/t/le Port. 

8. ROW-HOUSES 
(File Ref. No.:) 

CARRIED 

Discussion ensued regarding recent amendments to the Land Title Act that 
allow for clear party wall agreements that nul with the land in perpetuity. As 
a result of the di scussion, the fo llowing referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That staff examine whether there are suitable sites ill Richmolld for row 
hoases alld report back to the Plal/nillg Committee. 

CARRIED 

9. MANAGER'S REPORT 

None. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (5:51 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

I ) . 
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Councillor B ill McNulty 
Chair 

Planning Committee 
Tuesday, June 19, 2012 

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, 
20 12. 

Hanieh Berg 
Committee Clerk 
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Date: 

Place: 

,Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 

Wednesday, June 20, 2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hal l 

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

Councillor Linda McPhai l 

Minutes 

Call to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:02 p.m. 

3558134 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works & Transportation 
Committee held 011 Wednesday, May 24, 2012, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

I. 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 presented in 
Table 2 (Impact oj Proposed Changes to MRN and BICCS Funding) , of tile . 
report are subject to change as a result of TransLink's current funding 
situation. 
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It was moved and seconded 
Th at the map of road sectiolls proposed to be added to TransLillk's Major 
R OQ(I Network, as shown ;11 Attachment 1 alld described ill Table 3 of the 
staff report (Iated May 24, 2012 from the Director, Transportatioll , be 
endorsed. 

CARRIED 

2. PROPOSED CHANGES TO TRANSLINK'S T AXISA VER PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No. OI-OIS4-04f2012-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 ~ay be anticipated is the fall 0[2012. 

Frances Clark, Riclunond Centre for D isability (ReD). 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 
CUiTCnt program rather than eliminating it, and made the following comments 
about the services currently provided by HandiDart: (i) users must book with 
HandiDart many days in advance, and even then, there is no guarantee of 
service; (ii) users who receive service from HandiDart may not be guaranteed 
a ride back home; (iii) 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. 

Aileen McCormick, 1293 1 Gilbert Road, advised that TransLink has 
contracted out the HandiDart services to an American company. She further 
advised that the HandiDart contract will expire in 20 15, and expressed her 
belief that the public should have access to the contract details. Ms. 
McComuck also noted that Peter Hill, Manager Access Transit, TransLink, 
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 
Ta)dSaver 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 meet the needs of the 
increasing population of seniors. 

A discussion then ensued among staff and members of Committee about: 

2. 
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• the need for a study by TransLink on how to make the system more 
efficient; 

• 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; 

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

• the need for enhancements to the TaxiSaver Program to reduce the 
amount of abuse and fraud. 

I t was moved and seconded 
That TrunsLillk be requested to: 

(1) maintain -,he TaxiSaver Program; 

(2) conduct full consultation, particularLy with the Richmond Selliors 
Advisory Committee allli the Richmond Centre/or Disability; aud 

(3) illvestigate elllrancements to tIre system {luring tire consultation 
period tlrat meet tire lIee{/s o/tlre users. 

CARRlED 

A Riclunond Resident, spoke about the benefits of the TaxiSaver Program, 
and the concerns related to H andiDart. 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 brnden of 
transportation for seniors with a lim ited income, and stated that people with 
disabilities such as bl indness are elig ible for free bus passes regardless of their 
income level. 

3. MANAGER'S REPORT 

Andy Bell, Drainage and Roads p:roject Engineer, provided an update on the 
Fraser River Freshnet as per hi s memo, titled Fraser River Freshnet Udate -
June 19,201 2 (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 20 12, and implementation will follow in the fall. Mr. \Vei 
was requested by the Chair to provide an update regarding the traffic lights to 
the Anny Navy Air Force (ANAF). 
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ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That lite meeting adjollm (4:42 p.m.). 

Councillor Linda Barnes­
Chair 

CARRIED 

Certi fied a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Public 
Works & Transportation Committee of the 
Counci l of the City of Richmond held on 
Wednesday, June 20, 2012. 

Shanan Dhaliwal 
Executive Assistant 
City Clerk's Ollice 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

City of 
Richmond 

Council/School Board Liaison Committee 

Wednesday, May 16,2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
School Trustee Donna Sargent 
School Trustee Rod Belleza 

Minutes 

Cal l to Order: The Chair called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 

3!!293!!3 

AGENDA 

It was moved and seconded 
That tlte CoullcillSclwol Board Liaison Committee agellda for the meetillg 
of Wel/nesday, May 16, 2012, be adoptell with the additioll of Item No.9, 
Pedestriall Safety at Walter Lee Elemelltary. 

CARRIED 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of tlte COIlllciVSclwol Board Liaison 
Committee held 011 Wednesday, March 28, 2012, be at/opted as circulated. 

CARRIED 
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STANDING ITEMS 

1. JOINT SCHOOL DISTRICT I CITY MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
(COR - Dave Semple; RSD - Monica Pamer) 

It was moved and seconded 
Tltal Ih e Joillt School District/City Mallagement Committee " oles f or the 
meetillg !reid Oil Tuesday, M ay 8, 2012, be received/or ill/ormatioll. 

2. PROGRAMS 
(COR - Vern Jacques; RSD - Monica Pamer) 

None. 

3. SCHOOL PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
(RSD - Clive Mason) 

None. 

BUSINESS ARISING & NEW BUSINESS 

CARRIED 

4. CURRENT ISSUES THAT MAY BE IMPACTING RICHMOND 
ADOLESCENTS 
(COR - Kale Rudelier) 

Kate Rudelier, Youth Services Coordinator, was available to respond to 
questions related to the report entitled Current 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 I, 
and forms part of these minutes) and Superintendant, Monica Pamer; noted 
that this report identified the fo llowing gaps in five areas of service and 
support to adolescents: 

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

• Mobility to and from after school activities; 

• Access to various programs; 

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

• 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 fo llow-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 
CouncillBoard Liaison Committee meeting. and to send copies of both reports 
to Vancouver Coastal Health and the Richmond Community Services 
Advisory Committee (RCSAC). 

It was moved and seconded 
That tire reports ell titled Currellt Issues Thai May be Impactillg Richmond 
Adolescents, alld AdolesceJJt Support, be receivedfor ill/ormalioll. 

CARRIED 

5. RICHMOND ADDICTION SERVICES' PROPOSAL TO RENEW A 
FIVE-YEAR PROBLEM GAMBLING PREVENTION AND 
EDUCATION PLAN 
(COR - Lesley Sherlock) 

Lesley 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 20 12. 

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 private practitioner who will also be doing similar work 
in the community. 

A discussion then took place about a letter from the City, requesting the 
Province for continued support ofRASS' funding. City staff was requested to 
provide a copy of the letter to the Board of Education for information. It was 
also noted that this matter would be added to the next Council/School Board 
Liaison 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 elltitled Ricirmond Addictioll Services' Proposal to Renew a 
Five-Year Problem Gambling Prevention and Educatioll Plan be received 
for ill/ormatiou. 

CARRIED 
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6. SPORT FOR LIFE 
(COR- Vern Jacques) (Verbal Update) 

Vern Jacques, Acting Director, Recreation, provided an update on Sport for 
Life and spoke about how physical literacy prepares youth in tenns 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. 

lt was moved and seconded 
rllal,lte verba/upl/ale orr Sport For Life be received/or ill/ormation. 

7. DISTRICT ANNUAL - A REPORT TO OUR COMMUNITY 
(RSD - Monica Pamer) 

CARRIED 

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 
Council, 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 ArulUal 
Report, Ms. Pamer notcd that on June 21, 20 1 1, 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 Educatiolt EJJhOl~ceme"t Agreement (AEEA) be lidded 
to the next Council/School Board Liaison Committee meeting. 

CARRIED 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Divtrict A mwal - A Report to Our Community be received for 
ill/ormation. 

CARRIED 
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8. SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION ON ODLIN DRIVE 
(COR - Dave Semple) (Verbal Update) 

A verbal update was unable 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 wa\k\vays on local streets 
within neighbourhoods to enhance pedestrian safety and mobility. Tills report 
will also address the timing of implementing the proposed pedestrian facility 
on Ash Street between Walter Lee School and Will iams 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 
Committee meeting." 

9. PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AT WALTER LEE ELEMENTARY 
(COR - Dave Semple) (Verbal Update) 

It was noted that the Parent Advisory Council (PAC) had expressed concerns 
about pedestrian 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 Committee 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 infonnation 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 

1 t was moved and seconded 
That tlte meeting adjollfll (10:18 a.m.). 

CARRIED 
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Councillor Linda Barnes 
Chair 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the City of 
Richmond CounciUSchool Board Liaison 
Committee held on Wednesday, May 16, 
2012. 

Shanan Dhaliwal 
Executive Assistant 
City Clerk's Office 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Community Safety Committee 

Phyllis L. Carlyle 

Report to Committee 

10 (2:, ~ 12-- 2-VI'2-

Dale: May 15, 2012 

File: 
General Manager, Law & Community Safety 

Re: Anti-Idling Initiatives & Regulation on Public Property 

Staff Recommendation 

1. THAT the City proceed with Option 2 as outlined in the staff report dated May 15,20 12 
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 
introduced 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 fi rst, second and third reading; and 

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

Phy is L. , r yle 
General Manager, Law & Community Safety 
(604.276.4 104) 

An. 5 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTEOTo: CONCURRENCE ~.rcUR PtO!Z1J:ANAGER 
Budgets ~ / 
Sustainability • 
Fleet ~ ~ 

Law f , 
Parks 
Transportation 

REVIEWED BY TAG INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO INITIALS: 

SUBCOMMITTEE Ie /f[) 
c/'--
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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 infonnation on any anti-idling bylaws that arc in 
effect in other communities. This report responds to the referral and provides recommended 
action for addressing mmecessary vehicle idling in the City_ 

Background 

Allti-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 

" ... more than I 0 seconds of 
id ling uses more fuel than 
restarting the engine. As a rule 
of thumb, if you're go ing to stop 
for I 0 seconds or more - except 
in traffic - tum the engine off. 
You'll save money." 

vehicle use, including: 

• 

• 

• 

degrading air quality through vehicular exhaust 
emiSSIOns; 
contributing to climate change through greenhouse gas 
emissions; and 
consuming non-renewable resources and fiscal 
resources. 

Natural Resources Canada 

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. Modem engines need no 
more than 30 seconds of idling on winter days before driving can begin and excess ive 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 the Environment in January 2012 
titled: '2011lnvenlory o f Air Quality Bylaws in British Columbia' covering vehicle idling, open 
burning and wood burning appliances (full text of the report is available at 
http://www. bcairquality.calreports/pdfslbylaws-201 1.pdf) includes the following: 

• BC Emission Sources in 2009 showed tbat: 

3537567 

o 31.23% of vo latile organic compounds (VOC) are from Transportation; 

o 66.01% of nitrogen oxides (NOx) are from Transportation; 

o the reaction ofVOe and NOx emissions produce ground level ozone (03); and 

o ground level ozone is a health damaging air pollutant linked to respiratory 
problems such as asthma and bronchitis; 
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• the total number of vehicle idling bylaws cnacted by Be municipalities as of 201 1 
totalled 46 - an increase of 170% over the 2007 total of 17; and 

• 24% of Be municipalities have vehicle idling bylaws covering more than 50% of the 
province's population. 

City of Richmond Actions 

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

• Fleet Operations Idle-Free Educational Initiative; 
• City of Richmond and Richmond School District COllllmmity Idle-Free Initiatives; 
• City of Riclullond Climate Change Showdown; and 
• Counci l' s Sustainable Green Fleet Policy # 2020. 

These initiatives are described in more detail in Attachment 1. 

Effectiveness of a By/aw 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 frequently 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 
observations include: 

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

• anti-idling bylaws are viewed predominately as an effective tool to promote vo luntary 
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 is 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: 

3531561 
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I. an additional degree of seriousness and legitimacy is afforded to the issue of idling; 
2. an opportunity to conduct an enforcement blitz is created; and 
3. an opportunity to engage in building community awareness is provided. 

The abi li ty 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 elements with implementing anti-idling bylaws. Key 
chaJlenges, as revealed by this study and insight provided by neighbouring mmllcipalities, 
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 officcr 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 ineffective and need to be accompanied by a high-profile 
public education campaign; and 

• a concerted effort is required to effectively develop and implement idle-control bylaws. 

Some effective campaigns have included targeted signage at local schools and community 
centres 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 Impleme"ti1lg Allti-Idlillg 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 
duties. 

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

Analysis 

Effectiveness of ClIrrent City of Richmond Action 

111e City of Richmond has undertaken various successful lmtmlives that support anti-idling 
behaviour and with limited impact 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 fonnal policy prohibiting unnecessary corporate idling through 
the City' s Sustainable Green Fleet policy. 

The City'S fleet initiatives include: 
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• anti-idling education and expectations as part of driver training, orientation and 
assessment programs; 

• 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 

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

Options A vtliltlblefor Richmond 

Option 1 - Continue Present Level of Internal Anti-Idling Initiatives 
(Not recommended) 

While the City should be recognized for the internal efforts and initiati ves to date, which are 
outl ined in Attachment 1, additional steps can be taken to morc effectively deal with 
unnecessary idling and the level of GHG produced within the City limits. 

Option 2 - Implement: 
• 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 communi ty awareness campaign is an important step towards changing public 
behaviour with regard to vehicle idling. 

Accordingly, it is staffs recommendation that the City continue to adhcre 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 
cOImmmity. 

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

• strengthening of community awareness 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 School Board, 
Transportation Division, lCBC, RCMP and Community Bylaws Division. 

3537567 
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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 81 22 to define infractions 
and representative fines, due to the following considerations : 

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

• these additional regulations and their enforcement would only apply to City-owned or 
controlled property as outlined in the respective bylaws; 

• 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 altemative; and 

• 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 
invo lved the joint implementation of an educational campaign designed to rai se awareness and 
inspire action and a complimentary bylaw regulating such unwanted activity. 

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

Wayne G. Mercer 
Manager, Community Bylaws 
(604.247.4601 ) 

WGM:wgm 
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Attachment 1 

City of Richmond: Anti-Idling Education and Awareness Action Initiatives 

Action by the City of Richmond on anti-idling began in 2004 with initial corporate efforts aimed 
at reducing City fuel usc. 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 Counci l 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 
continue the idle-free initiative without City support. 

City of Richmond Climate Change Showdown 

The Climate Change Showdown, delivered by the non-profit BC Sustainable Energy 
Association, is an innovative workshop taught throughout the province in elementary schools to 
help students learn 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 GHOs 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 perfonnance requirement for City operations. 

3537567 
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City of 
Richmond 

Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8829 

Attachment 3 

Bylaw 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 
fo llowing, in alphabetical order: 

IDLE, IDLING 

MOBILE WORKSHOP 

means the operation of the engine of a vehicle while 
the vehicle IS not in motion. 

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 facil ity 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. 

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 

12. 15.1 

12.15.2 

3393042 

I dling 

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

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

(b) while unattended. 

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 o r the province of British Columbia 
whi le conducting public utility services; 
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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; 

G) used to transport money or valuables in a secure manner and in which a 
person remains to guard the contents in lhe 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 

(I) 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". 

FIRST READING 
CITYOf' 

RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

SECOND READING 
trwcon\ef>t by 

origi""ting 

THIRD READING 

DIvision 

I~~ 
APPROVED 
to< Iltgality 
by SoIic:~o< 

ADOPTED 

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 Ricbmond enacts as follows: 

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

339304S 

3.4 Idling 

3.4.1 No person shall cause or pennit a vehicle to idle at anyone time: 

(a) for more than three minutes; or 

(b) while unattended. 

3.4.2 Subsection 3.4.1 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; 

(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; 

G) 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 

(I) while being used as a mobile workshop. 
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Bylaw 8830 Page 2 

2. Parking (Off-Street) Regulation Bylaw No. 7403, as amended, is further amended, at PART 
EIGHT by adding the following, in alphabetical order: 

IDLE, IDLING 

MOBILE WORKSHOP 

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

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 
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 
CITY OF 

RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

SECOND READING 
for ~onMnl by 

originating 
Division 

TlURD READING Ie:::::;) 
APPROVED 
lor legality 
by Solicitor ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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City of 
Richmond 

Attachment 5 

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: 

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

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

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

FIRST READING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

for colllelli by 
oriolnatin.g 

DIVision 

~ 
APPROVED 
for legai!ty 
by Solicitor 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3393(}3g 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

""://&4'7/43 C2:>"""$­
Date: June 13, 2012 

From: 

Planning Committee 

Cathryn Volkering Carli le 
General Manager 

File: ( 

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, 20 12 from the General 
Manager of Community Services, be fo rwarded to UBCM for consideration at the 2012 
UBeM Convention: 

WHERbAS the Be Ombudsperson released "The Best a/Care: Getting it Right Jor Seniors 
(ParI 2)}} with J 76 recommendations to improve home and community ,'are, home support, 
assisted living and residential care services Jor 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 andfunctions 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 andfully resourced; 
• focus on home and community care, as well as health promotion services; 
• provide proaclive, systemic advocacy; 
• prepare and enforce procedures regarding seniors ' care facility complaints, 

inspections and reporting; 
• be accessible and ref,ponsive to Be 's diverse and growing seniors population; and 
• support/ocal and provincial seniors' organisations. 

2. A letter be sent to the Premier, wi th copies to the appropriate Minister and Riclunond MLAs, 
regarding proposed roles and functions of the Office of the Seniors Advocate. 
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June 13, 2012 

Cathryn Volkering Carli le 
General Manager 

Art. 3 

-2-

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

ilt' ~h / , ./..J.. 
Intergovernmental Relations & Protocol Unit . -----
REVIEWED BY TAG INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO 

~ SUBCOMMITIEE trI 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

[n February 20 12, the Be Ombudsperson released an extensive report with reconunendations 
regard ing seniors' care, "The Best of eare: Getting if Right for Seniors (Part 2)". The report 
included 176 recommendations to improve home and communi ty care, home support, 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 wi ll 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 complai nts are resolved." 

The Province has cOlluni tted to establi shing an Office of the Seniors Advocate, and is currentl y 
conducting province-wide public consultations regarding the role and function of lhe Office. 

The Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee (RSAC) had previously requested that Counci l 
endorse the Ombudsperson's recommendations but, following discussion with their Counci l 
Liaison, decided to make a more specific request. The RSAC subsequently focused on proposed 
Provi.ncial actions, and drafted a letter highlighting their priorities for the Office of the Seniors 
Advocate. The RSAC resolved at their June 2012 meeting to request that a letter bascd on the 
attached be sent to the Province (Attachment 2). 

Analysis 

1. Letter Regarding the Office of the Seniors Advocate 

The RSAC proposes in Attachment 2 that the Office of the Seniors Advocate: 

1. be independent and fully resourced, 
2. focus on home and community care, as well as health promotion services, 
3. provide proactive, systemic advocacy on behalf of BC seniors, 
4. prepare and enforce procedures regarding seniors' care facility complaints, inspections 

and reporting process, 
5. 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 each 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. 
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2. UBCM Resolution 

The Union ofBC Municipalities CUBCM) 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 3U3ched for Council's consideration (Attachment 3). The UBeM 
deadline for resolutions is June 30, 2012. 

Staff surveyed other Lower Mainland municipalities to determine 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, tbe RSAC 
has identified priority roles and functions for the proposed Office oftbe Seniors' Advocate. As 
consultations regarding this Office are currently tmdcrway, the RSAC is requesting Council 
support in shaping how this Advocate can best ensure the well-being of seniors. Staff also 
recommend Council's consideration ofa UBCM reso lution supporting the RSAC request. 

Lesley Sherlock 
Social Planner 
(604-276-4220) 

LS :Is 
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ATTACHMENT I 

News Release 
www.bcombudsperson.ca 

For Immediate Release 
NR12-01 
February 14, 2012 

IMPROVING THE CARE OF SENIORS, 
OMBUDSPERSON RELEASES REPORT WITH 176 RECOMMENDATIONS 

VICTORJA - 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 o/Care: Getting it Right/or 
Seniors in British Columbia (Part 2) is a comprehem;ive and in depth investigation that makes 143 
findings and 176 recommendations. The recommendations arc designed to improve home and 
community care, home support, assisted living and residential care services for seniors. 

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

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

• Providing clear information to seniors and their fam ilies; tracking key home and community 
care data and reporting it publ icly in an annual home and community care report 

• Supporting seniors and fami lies in navigating the home and community care system 
• 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 
• Assisting seniors 10 continue to live at home by assessing the adeq uacy of current home 

support programs and analysi ng the benefits and costs of expansion 
• Ensuring objective and enforceable standards of care fo r home support services 
• Ensuring fair and equal 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 
• Establishing an active inspection, monitoring and enforcement program in assisted living 

residences 
• Ensuring equal treatment, benefits and protection of seniors in residential care by 

establishing one legislative framework that applies to all residential care facilities 
• Ensuring fair treatment by not charging fees to seniors involuntarily detained in residential 

care under the Mental Health Act 

• Ensuring objective and enforceable standards of care for seniors in residential care 

• Enhancing dementia and end-of-l ife care services in residential care 

During the investigation, the Ombudsperson found that the Ministry 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 home support program is meeting 
its goal of assisting seniors to live in their own homes as long as it is practical; and that it is 
ineffective and inadequate for the Ministry of Health to rely on responding to complaints and serious 
incident reports as its main form of oversight for assisted living. The Ombudsperson also fou nd that 
the Ministry of Health' s decision 10 maintain two separate legislative frameworks for residential care 
has resulted in unfair differences in the care and services seniors receive and the fees tbey pay. 
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"Our goal is for there to be consistent, province-wide standards and processes that treat seniors 
across B.C. in a fair and equitable manner," adds Carter. 

While the health authori ties have responded to some of the recommendations in the report, the 
majority of the Ombudsperson's recommendations arc currently being considered by the Ministry of 
Health. The Ombudsperson will monitor progress that is made on the recommendations and report 
the results through the office's website . 

The Ombudsperson launched her systemic investigation into seniors' care issue~ in 2008. 
Part I of the Ombudsperson's report, The Best o/Care: Getting it Right/or Seniors in British 
Columbia (Part J) was released in December, 2009. It contained 10 recommendations that focused 
exc lusively on issues affecting sen iors in residential care. 

The Best a/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 
repons and news releases can be found at www.bcombudsoersoo.ca. They arc: 

• On Short Notice: An Investigation o(Vancouver Island Health Authority's Process (or 

Closing Cowichan Lodge 

• Honouring Commitments: An Investigation o[Frafer Health Authority'.~ Transfer ofSe"iors 

from Temporarilv Funded Residential Care Bed .. 

• Read the Seniors' Report (Part2) 

• FACT Sheet 

For furthe r information: 
Alexis La ng Llilln 
Outreach, Information & Education Officer 
Office of the Ombudsperson 
www.bcombudsoerson.ca 

250-356-7740 
alunn@bcombudsperson.ca 

-30-

2 

CNCL - 84 



.~~~~.~e~F~~'~~ 
www.bcombudsperson.ca 

Home and Community Care Services 

In this report, the Office of the O mbudsperson 

examined three types o f health services for seniors that 

fall under Home and Community Care Services: home 

support, assisted li ving and residential care. Delivering 

the service is the responsibility of five regional health 

authorities and whi le 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 

communi ty care services. 

Our Role 

The Ombudsperson is an independent o(ficer 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 released the resu lts of the first 

part of the investigation with The Best of Care (ParI J). 

That report focussed on three residenti al care issues­

residents' rights, public information, and the role of 

resident and fam ily councils. 

The second part of the investigati on 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 

to services, adequacy of information, standards of care, 

complaints processes, and monitoring and 

enforcement . The investigation resulted in a report that 

makes 143 fmd ings and 176 recommendations. T he 

report, issued in three volumes, can be viewed by 

selecting: Overview (summary), Volume 1 (full report 

on home and community care, home support, assisted 

living) and Volume 2 (full report on residential care). 

THE BEST OF CARE, (Parl2) 

FACT SHEET 

Authorities Invo lved with the Investigations 

The Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Housing, the 
Fraser Health, Interior Health, Northern Health, 
Vancouver Coastal and Vancouver [sland Health 
authorities were involved in the investigation. 

Key Recommendations (R) 

Home and Community Care 
• 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) I to 5, 9 to 11 and 19 

• Support seniors and fam ilies 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 a ides and com munity health 

workers (R) 23 to 26 

• Protect seniors through consistent reporting and 

tracking of abuse and neglect (R) 27 to 32 

• Protect those who complain in good faith about 

home and community care services from any 

adverse conseq uences 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 analysi ng the benefits and costs 

of expansion (R) 34 

• Ensure equal treatment by deve lopi ng consistent 

and adequate time allotme nts for home support 
activities (R) 35 

• Support seniors by establishing a set time frame 

within which seni ors requiring home support 

will rece ive services (R) 36 to 38 

• Enhance home support by includi ng continuity 
of care as an underlying principle (R) 40 

• Ensure objective and enforceable standards of 
care for home support services (R) 42 and 43 

Page I I 

CNCL - 85 



.~~~~~~~!,~~~ THE BEST OF CARE, (Part 2) 

FACT SHEET 
www.bcombudsperson.ca 

Assisted Living 
• Ensure the Office o f tile Assisted Living Registrar ccases to contract with the Health Employers Association for 

staff (R) 51 
• Ensure fair and equal treatment by ensuring immediately that no seniors 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 mon itoring and 

enforcement powers of the registrar (R) 54 to 56 
• Support Seniors by establishing a timeframe within which seniors requiring assisted living will receive service 

(R) 63 to 65 
• Protect seniors by establishing a clear, consistent and fair process fot assessing whether they arc still able to live 

in assisted living (R) 59 to 61, 67 
• Ensure objective and enforceable standards of care for assisted living (R) 69 
• Provide legally enforceable tenancy rights to assisted livi ng residents (R) 82 to 84 
• Enhance protection of seniors by establishing a single, accessible process to respond to all complaints about 

assisted living (R) 75 to 81 
• Enhance protection of seniors by improving reporting of serious incidents (R) 85 to 87 
• 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 one legislativc 

framework that applies to all residential care facilities (R) 94 to 96 
• Provide choice and offer flexibi lity 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 
• Ensure fair treatment by not charging seniors involuntarily detained in residential care under the Mental Health 

Act fees (R) 130 10 132 
• Ensure objective and enforceable standards of care for seniors in residential care (R) 133 and 134 
• Establ ish consistent rules on the use of restrain Is (R) 135 to 137 
• Ensure there are clear legal requirements that apply to obtaining consent for the administration of medication 

(R) 139 to 14 1 and 154 
• Establish 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 
• Improve the reporting of incidents, inspections, monitori ng and enforcement practices (R) 152, 153, 156 to 167 
• Establish more transparent and flexib le processes for moves between facilit ies 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, 

a"sisted living, residential care, and by region. The full list is available in the Ovcrview and Volume 2 

Page 12 
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Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 
Serving Richmond since 1991 

-'''' 

June 13, 20 12 

Richmond City Counci l 
69 11 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2Cl 

Dear Mayor and Councillors: 

Re: P rovincial Office of the Seniors Advocate 

ATIACHMENT 2 

At the June 13 meeting of the Richmond Seniors AdvisOIY Committee (RSAC), it was moved: 

"That the RSAC request that Council send a letter to the Province regarding the role and 
function a/the Office a/the Seniors Advocate a~ suggested in the attached document. " 

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

Thank you fo r considering this request. 

Kathleen Holmes 
Chair, Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 

:ls 

3552742 
Richmond CityHaU 6911 No.3 Road,Richmond,BCV6Y2CI f , [.: i f I! , !~,; r I ' 

Telephone 604 276-4220, Fax 604 276-4052, Emaillsherlock@richmond.ca ,Ci. i ,., I' 
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June 13,2012 

Seniors Action Plan 
Ministry of Health 
PO Box 9825, STN PROV GOV 
Victoria, BC V8W 9W4 

Roo SENIORS ADVOCATE 

We write to support the provincial govemment' s recent announcement that an Office of the 
Seniors' Advocate will be established, and to outline key features needed for an effecti ve mandate. 

The creation of an effective advocate position is an important step towards implementing the BC 
Ombudsperson's comprehensive recommendations for improving access and accountabili ty in 
BC' s system of home and community care. As the Ombudsperson's recent report (The Best of 
Care: Getting it Righ t for Sen iors in British Columbia - Part 2) makes clear, the need fo r an 
advocate is not simply the resu lt of isolated incidents of abuse or inappropriate care, but rather 
renects widespread systemic problems. As slIch, it is vital that the new Office of the Seniors' 
Advocate have an independent, proactive and systemic mandate, incl uding a focus on 
health promotion, and also be accessible and responsive to BC's diverse seniors population. 

1. Independent and Fully Rcsourced 

The Office of the Seniors' Advocate must be established as an independent office ofthe BC 
Legislature with an obligation to repolt publicly on an annual basis or more often if necessary. The 
Seniors ' Advocate should be structured simi larly to the powers and responsibilities of the 
Representative for Children and Youth. It is extremely important that Lhe Seniors' Advocate be 
independent, fully resourced and report directly to the full iegislarure. 

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

The Office of the Seniors' Advocate shou ld focus on Be's home and commun ity care system as 
well as health promotion services that have the potential to improve seniors' hea lth and well-being, 
reduce the use of expensive acute care services, and support sen iors to live independently in their 
homes for as long as possible. The Advocate' s mandate should focus on the current servi ces 
offered through home and community care (home support, home care, assisted living, 
rehabilitation, res idential care, and end-of- life care/pall iative care), and in addition: 
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a) Ensure access to soc ial supports for seniors who are unab le to mai ntain 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 ass istance with 
meal preparation, cleaning and house maintenance. 

b) Ensure appropriate monitorin g ofthe broader detcnninants of health such as affordable housi ng 
and access ible, affordable transportation that support seniors to live independently in their homes 
for as long as poss ib le. 

3. -P roactive, systemic advocacy on behalf orBe se niors 

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 hea lth promotion 
services meet their needs, and that seniors have the ab ility to advocate fo r cnhancements to these 
services. The advocate must, in collaboration with the ombudsperson, ensure that all the 
recommendations in her Report, "The Best ofeare: Getting it Ri ght for Seniors in British 
Co lumbia (part 2)" are implemented. 

b) Ensure that systematic monitoring, review, and public reporting on home care, communi ty care 
and health promotion serv ices, funded or contracted, are provided by the provinc ial government 
and its service agencies. 

c) Ensure that legislated protection is prov ided to those employees and users of serviccs in health 
care fac ilities and concerned members of the pub lic who compla in or prov ide in fo rmation on 
instances of abuse, inadequate or lack of care in such fac ilities. 

d) Ensure that seniors at a ll levels of care and all ethnic groups receive tlle same level of service 
prov ided by the govern ment in Acute Care, Home Support, Ass isted Livi ng and Residentia l Care. 

e) Work co llaboratively wiLh the Ministry of Hea lth, health authorities, service providers, and 
seniors' organi zations to improve the integration and standardization of services and to ensure a 
responsive and accountab le 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, includi ng 
sufficient resources to support self-advocacy and community-based advocacy, monitoring and 
address ing problems in existing complaints processes, and in some cases advocating directly on 
behalf of seniors. 

g) Ensure (hat the above activities and supports focus on the needs of vulnerable and/or 
marginal ized seniors, includ ing First Nations, immigrant and visible minority seniors, the frail 
elderly, seniors with low incomes and LGBT seniors . 

4. COml)la in ts, lnspections and Repo rting P rocess 

a) Tberc must be specific guideli nes and they must be enfo rceab le and enfo rced. 

b) Inspections or any and a ll seniors' care facilities should be at random, not known in 
advance and exemptions from compli ance be mon itored by either the Advocate or an outside 
qual ified third party. 
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5. Accessible and responsive to nc's diverse :lDd growing seniors Ilo pulation 

It is imparL'Ull for the Advocate' s mandate to renee! the s ize, diversity and vulnerability afBe 's 
growing senior's population, and the complex ity of seniors' health-re lated needs. Appropriate 
processes and resources wi ll be required to identify key issues of concern ( 0 seniors in local 
communities across the provi nce, and from different sub-populations (such as fra il seniors, First 
Nations, imm igrant, visib le minority seniors, and LGBT seniors). 

6. The new Advocate's mandate shou ld: 

a) Ensure local and provincial seniors ' organ izati ons have the resources to conduct outreach to 
their respective commun ities in order to identify emergi ng and long-stand ing issues of concern, and 
provide info rmation to these communities about the Advocate's work. 

b) Provide a range of in-person and online opportuni ties fo r seniors' organizations to engage with 
the Office o f the Seniors' Advocate, including a yearly in-person meeting with key provincial 
organizatio ns. 

We look forward to participating in further dialogue in regard to the Office o f the Seniors' 
Advocate. 

S incerely, 

Richmond City Council 

Cc The Honourable Michael de Jong, Minister of Health 
Mike Famworth, Opposition Critic for Heahh 

3552236 

Katri ne Conroy, Opposition Critic for Seniors and Long-Tenn Carc 
Kim Carter, BC Ombudsperson 
Heather Dev ine, Sen iors Action P lan Team 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

Proposed UBCM Resolution: OFFICE OF THE SENIORS Al)YOCATE 

WHEREAS the Be Ombudsperson released "The Best of Care: Getting it Right for Seniors (Part 
2)" with 176 recorrun cndations 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 fLlllctions of this Office; 

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

• be independent and fully resourced; 
• focus on home and community care, as well as health promotion services; 
• provide proactive, systemic advocacy; 
• prepare and enforce procedures regarding seniors' care faci lity complaints, inspections 

and reporting; 
• be accessible and responsive to Be's diverse and growing seniors population; and 
• support local and provincial seniors ' organisations. 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 

71i: //c/44~~-7.J C"rn_ · 'T1Vlf' Ir r ;fOIe... 
Date: May 30. 2012 

From: Cathryn Volkering Carlile File: 08-4057-05/2012 

Re: 

General Manager - Community Services 

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

1. That the recommendations in the staff report dated May 3D, 2012 from 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. Riclunond Rezoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw No. 8914 (RZ I 1-591685) 
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 Minon! Boulevard. 

3. 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 625 1 MillOn! 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 Minon! Boulevard", be introduced and given first reading. 

3487847 CNCL - 93 



May 30, 2012 -2-

5. That Bylaws No. 89 15 and No. 8916, having been considered in conj wlction with: 

• the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; 

• 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. 

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 oftbe 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. 

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 management, 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. 

to. 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 

~~ 
Cathryn Volkering Carlile 
General Manager - Community Services 
(604-276-4068) 
Att 4 . 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF G ENERAL M ANAGER 

Budgets ~ ~~?<-~~ 
law 7' 
Development Applications ~ Policy Planning 
Real Estate iif' 
REVIEWED BY TAG ~s: REVIEWED BY CAO INITIALS; 

SUBCOMMITIEE (1) 
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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 cost 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 covcr 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, staffalso brought forward the KiwanislPolygon concept last 
year, prior to the submission of the application, to City Council for di scussion. 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 Citi zens 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 of2 concrete 
towers containing a total of296 I-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 SII J Granville A venue/SOSO Anderson Road), with exception given to Council approved 
affordable housing projects in special development circumstances to: 

• Meet senior govenunent funding deadlines, and 

• Confirm that funding has or will be obtained from other levels of govenunent and other 
partners. 

The Ki wanis request for the 625 1 Minoru Boulevard affordable housing development has been 
reviewed as a "project-specific" special development circumstance ·that is proposing to: 

• Secure rents below the Affordable Housing Strategy rates; 

• Seek financial support from other levels of goverrunent; 

• 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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• Align with the Affordable Housing Strategy proposal review and approval criteria. 

Subject to CmUlci! approval, the proposed Kiwanis and City-owned sites will be tbe 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 
contributions being applied, as (BC Housing 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 financmg costs are subject to BC Housing financing approval terms and requirements. KiwaniS reports 
$16,581 ,390 for BC Housing financing costs, which doesn't reflect 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-$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 tenns 
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 StTategy requirements and considerations. 

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

To support the viabi lity 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 previously 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-5008, 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. 

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

1. Different proportions of contributions to the Affordable 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: 

3487847 

a) Municipal fiscal relief (i.e. development cost charges, costs related 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 

c) Other costs nomlally 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 I-lousing 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: 

I. 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 oj 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 10 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 sf. for concrete projects. 
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Kiwanis 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. It 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 $1601 sf. 13,896 sf. actual built $2,223,360 
9399 Odlin Road area , 
(16 Built, Secured Units) 
RZ 10-537689 
{West Cambie Area\ 
Cambridge Park $160/sf. 17,010 combined built $2 ,721 ,600 
9500 Odlin Road area (Cambridge , 
(22 BUilt, Secured Units) Wishing Tree and 
RZ 08-4081 04 Fisher Gate) 
(West Camble Area) 

Carrera (Market side/Kiwanis) $225/sf. 18,071 sf. $4 ,066,031 
6251 Minoru Boulevard 
RZ 11-591685 (Pending 

?c~~ncil Ap~~OVa l) 
Ci Centre 

Mueller $225/sf. 23,277 sf. $5,237,409 
8331 , 8351 , 8371 Cambie Rd. 
& 3651 Sexsmith Rd . 
RZ 11-591985 (Under Review 
By Staff) 
fCit 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) 

I ;West Cambie) 
Alexandra Road West $160/sf. 17,945 sf. $2,871 ,264 
9491 , 9511 , 9531 &9591 
Alexandra Road 
RZ 12-598506 (Under Review 
By Staff) 

I twest Cambie\ 
Total $18,690,406 

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

Kiwanis is applying for construction and mortgage financing from Be 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- li eu contributions are deposited to the City's Affordab le Housing Reserve Fund to 
support the City's ability to purchase or acquire land for affordable housing development and to 
leverage funding opportuni ties to work with senior levels of government and community-based 
groups to support the City' s affordable housing objecti ves. 

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 0[$2, 147,204 
made by Polygon for the Hennessey Green and Meridian Gate projects be di sbursed towards the 
Kiwanis Tower Projects. 

C. Proposed City Contribution: Development Cost Cbarge, 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 fo llows: 

Criteria Requirements Kiwanis Tower Project Eligibility 

The eligible applicant must be a Richmond Kiwanis Seniors Housing Constitution registered on 
non-profit society or non-profit Society has operated Seniors September 21 , 1959 
developer housing at the Minoru location since 

1959. B.C. Registered Society Business 
Number on file. 

A written request from the The affordable housing development A rezoning application has been 
applicant indicating the number of consists of: 296 subsidized , seniors received for the proposed 
units to secure rents below what rental units development. 
is stipulated in the Affordable 
Housing Strategy The 2012 affordable housing Kiwanis will secure rents ranging 

strategy stiputates a $925 maximum between $680-$830 per month. 
rent for a 1-bedroom unit, in 
accordance with Housing Income The total shelter costs will range 
limits published by CMHC. between $755-$905 per month (i.e. 

rent, electrical and tenant liability 
insurance costs). 
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The rents must be secured below Terms to be Secured through a Rents and income threshold limits 
the Affordable Housing Strategy in City's Housing Agreement and and annual verification of tenant 
perpetuity. Housing Covenant registered on tille eligibility are subject to the City's 

in perpetuity. requirements as outlined in the 
Housing Agreement. 

Confirmation that funding from at Kiwanis equity contribution ($21 M) Final Provincial Project Approval will 
least one source has been be processed upon receiving 
committed and/or secured (e.g. a Be Housing Financing Provisional confirmation that the project has 
partner from another level of Provincial Approval has been received the required municipal 
government, private sector, or provided to Kiwanis. approvals and has met the BC 
non-profit sector). Housing financing requirements. 

Proposed City contributions. 
BC Housing to have 1"1 priority on 
construction financing agreements. 

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

A financial pro forma has been Polygon has been hired by Kiwanis 
received to include capital to oversee the development and 

The applicant has submitted a construction costs and on-going construction management of the 

sound financial, business, and a operating/maintenance budget proposed Kiwanis Towers 
resident amenity plan. requirements. development. 

On behalf of Kiwanis, Polygon to City staff facilitated a mUlti-
facilitate a tenant relocation program stakeholder project communications 
during construction to include: move process to support: 
out, move in , and temporary rental 
placement and assistance. 1) BC Hydro Thermal Comfort and 

Energy Modeling to maximize: 
In addition , Kiwanis and Polygon energy efficient building design, life 
representatives are working with the cycle operation cost analysis, and 
City through a collaborative multi- non-profit provider and tenant utility 
stakeholder initiative (i.e. City, BC savings. 
Housing, Vancouver Coastal Health , 
BC Non-Profit Housing Association, 2) Resident amenity and service 
and BC Hydro) to support the program planning (e.g. community 
rezoning process, development of an health spaces). 
affordable housing provision 
rationale and a communications 3) Operations and Management 
process. plans (i.e. tenant management, 

operation and maintenance 
requirements and best practices). 

Housing is to be owned and A City Housing Agreement and Kiwanis Senior Housing Society will 
operated in the long-term by a Housing Covenant will be registered retain ownership and oversee the 
non-profit society, non-profit on title to ensure use is secured in management of the proposed 
housing provider or government perpetuity. Kiwanis Towers Development as 
body. senior low-income rental housing. 

BC Housing to register a Section 219 
Covenant on Title, which will expire 5 
years after the mortgage being paid 
in full. 

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 FWld. 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 I Telephone $42,900 

Servicing Cost Charges - Service Connection Fees $27 ,300 

Total City Contribution $3,305,468 

*Offslte services were based on a pro-rated land area calculation between Polygon's adjacent Carerra development 
and Kiwanis. Kiwanis was allocated 39% of the lotal costs. Actual costs of Servicing Agreements will not be finalized 
until engineering design is approved and the contract for construction thai 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 confirmed values and are subject to Ihe Gily delermination and approval requirements. 

Summary: The Kiwanis Towers project meets the non-profit eligibility requirements to apply 
for a City contribution for the payment of Development Cost Charge, Service Cost Charge, and 
Building Permit fees. The City'S contribution would support Kiwanis to achieve financial 
viab ility 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 local 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 
affordable 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 
(ZHRI I) 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 affordable 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 faci litate 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: 

Be Non-Profit Housing Association - Provided assistance in the facilitation 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 Project Communications support 

- Project Financing, Operations and Management 
expertise and best practice information. 

Vancouver Coastal Health - Collaborative 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 collaboration to 
provide technical , communications, planning , and 
community services support to Kiwanis and 
Polygon. 

- Community Services staff provided applicants with 
the Affordable Housing Strategy proposal review 
criteria and utilized the information to guide the 
collaborative process. 
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Further co llaboration 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 Area Plan was adopted by Council. In accordance with 
the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy, an affordable housing density bonusing approach is 
included in the City CentTe Area Plan to be used for rezoning applications in the City Centre. 

Existing Policy Requirements 
Apartments and mixed use developments over 80 residential 
units are required to construct affordable housing units on 
site. 

Make available at least 5% of their total residential 
building area (or a minimum of 4 residential units) 
for affordable low 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) 
Apartments and mixed use developments over 80 
residential units 

Construct and make available at least 5% of their 
lotal residential building area (or a minimum of 4 
residential units) for affordable low end market rental 
housing, 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 Cambie Area Plan was adopted and includes the following policy for 
affordable housing density bonuses for properties within the Alexandra quarter: 
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E xisting Policy Requirements 
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 permit additional density for markel 
housing as a financial incentive to the 
developer for building the affordable 
housing ; 

c) Conceptually, the increased density bonus 
(DB) will be allocated , as follows: 

• One-third of the DB, for affordable 
housing; and 

• Two-thirds of the DB to pay for the 
affordable housing and to provide a 
developer incentive. 

• Note thai 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. 

An amendment to the West Cambie Area Plan density bonusing amenity provisions for 
affordable housing is required to pennit cash contributions towards affordable housing in special 
development circumstances. The proposed amendment to Bylaw No. 89 16 refl ects 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) Prov ide a cash contribution towards 

affordable housing only in Council 
approved s pecial development 
circumstances , while continuing to meet 
the City's affordable housinq policy 
requirements. 

3. Affordable Housing Policy proposed amendmcnts- 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 fac ilitate the creation of new 
affordable housing. 
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Existing requirements - Policy Area #2, Recommendation No.9 and 10 
Affordable Low End Market Rental Housing 

#9) 

#10) 

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 uti lized for apartment and mixed use 
developments involving more than 80 residential units for 
rezoning applications received after July 1, 2007. 

Where an affordable housing unit density bonusing 
approach is provided for apartment and mixed use 
developments involving more than ao residential units : 

a) at least 5% of the lolal residential building area 
(or a minimum of 4 residential un,its) should be 
made available 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 units will 
be subject to a housing agreement registered 
on title. 

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 wlits 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 part of the density bonus 
provisions in each planning area (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 will allow for AHVT contributions to 
City approved affordable housing projects in special development circumstances. 

Proposed Amendment to be added (in bold) 
Affordable Low End Market Rental Housing 

#9a) 

3487847 

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 apartment and mixed use 
developments involving more than 80 residential units for 
rezoning applications received after July 1, 2007, and 

In lieu of constructed units, cash contributions to be 
allowed toward affordable housing onlv in Council 
approved special development circumstances that 
meet the Ci 's affordable hOllsin olic and other 
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City requirements. 

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 housing policY and other 
City requirements. The affordable housing transfer 
value rates are sublect to the City's final 
determination and periodic assessment of housing. 
market and financial requirements. 

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. Is it the best use of significant municipal investment of resources (i.e. Affordable 
Housing Reserve Funds and the conversion of secured, built affordable housing units to 
market hous ing) to support affordable housing for one targeted population group (i.e. 
low-income seniors) versus a broader range of groups? 

2. What is the impact of accepting AJ-IVT contributions to the Low End Market Rental 
Inventory? 

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 200 I Core Need Household data and 2006 Census reflects that: 

• Approximately 4,120 or 2S 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 rent (INALH). 
lNALH households face extreme affordability challenges and risk of homeless ness, and 

• 25 percent of Richmond's seniors are low-income (i.e. below Statistic Canada's Low 
Income Cut Offva!ues), representing the third highest proportion 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 to 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 s b eniors by Age c ateaorv 
IAge Group olal 

otal Seniors- 55 Years and above 42,625 
55-64 Years 21260 

5-74 Years 11 ,885 
5 Years and above 9,48( 

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 
proximi ty 10 services and community amenities, as well as, affordable, accessible and agi ng-in­
place housing options are required. 

Richmond's Seniors Income Distribution 
IAnnuallncome Range Number of Persons IAffordable Shelter Cost 
Under $15,000 16,675 $375 and beloVo 

15,000-$29999 10,305 $375-$750 
30,000-$44 999 6,300 $750-$875 
45 000-$59 999 3,735 $1 125-$1 50 
60,000 and over 4,670 $1 500 and above 

atal With After-Tax Income 41 ,690 

The average reported senior income was reported at $41 ,690. Of the 85,250 Riclunond residents 
who are 55 and over, 25 percent are low-income, representing the third highest proportion of low 
income seniors in the region. There were 830 senior households over the age of 65 that reported 
spending at least 50 percent of their arumal income on total shelter costs, which is reflected in the 
table below: 

INALH Senior Households 
Richmond 1996 2001 2006 

5·54 77! 1245 1340 
Renter: 260 500 395 
Owner. 510 745 950 

5-64 320 500 675 
Renter. 110 170 215 
Owner 205 330 460 

5+ 64! 705 830 
Renter. 380 335 345 
Owner 260 370 485 

*INALH (In need and spending at least 50 percent on housing/shelter) 
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Affordable Housing Strategy 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 1-
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 ofreserve funds and value 
transfer of affordable housing units to be utilized for project's that will secure rents below what 
is stipulated 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 oflow-income senior rental housing with 
monthly rents of$360; whereas, the proposed Kiwanis Towers development will provide rents 
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 detennination is required by Kiwanis to ensure 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, whi le serving the socio-economic needs of their tenants. 

Senior households 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 onl y 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. In 
addition, AHVT contributions 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 Carnbie area 
(Attachment 4). Even if Council approves the acceptance of the AHVT contributions for ailS 
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 Development, 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 summary of the pros and cons of financially supporting the 
development: 

Pros: 

• The Kiwanis site is strategically located in the City Centre and has close proximity to the 
Canada Line, community amenities, Minoru Seniors Place Activity Centre, and nearby 
services. 

• Due to limited Senior Government funding, the proposal offers an innovative partnership 
approach to support subsidized affordable housing development for low income seniors. 

• 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 
conservation. 

• The proposed AHVT contributions, if approved by Council, will support the non-profit 
housing providers to cover development related costs. 

COilS: 

• 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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• The Kiwanis development is targeted exclusively to seniors, whereas, the previously 
secured low 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 scattered 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 
Senior'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-tenn health and well -being of 
affordable housing residents, the Affordable Housing Strategy requires that all affordable 
housing developments be reviewed with the following criteria: 

Criteria Project Review Consideration 

Development/property Polygon is providing the During the construction of the 
management development and construction Kiwanis Towers development, it is 

management . being proposed that the Kiwanis 
Resident Manager will: 1) Work at a 

Kiwanis is to provide the direct similar Seniors housing 
property management with 2 staff development; and 2) Will enroll in a 
and potentially a 3fd staff to provide property management education 
24 hourf7 day a week service. program. 

Additional or alternative professional 
property management and non-profit 
mentoring opportunities have been 
identified. 

Partnerships and support from BC Housing financing- Final Proposed City contributions to 
other levels of government Provincial Project Approval will be include development cost charge, 

subject to the finalization of the service cost charge, and permit 
required municipal approvals and the relief; permitted affordable housing 
applicants meeting BC Housing value transfers and cash-in-lieu 
finance eligibility requirements. contributions. 

Key development risks and Development Risks: Phased Mitigation: 
mitigation strategies contributions, Project costs rising, or 

one of the transfer sites or donor site Polygon and Kiwanis have agreed to 
not proceeding as indicated. enter into a fixed price construction 

contract. 

, Partial contributions are required as 
a condition of the Kiwanis Towers 
rezoning application. A letter of 
credit for the remaining balance of 
the phased contributions with CPl. Is 
required. 
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Be Housing to have first position on 
the construction financing mortgage 
with Be Housing having first charge 
hold. City may pursue primary 
charge on mortgage. 

Be Housing to provide the 
construction financing , with 
modifications at time of the take-out 
mortgage and assignment to a 
financial institution for the long-term 
mortgage. Be Housing to register a 
Section 219 Covenant on title for the 
duration of the mortgage, subject to 
termination 5 years after the 
mortgage is paid in full. 

Be Housing wil l require an operating 
agreement, but it will not be 
registered on tille. The Kiwanis 
project is a Be Housing "finance 
only" project. 

In addition, the City will register 
independently from Be Housing a 
Housing Agreement and Section 219 
Covenant on title, in perpetuity. 

Management capacity and Kiwanis is working with Polygon to Il1terim employment and field training 
experience create an operating budget to include for Kiwanis maintenance personnel 

total tenant shelter, operating and will be provided . 
maintenance costs 

A contingency fund has been 
included to cover on-going 
maintenance and operation expense. 

Community partnerships Kiwanis met with the Seniors Further development of a tenant 
Advisory Committee, Minoru Seniors management, resident amenity 
Society Executive Board and planning and potential community 
Vancouver Coastal Health aboutlhe partnership opportunities is 
proposed development. recommended. 

Financial Impact 

There are four financial aspects resulting from the support of the Kiwanis development: 

1. $18,690,406 wiU be received from Polygon as Affordable Housing Value Transfer 
(AHV1) contributions and disbursed for the Kiwanis Towers project only if: 

3487841 

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. Ci ty receives the funds from Polygon 
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d. Council approves the requests for disbursement to tbe Kiwanis project after the cash 
is received by the City. 

2. if all the proposed Polygon projects and AHVTs referred to in this staff report are approved 
and the contributions are received and deposited inlo the capi tal 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 RescIVe Fund to the capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund (i.e. 
$ 18,690,406 x 30% that is typically directed to the Affordable I'lousing Operating Reserve 
Fund, per Policy 5008 and Bylaw 8206). 

3. If approved, the total amount of $5,452,672 will be allocated to the Kiwanis project whkh 
wi ll 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 58,843,719 
Balance (includinQ committed and uncommitted funds) 

Proposed City Contributions to Kiwanis project I ($5,452,672) 

Remaining City Wide Affordable Housing Capital Reserve Fund 
Balance (including committed and uncommitted funds) 

53,391 ,047 

The City has adopted a density bonusing approach [or all multi -family and single family 
rezoning applications. A cash contribution towards the City' s Affordable Housing 
Reserve is required in exchange for the increased density proposed as part ofa rezoning 
application [or a development with less than 80 dwelling units. Affordable housing 
contributions are allocated to the City Wide and West Cambie Reserves to repleni sh the 
fund balances and to support affordable housing development in these areas. 

4 . To offset the density bonus benefit already provided to Polygon for the Mayfair Place and 
Cambridge Park projects (as a result of terminating the Hous ing Agreements for these 
sites), it is proposed that the square rootage corresponding to the total area o[ the 
affordable housing un its on these sites be factored into the final proposed floor area 
permiued on future Polygon developments (i.e. Polygon's Alexandra West or Alexandra 
East projects). 

3487847 CNCL - 113 



May 30, 2012 - 22 -

The Kiwanis Towers project's proposed fmancial source and contributions include: 

Kiwanis Affordable Housing Development Funding Source 

Funding Source Amount 
Kiwan is Society $34,345,922 

City Contribution: Through proposed 
AHVT, subject to Council approval 

$18,690,406 

City Contribution: Th rough Existing City $5,452,672 
Wide Affordable Housing Capital Projects 

Total Estimated Gross Capital $58,489,000 
Construction Project Costs 

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 exemplifies an innovative multi-stakeholder approach to 
combine non-profit, private, and public sector funding and expertise with Senior Govenunent 
financing and technical support to achieve subsidized rental housing to meet the needs of 
Richmond 's low income seruors. 

&0// f10nD 
Dena Kae Beno 
Affordable Housing Coordinator 
(604) 247-4946 

DKB:dkb 
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AITACHMENT I 

City of 
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 [oHows: 

I. The Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100, Schedule 2. 10, Section 4. 111) 
(City Centre Area Plan) is amended by: 

3527631 

On page 4 - 4, repealing Policy 4. 1n and replacing with the following text: 

"In accordance with the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy, the foUowing density 
bonusing approach will be used for rezoning applications in the City Centre: , 

• Apartment and mixed use 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 residential units) for affordable low end market rental housing. Note: 
Calcw ation on net area as per the Zoning Bylaw. 

• All townhouse developments and apartment or mixed use developments involving 
80 or less residential units are to provide a cash contribution for affordable housing 
(currently $2 per square foot for townhouse developments and $4 per square foot for 
apartment or mixed use developments). 

• SingleR 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 to be 
$1 per square foot for all new singJe-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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Bylaw 8915 Page 2 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Richmond Official ComDlunity Plan Bylaw No. 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8915". 

FIRST READJNG 

SECOND READJNG 

THIRD READJNG 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RlCHMOND 

APPROVED 
for conle"t by 
criglna~ng 
,~, 

APPROVED 
for legality 
by Sollcllor 
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A TT ACI-IMENT 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 Richmond, in open meeting assembled, cnacts as follows: 

1. The Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 7 100, Schedule 2.l1A, 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: 

D ensity Bonusing - Affo rdable 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 pennit additional 
density for market housing as a financial incentive to the developer for building the 
affordable housing; 

c) Conceptually. the increased density bonus (DB) will be allocated, as follows: 
• One-third of the DB, fo! affordable housing; and 
• Two-thirds of the DB to pay for the affordable housing and to provide a developer 

incentive. 
• Note that this formula may vary s lightly, based on an economic analysis during the 

development application review process. 

d) City staff and developers will work together to achieve this goal. 

e) Provide a cash contribution towards affordable housing only in Counci l approved special 
development circumstances, wllile continuing to meet the C ity's affordable housing 
policy requirements. 

Developer Contributions - Public Amenities 

f) Accept contributions from developers based on the West Cambie - Alexandra Interim 
Amenity Guidelines for provision of: 
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Bylaw 8916 Page 2 

• Affordable housing: Where a development does 110t build affordable housing, 
contributions to the Affordable Housing Statutory Reserve Fund will be 
accepted (and no bonus density will be granted); 

• City public realm beautification (e.g. walkways, gateways, p lazas, and 
streetscape beautification); 

• High Street streetscape improvements (e.g., street :furnitur~, landscaping); 
• Child care facilities; 
• 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 responsibilities, roles and financing arrangements." 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Richmond Official CommunHy Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment 
Bylaw 8916" . 

FIRST READING CIll'OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

SECOND READING for content by 
orlglnatinll 

dept. 

THIRD READING d3G 
APPROVED 
for legal~y 

ADOPTED by Sor.c~or 

~ 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy 
Addendum No.4 

(Date Council Approved) 

ATTACHMENT 3 

That the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy dated May 9, 2007, approved by Council on 
May 28, 2007, as amended, be fu rther amended as follows: 

Policy Area #2- The Use of Regulatory Tools and Approaches to Facilitate the Creation of New 
Affordable Iiousing 

Affordable Low End Market Rental Housing 

9-a) 

In lieu of constructed uni ts, 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 requirements. 

lO-d) 

In lieu of constructed units, cash conlTibutions to be allowed towards affordab le housing only in 
Council approved special development circumstances that meet the City's affordable housing 
policy and other City requirements. The affordable housing transfer value rates are subject to the 
City's final detennination and periodic assessment ofhollsing, market and financial 
requirements. 
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D Kiwanis Site 
Map Created By: Onkar Butlar 
Print Date: May 04, 2012 

Note: 
The informat ion shown on this map is compiled from various sources and 
the City mnkes no warrnnlies, e:-:.pressed or implied, as to the accuracy 
orcompielcness of the information. 
Users are reminded that lot sizes and legal description must be confirmed 
at the Land T it le office in New Westminster. 
This IS NOT a legal document, and is published for information and 
convenience purposes only. 
of) City of R.ichmond, 20 10. All rights reserved . Nollo be reproduced 
or distributed without permission . 
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To: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

7O:;'/tl.P?al"'!J CO/?7/h > Jv~ /?I-?{)/'2.. 
Date: May 30,2012 

From: Brian J. Jackson 
Director of Development 

File: RZ 11-591685, ZT 12-605555, 
ZT 12-605556, ZT 12-605577, 
HX 12-605913, HX 12-605922 

Re: Application by Polygon Carrera Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 6251 Minoru 
Boulevard from School and Institutional Use (81) 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 I Wishing Tree). 

Staff 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 ~ 
665 1 Minoru Boulevard and by designating those areas "Mixed Use ~ High-Rise 
Residential , Commercial & Mixed Use", he introduced and given first reading. 

2. That Bylaw No. 8910, having been considered in conjunction with: 

• the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; 
• the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste 

Management Plans; 

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

3. That Bylaw No. 8910, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw 
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further 
consultation. 

4. That Tennination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge Park) Bylaw 
No. 8911 he 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). 

3476878 CNCL - 121 



May 30, 20 12 -2-

5. 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. 

6. Tbat Richmond Zoning 8500 Amendment Bylaw No. 8913, for a Zoning Text 
Amendment to the Town Housing (ZT67) - Alexandra Ncighbourhood (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. 

7. That the payment to tbe City for the tenmnation 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 Establislunent Bylaw No. 7812. 

8. That Richmond Zoning 8500 Am endment Bylaw No. 8914, to amend the Riclunond 
Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 to create "High Rise Apartment (ZHRl l ) - Brigbouse Vi llage 
(City Centre)" and for the rezoning of 6251 Minoru Boulevard from "School and 
Institutional Use (81)" to "High Rise Apartment (ZHRll ) 8righous. Vi llage (City 
Centre)" , be introduced and given flrst reading. 

9. That the affordable housing contribution for the rezoning of625 1 Minoru Boulevard (RZ 
11 -59 1685) be allocated entirely (100%) to the capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund 
established by Reserve Fund EstablisbmcntBylaw No. 7812. 

Director of Developrnent 

BJ :dcb 
Au lO 

ROUTED To; 

Affordable Housing 
Finance 
Law 
Parks 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

POLYGON CARRERA HOMES LTD . ("Po lygon"), as authorized by [he Richmond Kiwanis 
Senior Citizens Housing Society ("Kiwanis"), has applied to the City of Richmond for 
pcnnission to rezone 625 1 MinOTu Blvd. (Attachment 1) from School and Institutional Use (81) 
to a site-specific zone (ZHRll ) in order to pennit the development of 5 high-ri se residential 
lowers with a combined total of approximately 63 J dwelling units including two towers with 296 
seniors affordable housing units to he 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 subdi vision will separate thc two developments into two individual properties - one 
owned by Polygon and one owned by Kiwanis. 

An amendment to the Development Penni t Guidelines in the City Centre Area Plan is p roposed 
to change the foml of development fo r the subject site and six adj acent parcels (6111 through 
665 1 Minoru Boulevard) from " mid-rise" to "high-rise" residential, commercial and mixed use 
forms to more properly reflect the fonn of development massing previously approved or 
anticipated with redevelopment of this area. 

Zoning text amendments are included for three sites (Mayfair Place, Cambridge Park and Fisher 
Gate) plus Housing Agreement tennination B ylaws are provided fo r 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 
affo rdable housing units. 

Background 

Kiwanis is a not-for-profit senior citizens service organization established in 1959 that provides 
affordable seniors independent living rental accorrunodation at its property at 625 1 Minoru Blvd. 
The existing fac ility 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 ri se one and two storey bui ldings containing 122 
suites with rnro new high-rise residential towers accommodating 296 affordable seniors housing 
units. 

Kiwanis' partnership with Polygon came after several attempts to tind a development company 
that would be able to put a plan together that would address Ki wanis' immediate and future 
needs in the communi ty. Over the past fourteen months, Po lygon, Kiwanis, BC Housing and 
City Staff have been working to prepare an approach that would meet the parties' vario us 
inte rests for the site and ultimately result in a redeveloped Kiwanis Seniors Affordable 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 625 1 Minoru Blvd. In brief, the proposal is as follows: 

• Polygon will purchase approximately 60% ofthe existing five acre Kiwanis site for 
market housing. Kiwanis will own the balance of the site (approx. J.8 acres). 

• Using proceeds from the sale and construction financing loans provided by Be Housing, 
Kiwanis 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 thc sitc. Uni ts will range in size 
from 54 m' to 63m2 (583 ft'to 676 ft'). 

• Polygon will usc 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 in 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 dcvelopment 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 tennination 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 equivalent 
amount requested; and, 

• An Affordable Housing Value Transfer (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 constmction being proposed at each proposed "donor" site (e.g. wood $160/sf or 
concrete $225/sf). The subsequent calculation detennines the amount of the cash 
contribution required. 

• To improve the viability of the Kiwanis portion of the project, Kiwanis is requesting 
contributions from the City's Capital Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for City fees on 
the affordable housing portion ofthe 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 dated May 30, 2012. 
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• 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. 

• Financial support by the Ci ty 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 tum will use these funds to pay back the construction 
loans from Be Housing. The City's contributions will be secured via a mortgage on title, 
second in priority onl y to a BC Housing Mortgage to ensure the project is constructed. 

• Post construction, any outstanding debt on the affordable housing project will be 
converted to a "take out" mortgage carried 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 1 million to these costs and will seek a construction 
financing loan of approximately $37.5 million from BC Housing. 

If Counci l approves the recommendations oftrus statf report and future applications to rezone the 
"donor" sites and accept cash contributions in-lieu of the construction of affordable housing units on 
these sites, approxinlately $24, 143,078 (including City contributions of $3,305,468 to Development 
Cost Charges, Servicing Cost Charges and Building Pennit 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 Polygon 'S Carrera project at the existing Kiwanis development site, nine development 
sites are proposed to be involved in the program to assist the Kiwanis project. Attachment 3 
provides a detailed listing of all the properties proposed for the overa11 program either as a 
«donor" site or as part oftbe immediate 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 reports will be provided for the 
other "donor" sites that are not yet rezoned (i.e. Mueller, Alexandra West and Alexandra East). his 
important to Dotc tbat 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 orthe proposed actions for each of the proposed "donor" sites. 

Meridian Gate (9288 Odlin Rd) and Hennessey Green (9800 Odlin Rd) 
Items I and 2 in Attachment 3 
Council approved the rezoning applications for both Meridian Gate and Hennessey Green on 
June 25, 2007. As part o f its original rezoning considerations Polygon provided voluntary cash 
in lieu contributions to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve in the amount of$ I,439,834 and 
$707,370 respectively. 

Mayfair Place (9399 Odlin Rd) and Cambridge Park (9500 Odlin Rd) 
[terns 3 and 4 in Attachment 3 
Counci l approved these two developments on Jan. 24, 20 11 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 s ites have bcen held vaC8111 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 tbe 16 units in Mayfair Place and $2,72 1,600 for the 22 units in 
Cambridge Park to the Affordable Housing Reserve in exchange for discharge of 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 89 13) to allow an out­
right 0.75 F,A.R. for Fisher Gate (9566 Tomieki Ave.) as 11 affordable housing units were 
provided on the Cambridge Park development site as part of Lhe rezoning requirements (as noted 
under DP 08-432203 and RZ 08-408104). 

Proposed New Polvgon Developments ( Items 7 through lOin Attachment 3 ) 

Polygon proposes to make contributions to the City'S Affordable Housing Reserve in lieu of 
bui lding the affordable housing units on site at four market developments currently under review 
by staff, iJlcluding Carrera on the Kiwanis site. The estimated contribution amounts are based on 
the affordable housing floor space totals required at each proposed "donor" s ite for the proposed 
size of the overall development and converted to a dollar equivalent using the appropriate AHVT 
rates (i.e. wood construction value = $160/£r. concrete constnlction val ue = $225/~). 
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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 (i.e. 100%) of tile contribution for Carrera deposited into the capital Affordable Housing 
Reserve Fund. Similar resolutions will be proposed for Mueller, Alexandra West and Alexandra 
East as part of their rezoning application. 

• Carrera (market side of 6251 Minoru Blvd. [RZ 11 -591685]), est. contribution 
$4,257,312. 

• Mueller (8331 /51171 Cambie Rd. & 3651 Sexsmith Rd. [RZ 11-591985]) est. 
contribution $5,237,409. 

• Alexandra Road West (933 1, 9393, 943 1, 945 1 & 947 1 A lexandra Rd. [RZ 12-598503]) 
est. contribution $2,87 1,264. 

• Alexandra Road East (949 1, 95 11 , 953 1 & 959 1 Alexandra Rd. [RZ 12-598506]) est. 
contribution $1 ,570,741. 

Rezoning applications fOT Mueller, Alexandra Road West and Alexandra Road East are currently 
being reviewed by Staff. 

Securing Affordable Housing Contributions 
Because of the amounts involved, contributions from the "donor" developments are proposed to 
consist of an initial 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 (CPl) 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 wi ll be required to be paid. These securities 
will then be reduced by the amount of the contribution made plus the CPT adjustment. 

Cash Flows and City's Contributions 
A spreadsheet showing the proposed Affordable I·lo using Contributions fTom 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 tbe 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: 

I . Upon issuance of the building permit for the Kiwanis affordable housing project (approx. 
$10,9 11, 127); 

2. Upon successful completion ofa quantitative survey by BC Housing of the first tower 
(approx. $3,818,963); 

3. Upon successful completion ofa quantitative survey by BC Housing of the second tower 
(approx. $4,536,779); and, 

4. Coincidental with the Take Out Mortgage (approx. $1 ,570,74 1). 

If the Affordable Housing contributions to the City associated with the fmal grant payments are 
made early and the final inspections have been completed for the second Kiwanis tower then the 
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fmal 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 into between Kiwanis and the City 
relating to the constnlction of the affordable housing units and City contributions toward project 
costs. Key elements of the agreement will include: 

a. Construction of296 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 $20,837,6 10 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 bui lding permit fees, provided that: 
i) Counci l approves the proposed developments that will provide the affordable housing 

contributions; 
ii) the City receives such affordable housing contributions from the owners of the 

proposed developments; and 
iii) 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 units; 

f. Kiwanis will register a mortgage (2nd in priority only to any Be Housing mortgage) 
against Kiwanis' site 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 affordab le housing units required 
under (a) above and provided Ki wanis is not in breach of any of its obligations under the 
mortgage in favour of the City and any BC I-lousing mortgage; and 

g. Nothing in thi s agreement can or may fetter the discretion of Counci lor 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 20,23 8 m2 (2 17,836 tt2 - approx. 5 acres) in area. 
Pursuant to the City Centre Area Plan, dedications will be required for the construction of a half 
road running east-west adjacent to the site's northern property line. The remaining halfroad will 
be acquired through future redevelopment oftbe property to the north (i.e. Minoru Residence). 
Additional land dedication will be required for frontage improvements (e.g. sidewalk and 
boulevard) along Minoru Blvd. Land dedications will total approximately 1909 m2

. 
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Surrounding Development 

To the North: 

To the East: 

To the South: 

To the West: 

A 16,839m2 (4 acre) site zoned Health Care (He) containing the Minoru 
Residence Extended Care Facility at 6 111 Minoru Blvd. This facility is 
owned and operated by Vancouver Coastal Health. 

The northern portion of Richmond Centre Mall,Horizon Towers 
residential development zoned Downtown Conunerci al (CDT I). 

A IS,529m2 (3.8 acre) residenliallot currently zoned High Rise Apartment 
(ZHR4) - Brighouse Vi llage (City Centre) (635 1, 639 1 and 6491 Minoru 
Blvd.). This site is undergoing redevelopment (RZ 04-286496 approved 
Sept., 08 2008; DP 07-362006 pending). The approved Rezoning pennits 
up to four high ri se residential towers with approximately 448 dwelling 
units including 11 3 rental units and 24 affordable seniors housing units. 
The fust phase of the development will consist of two sixteen storey high­
rise buildings with approximately 224 dwelling units over a common 
parking structure. 

The northern portion ofMinoru 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 properti es (6111 through 
665 1 Minoru Boulevard) that front Minoru Blvd. 

The City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) Specific Land Use Map: Brighouse Village (203 1) 
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 0[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 add itional density on a 
site-specific basis via City development app lication processes. The institution designation also 
"provides fo r adjunct uses and/or additional density on the lot and, in the case of a multiple-lot 
development s ite, the development site over and above that permi lled by the underlying Transect 
or Sub-Area Plan, provided that: 

a) the adjunct uses are consistent with those pemlitted by the underlying Transect or 
applicable Sub-Area Plan; 

b) the provision of adjunct uses and/or additional density on !.he development site results in 
a community benefit to the satisfaction of the City; 

c) the development site retains its institution designation; 
d) the scale, fonn, and character of development arc complementary to that intended for 

neighbouring properties under the Area Plan o r applicable Sub-Area Plan." 

3416878 CNCL - 129 



May 30, 201 2 - 10-

The CeAP 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 PolygonlKiwanis 
proposal. 

Staff s assessment of the Polygon/Kiwanis proposal is that it confonns with the CeAP. 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 Pennit Guidelines in the 
City Centre Area Plan to repeal the existing map designations in Sub-Area 8.2 in Section 3.0 of 
Schedule 2.10 (City Centre Area Plan, Development Pemlit Guidelines), of the Official 
Corrununity Plan Bylaw 7100 for 6111 - 6651 Minom Boulevard and by designating those areas 
"Mixed Use - High-Rise Residential, Commercial & Mixed Use". 

This amendment is proposed to more properly reflect the fonn of development massing 
previously approved or anti cipated with redevelopment of this area and the two institution 
designated sites within this area. Two of the properties (663 1 - 665 1 Minoru Blvd.) currentl y 
contain the 3 high-ri se 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 6 111 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 
thi s 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 circwnstance" 
provisions of the Affordable Housing Strategy (per the report from the General Manager, 
Community Services dated May 30, 201 2) to allow the various monetary and cash-in-lieu 
contributions to occur as well as to obtain fi scal relie f 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 titl e and run in perpehlity. The current Affordable Housing 
Strategy establishes a total household annual income of $37,000 or less for one bedroom units. 
The current (i.e. 201 2) max imum monthly rent fo r these units would be $830. These rates are 
reviewed and adjusted by the Consumer Price lndex annually. Although still being refmed, 
Kiwanis is estimating a rental rate of approximately $728/month. Including electrical and tenant 
insurance the total shelter costs will range between $755 and $90S/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, Conununity 
Services dated May 30, 201 2. The General Manager, Community Services bas recommended 
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support for this request. This Staff report begins from this premise and does not further assess 
these merits. 

Consultation 

School District 

The Official Communi ty 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 tmough thi s 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 informational presentation about the project to the Riclunond Seniors 
Advisory Committee on January 11 ,201 2. Information on tbe development plans, tbe tenant 
-relocation program, the parties involved and the anticipated review process were provided. The 
presentation was well received and overall support for tbe project was given by the members in 
attendance. 

Minoru Seniors Society Executive Board 

Polygon and Ki wanis met with representati ves of the Minoru Seniors Society Executive Board 
on February 21, 2012. The intent of tbe meeting was primarily infonnation sharing and 
networking. The discussions involved 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 stall s is included in the Rezoning considerations. 

Vancouver Coastal Health Authority evCR) 

Several meetings were held with VCH as tbe 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 ncw east-west roadway instead. While not a City 
requirement for the overall project, thi s re location will allow a better design for the new 
intersection at Minoru Blvd. Minoru Residence will also benefi t 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. 
currentl y prevents northbound vehicles from turning into the Minoru Residence site. The final 
design will be incorporated in the Service Agreement. 
3476878 CNCL - 131 



May 30, 2012 - 12-

Existing Kiwanis Residents 

Considerable effort has been made by both Kiwanis and Polygon to keep the existing Kiwanis 
tenants infonned of the redevelopment proposal. Polygon establi shed a site office with a 
community liaison to meet with each 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 tbe facility have been offered the fIrst option to return once the new buildings 
have been completed. 

Public Input 

As part of the nonnal Official Community Plan (OCP) and Rezoning review process, this 
application will undergo a Public Hearing. To time of writing, Staff have received 58 written 
submissions on the application including: 

• 38 form letter petitions against the project believed to be primarily from residents at 
Horizon Towers (6088 Minoru Blvd.); 

• 18 on-line submissions in opposition to the project; 

• one letter against the project; and, 

• 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 rai sed in the form letter petition submissions are summarized as follows: 

• 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-ri se high density development; 

• Minoru Park is small and should be enhanced; 
• The passive use portion of the park is small with the larger portion taken up by 

community amenities and facilities; 
• The garden portion is wedged between structures and does not extend to the neighbouring 

streets; 
• The buildings will encircle and isolate Minoru Park and will also obstruct our view of the 

park; and, 
• There are no proper passageways to the park from Westminster Hwy. and Minoru Blvd. 
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The main issues in the on-line submissions, in order of frequency mentioned, are summarized as 
follows: 

• Impact of increased population, densification and overcrowding; 
• Impact of increased traffic to the area; 
• Lmpact to the limited recreational facilities; 
• Impact on the local environment; 
• Blocking views to Minoru Park; 
• Increased air pollution; 
• Increased noise; 
• Takes away the natural use of Minoru Park; 
• The hospital and senior care home are too busy now; 
• Maintain Minoru Park as it is now. 

The letter in opposition from a resident of Horizon Towers notes that tbis development will 
significantly affect the quality of life for the residents in his complex. He specifically identifies 
the following concerns: 

• Population density increases with an additional 634 more families to the area; 
• The increased in traffic in and out of the area; 
• The impact of five towers on their views of Minoru Park; and, 
• 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 1 i ved at 
Kiwanis for many years. He was very appreciative ofllie 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. 639 1, 6491 Minoru B lvd. 
RZ 04-286496). Several improvements are being incorporated as part of the Polygon-Kiwanis 
project that wi ll further enhance the movement of people and vehicles around the area including: 

• A new full traffic signal and cross walk at the new intersection with the proposed east­
west road and Minoru Blvd., 

• 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 
• 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 MinoTu Park creating a more di rect access to the park. 

Noting the concerns 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 Properly representatives 
advised that they had taken the request to the Horizon Towers Strata Council but the Strata 
CowlCiI indicated that they had no interest in meeting with Polygon on the project. 

Staff Comments 

No significant technical concerns have been identified through Staffs review. Staff are 
supportive oftbe subject rezoning provided the applicant fully satisfies the Rezoning 
Considerations as outlined in Attachment 8. 

Detai led technical comments arc provided in the Analysis section below. 

Ana lysis 
OCP Consultation 
Section 879 of the Local Government Act outlines the consultation requirements for amendment 
ofthe Official Community 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 8.2 in Section 3.0 of ScheduJe 2. 10 (City Centre Area Plan, 
Development Permit Guidelines), of the Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 for 61 11 - 665 1 
Minon! 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 
impact's 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. Fo llowing standard protocol for the Public Hearing process, and in consultation with the 
City Clerk's Offices, community groups and neighbours 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 undertaken with both the 
Richmond School 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 wi ll ultimately result in two separately owned properties - one entirely 
consisting of seniors affordable housing and the second entirely market-based residential 
housing. Both properties wi ll continue to be dcsignated "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 is 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 senio rs community by 202 1, 
In 2009, Richmond had an inventory of206 senior subsidized housing units, BC Housing 
reports that in 20 II 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 
li kely 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 ass isted housing tmits for 
seniors on their site - more than doubling their existing capacity. The fonn of development they 
have chosen is concrete hi-ri se which should have a longer life than a replacement wood 
structure and should therefore serve the Richmond commtmity 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 unlikel y 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 faci lity at its present location has considerable meril 
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 fac ility to any other 
similar fac il ity in Richmond, 

From the considerations identifi ed 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 site, 
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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 to in the past. The City's Community 
Social Development Staff, Be I-lousing, Vancouver Coastal Health, the Be Non-Profit Housing 
Association and Polygon 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 Riclunond 's Affordable Housing Stock 
The development proposal will result in 296 seniors affordable housing units. 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 wi tl 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 I Units 

AI-] units deducted from other parts of Richmond (proposed + built) 124 units 
Uuits funded by City/Polygon Transfers (excluding CIL) 95 units 
Net Loss of AH Units: - 29 units 

Existing Units in Kiwanis Facility 122 units 
Portion Funded bv Kiwanis (contribution + mortgage) 191 units 
Net Increase Funded by Kiwanis + 69 units 

Net Gain in AH Units in Richmond + 40 new units 
CalculatIOns exclude fee reltef and cash In beu contributIOns 

2 includes proposed projects, release of secured affordable housing units at Mayfair Place alld 
Cambridge Park. 

It should be noted that the net loss of29 affordable units noted in the table is primarily a result of 
transferring from wood constTuction 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 6351191 and 6491 
Minoru Boulevard will be abandoned/removed and replaced wi th the ultimate storm and sani tary 
sewer system. See Attachment 8 for a detailed description of the site servicing requirements. 

Transportation Issues 
Roads and intersection 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 eastMwest 
road, sidewalk and boulevard. A full traffic signal and crosswalk configuration wi ll be installed 
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at the intersection of the new east-west road and Minoru Blvd. Adjustments to the centre median 
on Minoru Blvd. will be made to accommodate northbound to westbound left-turns onto the new 
east-west road. For the foreseeable future tbe new east-west road will dead end to vehicle traffic 
at 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 MinoTu 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 
committed to maintaining the entire paving stone area through agreement with Kiwanis whereby 
Carrera 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 to 16.5m wide 
public right of passage with two-way vehicle travellrules. 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 acconunodate the widening of the existing southbound bike lane to l.8m, provide a minimum 
1.6 m wide curb/gutter and boulevard plus a 2m wide sidewalk for the full length of the property. 

It should be noted that an existing pedestrian trai l between Minoru Blvd. and Minoru Park along 
the southern property boundary over the Kiwanis site will be closed for site construction. 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 Parldng 
Polygon has submitted a Traffic and Parking Impact Study (TPIS) that compares the proposed 
parking requirements of the Kiwanis seniors affordable housing project to other projects ofa 
similar nature. The development proposal includes 91 vehicle stalls for the Kiwanis project 
(including IO stall s that will be located within the Carrera parkade) and 466 vehicle 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 staUs 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 TOM package have both been reviewed ruld 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 electrical outlets and specified voltages plus the cash contribution for the bus shelter. A 
requirement for two visitor stal ls to be dedicated for health care worker use will be incorporated 
into the Development Pennit Plans. 
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Bike parking 
Transportation staff support the substitution of 32 electric scooter staBs for the Class 1 bicycle 
stalls in the Kiwanis development. All other bike stall requirements arc 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 
western property line arc 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 si te 
preloading it is anticipated that Polygon will apply for the appropriate trcc 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 replacements at a minimum of two for onc. 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 presented 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 g lazing, 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 RP AAC and accepted by the City prior to final adoption of the 
rezoning. The proposed contribution is approximately $283,800. The requirement for the 
submission oftbe 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 corridors of the 
buildings. The proposed design does not include central air conditioning to each residential unit. 

The assessment used tbe International Standards Organization (ISO) 7730·1993 Standard for 
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 
thennal comfort standard without the requirement for mechanical cooling in any of the 
residential units". Ellcrsolv's Engineers have confirmed that their analysis conforms to the OCP 
"ASHRAE 55-2004" requirements for residential development within aircraft 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 thennal comfort concerns. The project is also being 
designed to connect to the District Energy Utility (DEU) once it becomes available. 

BC Hydro Energy Modelling 
With the assistance of Be Hydro and their affiliates, energy use modelling was also undertaken 
for the development under Be Hydro's New Construction Program. The final results of this 
analysis were not available in time to incorporate into this report but early indications are that the 
analysis has resulted in modifications to the design which will result in significant energy cost 
savings to the Kiwanis project over the lifetime of the buildings. More details will be avai lable 
through the Development Permit review for this development. It should be noted that only the 
Carrera development is proposed to connect to the District Energy utility when it becomes 
avai lable. 

Aircraft Noise Assessment 
The development site is located within Aircraft Noise Sensitive Area 3 which are classed as 
Moderate Aircraft Noise Areas vvithin the Official Communi ty 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 (CMf-IC) 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 a lternative 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 lit pedestrian walkway with public rights of passage is proposed to run the length of 
the western property line providing access to the adjacent townhouses and a walking path for all 
park users. Residents of the Carrera development will also have a secured access from the 
faci lity leading into the park_ These residents will have non-exclusive access to 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 Kiwanis 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, 
community 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 offMinoru Blvd. One of the key requirements for Kiwanis was to keep these amenity 
areas centrally located rather than focused toward either of the two towers. The intent is to keep 
them accessible to all the residents. These spaces may be used as program spaces for various 
activities including bringing in external programs of interest to their senior residents. 

The conceptual plans for the two developments indicate that approximately 710m2 (7643 fl?) of 
indoor amenity space will be provided in the Kiwanis and 697 m2 (7503 if) wi ll 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 remain to be refmed at the Development Permit review stage. At Polygon's 
request, preliminary design plans were presented by Gomeroff Bell Lyon Architects Group Tnc. 
and Robert Ciecozzi Architecture Inc. to the Advisory Design Panel 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 issues identified include the following: 

• More detail is needed on the treaUnent 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; 

• Need to look at safety concerns of seniors in internal layouts (e.g. consider using 
washroom doors that open outward, etc.); 

• Need to undertake more design work with the open square between the two projects; 
• 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 
• Look for ways to strengthen the ties between the two projects. 

The rul1 set of comments provided by ADP is provided in Attachment 9. The issues identified 
will be addressed through the Development Permit Review. 

Financial Impact o r Economic Impact 

Approving the Staff recommendation (recomm endations No.7 and No.9) to direct voluntary 
cash-in-lieu contributions from three development projects (i.e. Carrera, Mayfair Place and 
Cambridge Park) to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund m eans that the City will be making a 
[mancial 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 is 
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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 pennitted 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 arc recommending support fo r this unique development proposal. 

In consideration of the many positive aspects of trus location and proximity to services that will 
enhance the liveability for its residents, Staffare supportive of the proposed density proposed for 
this site as thi s is a unique proposal with positive tangible benefits for creating seniors affordable 
housing in proximity to supporti ve services. 

David Brownlee 
Planner 2 

DCB:cas 

Attaclunent I : Location Map - Polygon Carrera-Kiwanis 
Attachment 2: Context Map - Polygon Carrera - Kiwanis and Proposed "Donor" Sites 
Attachment 3: Development List (The Properties Involved) 
Attachment 4: Proposed Affordable Housing Contributions 
Attachment 5: Proposed Milestones and Cash Flow Schedule 
Attachment 6: Polygon Carrera - Ki wanis Development Concept Plans 
Attachment 7: Development Application Data Sheet For Kiwanis and Polygon Carrera 
Attachment 8: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
Attachment 9: ADP Minutes of April IS, 2012 (excerpt) 
Attachment 10: Letters and On-Line Submissions From the Public 
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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 (Brig house Village Urban Centre TS) 

Existing Proposed 

Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens 
Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens 

Owner: 
Housing Society 

Housing Society and 
PolVQon Carrera Homes Ltd. 
Kiwanis AH net: 7,063.96m< 

Site Size (m2
) : 20,238.71 m2 Polygon Carrera net: 11 ,264.37 m2 

Dedications: 1 909.26 m2 

Land Uses: Affordable Seniors Housing 
Affordable Seniors Housing and Market 
Residential 

OCP Designation : Mixed Use Unchanged 

Area Plan Designation: Institution, Urban Centre T5 (25 m) Unchanged 

Zoning: School and Institutiona l Use (51) 
High Rise Apartment (ZHR10)-
Brighouse Village (City Centre) 

Kiwanis: 296 affordable seniors 1 
122 affordable seniors units in 14 bedroom units in two high-rise towers; 

Number of Units: separate low rise one and two storey Polygon: approx. 335 market housing 
buildings units in a mix of townhouse and 3 high-

rise towers. 

Other Designations : NEF: Noise Management - City Bylaw 
Unchanged 

7794 

On Future 
Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance Subdivided Lots 

Density (units/acre): N/A 137.2 u.p.a. net overall none permitted 

Kiwanis Affordable Housing: Kiwanis: 2.78 

Floor Area Ratio: 
2.8 Max. Polygon: 2.98 none permitted 

Polygon Market Side: 3.0 Combined: 2.9 on gross site 
Max. area 

Max. 90% excluding 
Kiwanis: 

l ot Coverage - Building: Polygon: 36.2% excluding none 
landscaped roof decks 

landscaped roof decks 
Kiwanis: 74.95 m x 111.88 m 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 165.96m x 121 .95 m 
(avg.) 

none 
Polygon: 89.07 m x 111.88 

m (avg.) 
Kiwan is Min. 6.0 m except for Kiwanis: 9.25 m except for 

Northem Property Line Setback(m): covered entry canopy which is covered entry canopy which none 
5.2m is 5.2 m 

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 

Minoru Park Setback (m): 
Kiwanis: N/A Kiwan is: N/A 

Polygon: Min. 6.0 m Polygon: none 

3476878 
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ATTACHMENT 7 
On Future 

Bylaw Requirement Proposed 
I 

Variance I 
I 

Subdivided Lots I 

Minoru Boulevard Setback (m) 
Kiwanis: 1.5 m Kiwanis: 1.5 m 
Polyoon: N/A Polyoon: N/A 

none 

Southern Property Line Setback (rn) 
Kiwanis: 0 m Kiwanis: 0 m 
Polvaon: 0 m PolVQon: 0 m 

none 

Heighl (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 none 
(R) I Visilor (V): Polygon: 1.2 (R) and Polygon 1.19 (R) and 

0.2 (V) per unit 0.2 (V) per unit: 
TOM measures to 

Kiwanis: 59 (R) 22 (V) be implemented 
An additional 10 sta lls will be on the market side 
provided on the market side to allow for a 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 
Kiwanis: 60 (R) 30 (V) for use by Kiwan is. reduction o f 

Polygon: 402 (R) 67 (V) Two visitor stalls will be resident stalls 
dedicated to Health Care from 1.2 to 1.19 

providers. stalls I unit. Will 
Polygon : 397 (R) 69 (V) be addressed via 

DP. 

Tandem Parking Spaces: permitted None none 

Kiwanis: 
32 scooter stalls in lieu of x 

Kiwanis: 
Class 1 bike stalls. 
34 Class 2 stalls Substitution of 

370 x Class 1 stalls 
To be reviewed at DP Class 1 stalls with 

Bicycle Parking: 
30 x Class 2 stalls 

Polygon: scooter stalls is 
Polygon: 

419 Class 1 stalls built into zoning 
419 Class 1 stalls 

36 but space for 68 Class 2 schedule. 
68 Class 2 stalls 

stalls provided. To be 
reviewed at DP 

Loading Stalls: 
Kiwanis: 2 large Kiwanis: 2 large 
PoIYQon: 2 larQe PoIYQon: 2 large 

Amenity Space - Indoor: 
Kiwanis: 100 m Kiwanis: 710 m 

none 
PoIYQon: 100 m2 PoIYQon: 697 m2 

Kiwanis: 1776 m2 
Both projects have outdoor 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 
podium amenity spaces. 

Polygon: 2010 m2 Exact area TBD via the 
none 

development permit review. 

Other: Compensation required for 53 on-site trees and 4 off-site trees to be removed. 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 8 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Developer: Polygon Carrera Homes Lid. (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 Rousing 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: 

J. City acceptance of the developer's payment of $4,944,960 in exchange for the tennination and discharge of the 
Housing Agreements pertaining to the 16 affordable housing units constructed at 9399 Odlin Road (Mayfair Place 
- $2,223,360) and 22 affordable housing units (including units required by the Rezoning of9566 Tomicki Avenue 
(Wishing Tree) constructed at 9500 Odlill 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 deposi ted to the City's capital 
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

2. The owners, Polygon Mayfair Place Homes Ltd., and Polygon Cambridge Park Homes Ltd., executing a consent 
to the adoption ofTennination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge Park) Bylaw 8911 and 
entering into legal agreements with the City to tenninate the associated I·Jousing Agreements and Housing 
Covenants. 

3. Kiwanis entering into a legal agreement with the City relating to the construction of296 one-bedroom affordable 
housing units on Lot B (see definition of Lot B in Rezoning Consideration item #6), as required by item 19 of 
these Rezoning Considerations, and City contributions toward project costs. Key elements of the agreement will 
include: 
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a. Construction of296 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. Maximum contribution from City is $20,837,610 towards construction costs (generally in accordance with 
the contribution schedule included in Attachment 5 of the Report to Committee dated May 30, 2012 relating 
to this Rezoning) and a further maximum contribution of $3,305,468 towards payment of development cost 
charges, serv ice cost charges and building pennit fees, provided that: 

i) Council approves the proposed developments that will provide the affordable housing contributions; 

ii) the City receives such affordable housing contributions from the owners of the proposed developments; 
and 

iii) Council approves the disbursement(s) of funds to Kiwanis; 

c. City is released by Kiwani s 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 (2nd 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 sale 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 pemlilting 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 
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ATTACHMENT 8 
g. Nothing in this agreement can or may fetter the discretion of Councilor prejudice or affect the City's rights, 

powers, duties and obligations under any statute, bylaw, regulation, order or other legis lative enactment. 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8914 (6251 Minoru Boulevard), the Developer is 
required to complete the following: 

I. Final Adoption oroep Amendment Bylaw 8910. 

2. Final Adoption of Termination of HOllsing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge Park) Bylaw 891 1, Zon ing 
Text Amendment Bylaws 8912 and 8913 . 

3. Minimum 10m wide road dedication a long the entire northern property line. 

4. Minimum of 4m by 4m road comer cuts required at all intersections measured from the new property or PROP 
SRW lines. 

5. Minimum 2. 15 m wide road dedication a long 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). 

6. 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 I of 
proposed Zoning Section 19.11.4.4. Lot A will conta in the market housing units ("Lot A") and Lot B will contain 
the affordable housing units referred to in item 19 oftbese Rezoning Considerations ("Lot B"). 

7. The granting of a minimum 3. 15 m wide statutory right of way measured from the new northem property line for 
public rights of passage (cxact dimensions for the SRW will be confirmed as part ofthc dctailed design to be 
completed as part of the Servicing Agreement process). Maintenance and liability wi ll be the responsibility of the 
C ity of Richmond. 

8. The granting of a minimum 3.28 m wide statutory right of way along the pedestrian walkway adjacent to Minoru 
Park for public rights of passage (exact dimensions for the SRW wi ll be confinned 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. 

9. 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 identified in the Arborist 's report). 

10. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arbori st 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 shou ld inc lude the scope of work to be undertaken, including: the 
proposed number of sitc monitoring inspections, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction 
assessment report to the City for review. 

II. The granting of a 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 dimensions for the SRW will be confinned as part of the Development Permit review). Maintenance 
and liabi li ty will be the responsib ility of the respective owners of Lot A and Lot B. 

12. Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant on title of both Lot A and Lot 8. 
13. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title of both Lot A and Lot B. 

14. Registration of a legal agreement on title of Lot A providing an easement in favour of Lot B for access to and 
exclusive use of 10 parking stalls on Lot A by visitors and staff of Lot B. 

IS. Registration of a legal agreement on title of Lot A ensuring the following Parking and Transportation Demand 
Management measures identified in the letter fTom Bunt & Associates dated April 11 ,20 12 are provided, 
specifically: 

a) electrica l outlets for one row of parking (20 spaccs) in the Lot A residential parkade; and 

b) One electrical outlet in each bicycle room in the residential towers on Lot A. 

16. 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. C ity acceptance of the developer's offer to volunmri ly contribute $4,066,032 to the C ity's capital Affordable 

Housing Reserve Fund (derived based on 5% of total gross buildable area of361 ,425 ttl for Lot A (18,071 ttl 
multiplied by $2251 tt), such contribution to be in the fonn of the developer providing, prior to Rezoning 
adoption, a cash contribution of $1 ,355,344 together with a Letter afCredit, sati sfactory to the C ity, for 
$2,7 10,688 plus: 

a) an amount equal to $ 1,355,344 multiplied by the estimated consumer price index (CPI) for the period between 
issuance of the Letter afCredit and the estimated date of compl etion of the quantitative survey confinning 
substantial completion orlhe first tower to be constructed on Lot B; and 

b) a further amount equal to $1,355,344 multipl ied by the estimated consumer price index (CPI) for the period 
between issuance of the Letter of Crcdit and the estimated date of completion of the quantitative survcy 
confinning substantial completion of the sccond tower to be constructed on Lot B. 

Fina l Letter of Credit amount to be detennined by City in its sole discretion. 

100% of the contribution under this Rezoning Consideration # 17 will be allocated to the City's capital Affordable 
I lousing Reserve Fund. 

18. Registration of a legal agreement, to the satisfaction oflhe City, on title of Lot A, specifying that: 

Second Tower on Lot A 

a) no building penn it for the second tower 011 Lot A will be issued until the developer provides to the C ity a cash 
contribution of a further $1 ,355,344 (beyond the in itial cash contribution set·out in Rezoning Cons ideration 
# 17) and if this cash contribution is made, the City will pennit the Letter of Credit provided under Rezoning 
Consideration # 17 to be reduced by this amount and the portion of the CP I attributable to this amount; 

b) no final inspection granting occupancy of the second tower constructed on Lot A wi ll be issued until the first 
tower constructed on Lot B has been issued final in spection granting occupancy; 

c) if the cash contribution of $ 1,355,344 payable under (a) above is not made prior to the compl etion of lhe 
quantitative survey confinning substantial completi on oflhe 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, includ ing, at the d iscretion of the Director Development and Manager, Community Soc ial Development, 
that amount equivalent to CPI attributable this contribution, and use such funds for any C ity purpose related 
to affordable housing ( irrespective of whether or not a bui lding pennit has been applied for the second tower 
on Lot A); 

Third Tower on Lot A 

d) no bui lding penn it 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 initia l contribution referred to in Rezoning Cons iderati on # 17 
and the further contribution referred to in (a) above) and if this cash contribution is made, the City will pennit 
the Letter of Credit provided under Rezoning Cons ideration # 17 to be reduced by this amount and the portion 
of the CPt attributab le to this amount; 

e) 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 fina l inspection granting occupancy; 

f) if the cash contribution of$ 1 ,355,344 payable under (d) above is not made prior to the completion ofihe 
quantitative survey confinning substantial completion of the second tower constructed on Lot B, the C ity 
may, in its sole discretion, draw upon a ll or a portion of the Letter of Cred it 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 thi s contri bution, 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). 

19. Regislration of the City's standard Housing Agreement to secure 296 affordable housing units on Lot B, the 
combined habitable floor area of which shall comprise 100% of the subject development's total residentia l 
bu ild ing area. Occupants of the affordable housing units subject to the 1·lousing Agreement shall enjoy fu ll and 
unlimited access to and use of a ll on·site indoor and outdoor amenity spaces. The tenns of the Housing 
Agreements shall indicate that they apply in perpetuity and provide for the fo llowing: 
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ATTACHMENT 8 

Unit Type Number of Units Minimum Unit Area 
Maximum Monthly Total Maximum 

Unit Rent" Household Income'" 
One Bedroom 296 50 m' (535 «') $830.00 $37,000 of less 

May be adjusted perlod!cally as provided for under adopted City policy. 

20. Discharge of Restrictive Covenant 2795S8C (Indenture 455605) in favour of C ity of Richmond. 

21. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $283,821 towards Public Art at $0.75 per square 
foot. 

22. The submission and processing of a Development Pennit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the 
Director of Deve!opment. 

23. Enter into a Servicing Agreement· for the design and constlUction of off site works. Works include, but may Dot 
be limited to the following: Des ign and construction ofthe fo llowing frontage improvements: 
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a) Minorulloul evard, a long the entire development frontage: 

• maintain two southbound travel lanes, 
• widen existing southbound bike lane lo 1.8m, 
• provide a min. 1.6m wide curb/gutter and boulevard, and 
• provide a 2m wide sidewalk. 

b) "East/West Road", from Minom Boulevard to western limit of the development site (from south to north): 

• 2m wide sidewalk 
• I.Sm wide boulevard 
• O.l Sm wide curb/gutter 
• 2.5m wide parking lane 
• 6.0m wide driving surface 
• I.Om transition/shoulder or as per industry (TAC) standards, subject to detailed design as part 

of the SA process. 
c) Minoru Boulevard I "Eastl\Vest Road" intersection : 

• 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 (electri cal & communications), signal indications, 
communications cable, e lectri cal wiring, service conductors, APS (Accessible Pedestrian 
Signals) and illuminated street name sign(s) . 

• Upgrade existing intersection to include a new northbound-la-westbound left-tum lane (SOm 
long, 3.3m wide) and closing existing median (by providing landscaped median) at existing 
access. 

d) Stann works on Minoru Boulevard including the upgrading of the existing 300mm diameter main to a 600mm 
system, from the soulh property line to the next manhole north and constructing a new 450mm sysLem from 
there, north to the manhole near the northern property line. 

e) The C ity requires the sanitary & storm capacity analysis ca lculations and detail design of the stonn sewer to 
be included in the Servicing Agreement design drawings. As part of the proposed works for the neighbouring 
development at 6351191 & 649 1 Minoru Blvd, sections of the existing stonn & sanitary system will be 
abandoncdlremoved and a temporary & ultimate sloml & sanitary system will be constructed. 

l) All new road construction is to be to an acceptable City standard . 

g) Consult with VCH and implement the closure of the existing access immediately north of the development 
s iLe or alternate access improvements, with exact details to be contlfmed as part ohhe SA process. 

CNCL - 168 



ATTACHMENT 8 
Prior to a Development Pcrmif being fonvarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the 
developer is required to: 
I. Incorporate into the Development Pennit 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): 
• Minimum 2.0m wide sidewalk on each side of the road 
• Minimum 7.5m wide pavement 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 repOit and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional on the anticipated energy 

consumption of the Kiwanis Seniors Affordable Housing buildings and a listing of which recommendations and 
features are incorporated into the Kiwanis building design. 

3. Submit a report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, which demonstrates that the 
interior noise levels and thennal conditions comply with the City's Official Community Plan requirements for 
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development. The standard required for air conditioning systems and their a lternatives 
(e.g. ground source heat pumps, heat exchangers and acoustic ducting) is the ASHRAE 55-2004 "Thermal 
Environmental Conditions for Human Occnpancy" 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 utility rooms 45 decibels 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 

Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, 
and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

2. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained on-site, and adjacent to the site, as 
part or the development prior to any construction activities, including building demolition, occurring on-site. 

3. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Pennit (BP) plans as detemlined via the Rezoning and/or 
Development Permit processes. 

4. Obtain a Building Pennit (BP) for any construction hoarding. [f 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 ofthe Building Penn it. For additional infonnalion, contact the Building 
Approvals Division at 604-276-4285. 

3476878 

CNCL - 169 



ATTACHMENT 8 
Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application . 

Wbere the Director of Development deems appro priate, the preceding agreements arc to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 2 19 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in lhe Land Tille Offi ce shall, unless the 
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preced ing agrecmcms shall provide security to the City includ ing indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, leiters o f credit 
and withholding pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Dcvelopment. Al l agreements sha ll be in a fonn and 
content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

[Signed Original on File] 

Signed Date 
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DRAFT -Advisory Design Panel (Excerpt) 
Wednesday, April 18, 2012 

ATTACHMENT 9 

3. RZ 11-591685 - 5 HIGH RISE RESIDENTIAL TOWERS WITH APPROXIMATELY 
634 DWELLING UNITS (INCLUDING 296 AFFORDABLE SENIORS HOUSING 
UNITS AND 338 MARKET HOUSING UNITS) 
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APPLICANT: Polygon Development 275 Ltd. 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 625 1 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/rom the Panel were as/allows: 

• applicant needs to provide infonnation on shading details at the podium level; 

• 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; 

• not 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; 

• 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; 

• lack of graphic infonnation on circulation of people on wheelchairs in the residential units' 
lay·out; there appears to be some tight areas and narrow passages; 

• 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; 

• presume that aging in place features are already in place to meet present and future needs of 
semors; 

• interesting project; 

• concern on the extensive bard surface of the visitor parking area near the central plaza; 

• recognize the value of the lobbies and bow they are spilling out; works very well ; common 
amenity space has potential to engage the roof better; CNCL - 171 
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ATTACHMENT 9 
• 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, mam central areas of the 
buildings look quite flat; need more articulation; 

• 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; 

• loading in the gated area does not appear to have trellis on top based on the three­
dimensional perspective; looks like a big cavernous hole from above; 

• appreciate the idea to have a walkable community along Minoru Boulevard; it would be 
useful 10 have access to the small park seating areas fTom the indoor amenity spaces; 

• 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; 

• 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; 

• the two parts of the project, i.e. Kiwanis and Carrera, have different design styles and 
quality; something must be done to tie the two parts together; needs to be closer in terms of 
quality of construction and materials; . 

• 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; 

• town square area needs framing; building element may be needed; opportunity to create 
outdoor rooms; 

• base of the building is the most unresolved 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 tbe project to the other; 

• facade needs to be more penneable 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; 

• 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; wi ll reduce heating requirements and provide privacy to residents; 
Consider metal louvers on glass spaces to improve privacy along MinoTU. 

• landscape drawing packages are well done; 
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ATTACHMENT 9 
• consider design development to integrate parking access and drive court lay-by into north 

drop-off area or shifting 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 [TOutage on the opposite side of the street; 

• 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 Albcmi 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; 

• Minoru Fayade needs proportional scale; the bigger double height works but stepping down 
does not. 

• look at Frye Art Museum as precedent for pocket park; utilize unifying element along east 
elevation (trelli s, building height/material proportions) and more consistent treatment and 
push/pull of mass/void with pocket park; 

• like the clarity of the big move on the plaza space but it feels very civic and grand, not 
residential and intimate; allow for clements 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; 

• four-storey wall needs more development; consider big tree planting; 

• Minoru Boulevard has a very high level of pedestrian activity; opportunity to humanize the 
street; consider doing something along the streel 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\; 

• 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 

• there is opportunity to work on the corner element at the north tower; will need to be 
accentuated to give the tower a stronger presence. 
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ATTACHMENT 10 

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 RZ 11-591685. 
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: TC': MAYOR & <;<CH I r:;;: j)1~ J;e-r!e&p-r 
I COUNO ILLGR ~ I - f~ ~' T , FROM: CITY ClEH[('S CofflCE cfcr tdt«t-~ -to . J W 
! MJ)p/'k ' " ill 
, . '-" . ' ' K\' 

The c:ity Clerk, Res,PectcdMayor and the councillors: God bless. you all fOr 06 . 

wodcingbard tomilke our RicJunond TBEBEST. Amen. . 7:2.il-S11685 

Re: Rezoning "f the site of 6251- 6271- 6291 calledKiwani's Semor Cnurt. 

I understand there will be a public hearing on the zoning of above site some 
time in futru:e, date and timeunlrnnwn at this ,Particular1:i:me. Beeaosel am 
not sure ·if I will be aVllilable tn attend snch meefing, I am requesting flu: 
enclosed letter be as good as my personal attendance. 

My name is Abdalrehman Premji (If 604 272 5757), m,d I aru nne .of the 
pIOud.resideuce of Kiwani"s Court fur quite a few years" and even though I 
wish tn contin:ne tn live at this weillneated and with gnnd managcment.in 
place, I aru in full agreement fuat lnnking at fue ennnbliog structure .of the 
buildings, theyneed tD be replaced SDnner than later. Io. fue matter .Df fuet, I 
am surprised to see why it was not done earlier. Clinging to tim current 
slueture i$like a dying persnn elioging tn its life. Why llntthen put a new 
life intn tn it, ruld make fue site vel)' presentable in the eyes .of public and 
outsjde visitors" who come in ilioosands in our beautifUl City, which is also 
named as Internatinnal Gateway. The cmrcnt buildings dn Took mes'\Yin the 
area were fue largest mall (Riclunnlld Centre ruld its eye pJeasing 
surrounding) is lncated' In anntherwnrds, these building", which are located 
in the heart of .our vel)' beautiful City, Inok ugly_ It Inoks as if a tall ]leavy . 
persnn with a snian tiny head standing right besides !lie beautiful penple. 
Please do nnt let this coutinue 'While we have God given DPPDrtunity to 
change. 

The ·very bestpart in allowing the rezoning is, b~cause the management has 
agreed tn build twn new apartment buildings witlt 11,e capacily of clnse tn 
300 units, all income assisted units for ·seniQIS, which is v..vice the current 
CCWacity. In allowing the rezoning sooncr, 150 more low income senior 
:fumilieswill find the place fnr fuemse1ves, and the current semnrs (over 100 
families} ·willretuIll back in fue newer buildings. 

Coming tn the current tenants, whn are elderly proud seniors (few .of tI,em 
are clnse to in their 90's, and may have lived l,ere fDr .over 25 years), . 
physically and fimmcially weilk (and I am nne nflhem) living belnw ":<"'F~.-"·;,-"c­
poverty level set by .our Gnvernment, have been treated aud taken go <c e;;:;, 71-
by both Kiwanis andPnlygnn ' 'the maoagemenf' ()' "i 

liP,? 2 6 ~O' CJ () . i2 
.~ e,,,,",,,,, 1/ 

a cF 
{!'AKSO~~ 
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--Page 2---

In my· 40 years of experience-in:real estate,. r have never: seen any landlord 
taking ·SUCll a personal interest aod care in the welfare of its tenaois, 11 (the 
management) Ims gone' so fur as to wunn all the tenants right from the end 
of2010 untilnow~ keeping us on their jntention and progress. made on me 
property. It has alsO' offered us financial assistance to those"who necdit Md 
taken cart} of our moving to' to.c place of our choice, and believe JUe~ back to 
Ollr new place in. few years time. I believe it is a wondeml1 care and help 
unheard of It Ims been in toneli with all the tenants on daily basis ill case 
any of the tenantS need more wonnation. or help. in. this illatteL It has been 
marvellous experience for us. TIu~ Drily tl.rihg so fur it has overlookedin my 
opinion:is that, it is difficult for most of the current tenants, who are retired 
and live Oll Old Age Secmity or OAS,. to get a rented place on their own, in 
such a close to zero occupancy rate envrroIiment and were. ale rent is 
a~eraging at aronod $900. No landlord in hislbcr right mind wilt agre<> to 
rent the place, without asking the guarantee on the' tental payment. The 
landlord w.ill prefer a solid back ground of its. tenant,. especially when it ha. 
back 10 back offers 'to its· rental property, The package given to us by the 
management docs not ensure such a guatafitee. And yes, there are 
Govemments' subsidize houses. But the wait period is anywhere "between 4 
to 5 years before you get one. Henee, we have no choice but to go fur 
marlret rental aeconnoodatioll, where rents are high and to qualify, the 
scrutiny is much greater. 

However; the management has further schedule the meeting with every 
individual, who l,as aoy further difficulty in this case, and I am sure, it.bas 
heen very .fair to us so far:> it will not ignore such a concern.. Polygon in 
partnerShip with.K1wani' s.is very well reputable:firm and it wlluld not wish 
to see any of its tenants, especially financially strapped seniors, be alIt on the 
road. . 

Therefore, if any of my fellow Richmond residents in this public hearing is 
. concern of US, and I do appreciate their good feeling and concern of our well 
being, please feel af ease. We are in a very good hands and are been taken 
more t11an good care. God bless the management. 
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----Page 3 ------

To SllIDID.aCSC the whole story ill one sentence~ I would say to. IUY feUow 
Richmoodresidents, please do not kill the projector even delay it Let it go 
sooner than later. Thauk yOTI. 

~ a very proud residence of tlris beautiful, marvellous and enviable City of 
Richmond, and a citizen of fuis great country Canada, which is heavell on 
this earth, remain yoms veryfueJl~Y, 

(1~// 
t£»~ . 

Abdulrebrnan PIeJllji at 104 - 627'1 Minoru Blvd. Richmond, British 
ColUlllbia CANADA.,V6Y lY5 

( 
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From: John S.T. Yu ng 

#802,6088 Minoru Blvd. 

Richmond, BC, V6V 4A8 

To: Counci lor Linda Barnes, City of Ric hmond 

6911 No.3 Road 

Richmond, BC, V6VXl 

Dear City Councilor, 

[ am the resident of City of Richmo nd and I wou ld like to submit my petition to against a rezoning 

application filed by Polygon Development 275 Ltd about building five·high-rise residentia l towers at the 

current location of 6251 Minoru Blvd. The five towers would house approximately 634 new dwelling 

units. 

The application (Filing #: RZ 11-591'685) involves rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd currently used for low-rise, 

low density s.enior housing and zoned for "School and Institutiona l Use" into a site specific high-rise 

high density residential zone, in order to accommodate a substantial increase i ~ new homes. 

If this project receives approval from the City of Richmond to proceed, our quality of life wi!1 be 

impacted significantly: 

1. Population density: This will bring 634 more families to .the Minoru corridor (between 

Westminste'r Hwy and Richmond Public Library) . . 

2. Traffic: A surge in vehicle traffic in and out of our neighbo'r. 

3. Skyline: The five concrete towers will be built right next to Minoru Park. They will dramatically 

alter the skyline by blocking Minor.u 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 Centre, 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 Hearin·g". We wa nt to stop this 

deve lopment now. 

Our nejghbors 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. 

?incere ly, 
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Send a Submission Online (response #650) 

MayorandCol,Jncillors 

From~ 

Sent: 

City .of Richmo:nd Webs!te [webgraphics@richmond.caJ 

May 21, 2012 7:44 PM 

To: MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #650) 

Categories: 08-4 105-20-201.1591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #650) 

Smvey Information 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richme:nd.ca/Page1793.aspx 

Submission Time/Date: 5121120127:47036 PM 

Smvey Response 

Your Name: Li 0 Huang 

Your Address: 6088 Minoru Blvd. 

Subject Property Address· OR 
6251 Minoru Blvd. Bylaw Nu~ber: 

, 

I Against the rezoning application .to build 5 

Comments: 
, high rise buildings in the area. It will brock my 
j view and. have big imRact on the traffic of ~ 

-.l .surroundlng area. _~ . 

OS/22/2012 

Page 1 of 1 
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Send a Submission qnline (response #65 1) 

MayorandCouncillors . 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

May 21, 2012 7:48 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject:. Send a Submission Online (respon~e #651) 

Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Subinission Online (r esponse #651) 

Smvey Information 
-

Site: City ~ebsite 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

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

Submission Time/Date: 5/21120127:51;47 PM 

Smvey Response 

Your Name: - Shih To yimg 

Your Address: #802, 6088 Minoru Blvd_ -

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number: 

6251 Minoru Blvd., rz 

--

I Please stop the rezoning development across 
my apartment building. The new 5 high rise 

l Comments: II buildings will have significant impact on the 
. . , local environment and traffic condition. Thank , -

'. ! you! . . -----------------_._----'-------------------

05/22/2012 

Page 1 of 1 
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Send a Submission Online (response #652) 

MayorandCounciliors . 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website .twebgraphics@richmond.ca)· 

May 21,20127:52 PM 

To: MayorandCouncin~rs . 

Subject': Send a Submission Online (response #652) 

.Categories : 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #652) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online -------_.- ~.,----- . 
URL: http://cms.richmond.calPage1793.aspx 

---':'---"'-- ---- 5/21120127:56:11 PM 
, 

. $ubmission Time/Date: 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Gin Pang Liu 

Your Address: 6088 Minoru Blvd, #509 

I Subject Property Address OR 
6251 Minoru Blvd. 

Bylaw Number: 

-----, 

Dear cJty council members, Please help to 
disapprove this development project in 

Comments: 
Minoru. It's a low-rise, low density area and 
please keep·it this way. The surge populatiC!n 
from the new towers will destory the peaseful 
environment of the area. 

0512212012 

Page 1 of 1 
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Send a Submission Onl ine (response #653) 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

May 21,20129:41 PM 

To: MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #653) 

Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis .- 6271 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #653) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Se.nd a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx ._---_._. 
Submission nme/Date: 5/21/20129:45:15 PM '------- , - - --

Survey Response 

Your Name: Chan, .Kin Ming 

Y Qur Address: 
801-6077 Minoru Blvd, Richmond, B-_C_ V6Y 
4A8 

Subject Property Address OR 6251 Minoru Blvd Bylaw Number: 

no more residential rezoning aro"und here, 

Comments: over-crowded, especially high rises. will 
overload the traffic and the recreation 
facilities. 

'------ --------------'------ .----

05122/2012 

-Page 1 ofl 
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Send a Submission Online (response #654) 

MayorandCouncillors 

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

Sent: May 21, 2012 9:57 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors . 

Subjec:t: Send a Submission Online (response #654) 

Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591685. - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd 

. Send a Submission Online (response #654) 
• Smvey Information 

- -
Site: City Websitf;} 

Page TitJe: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx 
f-.---~--

Submission TimelDate: 512112012·10:00:20 PM 
.-~ 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Tammy Hon 

Your Addre:;;s : 801 - 6088 t0 inoru Blvd, Richmond B.C. 
V6Y4A8 

Subject Property Address OR 6251 Minonu Blvd 
Bylaw Number: 

I Too many residential buildings around th is 

I area already, too little recreational area (only 
one Minoru Park with limite"d parking space). 

I Don't want to feel !ike living in a densely Comments: 
, 

populated area !ike Burnaby. We are already 
having heavy traffic in RichrrlOnd, it will only 
make it worse if we allow more high-rises·to 
be built in :here. 

0512212012 5 
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Send a Submission Online (response #656) 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca1 

Sent: May 22, 2012 9:35 AM 

To: . MayorandCouncillors . 

S.ubject: Send a Submission Online (response #656) 

Send a Submission Online (response #656) 
Survey Information 

Site: City Website 
- -

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmone;!.caJPage1793.asp-x 

Submission Time/Date: l 512212012 9:3~:55 AM ----- .. ------. . --.. 

Survey Response 

[ YO~ .. ~-~F.~·~_:·.~:-.~ ...... · ... ·. 
. -

Your Address: r-------------.-
Subject Property Address 0 
Bylaw Number: 

Comments: 

05122/2012 

r CUI LING YU 
..t ... .... _ . , 

803-6088 Minoru Blvd.,Riclimond Be 

R 6251 Minoru Blvd. 
, -

Population surge further strain our over-
crowded re'creation faCilities. 

Page 1 of 1· 
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Send a Submission Online (response #657) 

MayorandCouncillors . 

Frorn: City of Richmond Websi.te [webgraphics@richmond.caJ 

Sent: May 22, 2012 9:37 AM 

To: MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #U57) 

Send a Submission Online (response #657) 

Survey Infonnation 

____ ~ ___ . ___ ...:. ___ ~i!~: L~ity '!!_e."b_'i,..'e ___ -,, ___ ___________ _l 

c-___ . ___ .pa~~. ~i~fT~:.n-d-,a-s-u-b-m-i-'-s-io-n-o-n-1i_ne_,..,.._---------I 
1 URL:; http://cms.richm.ond.caJPage1793.aspx 

[ sUbm~i~n5~~~/~~~:j5~~21io~2 9:40_:1_7_A __ M_' _____ -_______ -l 

Survey Response 
'------------,------------, 

Your Name: . __ . ___ +I_y_o,-n-'g'-Z __ h_ao ____ ~ _______ _l 

Your Address: __ ~~803-6088 Min.oru Blvd.,Richmond BC 

Subject Property Address OR 6251 M' BI d 
Bylaw Number: moru v. . 

---'-'---'-r 
L..... ~~~~~~t~: ._. . . . ~ ... . __ .1 . !r~ffic)~m ______ ______ ---'_' 

05122120 12 

Page 1 of 1 
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Send a Submission Online (response #658) 

MayorandCouncillors 

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

Sent: May 22, 2012 9:38 AM 

To: MayorandCouncil!ors 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #658) 

Send a Submission OnlineCresponse #658) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

1--'---
Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL:! http://cms.richmond.calPage1793.aspx 
-~.-~-~.~--. --t-_··_-

Submission TimelDate: 1512212012 9:41 :29 AM 
- - ._ ... - . . - .. .- .. ...- - ... . ---.~ ... 

Survey Response 

~:~;;;i:~--: -~: ......... 'J-;~:~:~8:h:~noru Blvd ,RIChmond Be 

Subject Property Address OR I 6251 Minoru Blvd. 
Bylaw Number: 

~----------~ 
Co~ments~ __ ~._~ . ____ .l .. ~~_c.r_e_a_s_e_d.:.p_o'-p_u_la_ti_o_n_. ________ -1 

0512212012 

Page 1 of 1 '. 

, . 
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Send a Submission Online (response #659) 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: City of Richmond Website (webgraph,ics@richmond.caJ 

Sent: May 22, 2012 4:38 PM 

To: MayorandCounci llors 

Subject : Send a Submission Online (response #659) 

Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #659) 
Survey Information 
r-·· - "' 

L .. 
I 

.. -- ... - ~ . 
Site: City Website _ .. _--_.- .... 

Page Title: ; Send a SUbmission Online 

URL: .. - http://Cms. richmond .cafPage 1793. aspx 

5122/20124:41:11 PM l __ S~~m!.s~.i~ Ti~:lOate : 

Survey Response 

I Y?~~ _N~rn::.. __ ._ --- =-:- ~i Hao____- -. "=-.. ---.-. -.. _-.. -... ~ 
Your Address: . 506-7831 Westminser Hwy.,Richmond--i .-- ... _.. .. .. ... .. ---1: 
Subject Property Address OR . 6251 Mjnoru Blvd. i 
Bylaw Number: ._. __ . ___ ~ 

j Comments: Increased population I L _ __. ______ --..I 

05/2312012 

Page 1 of 1 
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Send a Submission Online (response #660) Page I of I 

MayorandCouncillors 
- -----------------------

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

May 22; 2012 4:39 PM 

MayorandCouncillors 

Send a Submission Online (response #660) 

Categories: 08-4105-20-2011591685 - Kiwanis - 6271 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #660) 

Survey Information 
[= .. -~_. -~ ~ ... -~ .. ·-. ·Si~~~·:·.C·~~_ 0:.~:~~t~. - -------, 

URL: · http://cms.richmond.cafPage1793.aspx 
.... .. 

- ---, 
-- ---------, 

- ----1 

! Page·ntle: , Send a Submission Online 
1- _ . 

Submission Time/Date: 5/22/20124;42:00 PM ___ __ .--..-J 

Survey Response 

i Comments: 
I _ .. 

Traffic jam. 

05/2312012 
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Send.a Submission Online (response #661) 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

May 22, 2012 4:40 PM 

MayorandCquncitlqrs 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #661) 

Categories: 08~41 OS~20·2011S9168S ~ Kiwanis· 6271 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #661) 

Survey Information 

[
_ . . .. - .- .. -_ .... - ... --.----- ----_ ........ ---

Site: , City Website 
1--···_·'--_·_--_· .. - -. _ . ---- -
I_ __ Page Title: ! Send a Submission Online 

, 
: Submission Time/Oate: ' S/22t2012 4:42:51 PM 
'---_ ... 

URL: ~ttp:llcms.richmond.calPage1793_aspx 

.... ----~ _. - .--. 

.... _--
. -.---- I 

. _ ... _____ . __ J 

Survey Response 

! Comments: , 
~-. 

Population surge further strain our over­
crowded recreation facilities. ._------' 

MAY Z 3 ZOlZ 

RECEIVED 

0512312012 

Page 1 at I 
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Send a Submission Online (response #662) 

MayorandCounciJIors 

From: City oJ Richmond Website [webgrapnics@richmond.caJ . 

Sent: May 23, 2012 3:53 PM 

To: MayorandCounciHors 

Subject: 'Send a Submission Online (response #662) 

Categories: 12~8060-20-8914 ~·RZ 11-591685 - KIwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Si.lbmission Online (response #662) 

Survey Information . 
Site: City Website . 

Page Titl~: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http:Hems.richmond.calPage1793.aspx 

Submission nmelDate;' 512312012 3:56:57 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: . SIN, HENRY C & SIN; SUSANNA P 

Your Address: 
1108-6088 MINORU BLVD. RICHMOND, BC 
V6Y 4A8 

Subject Property Address OR 
6251 MINORU BLVD. Bylaw Number: 

INCREASED POPULATION, TRAFFIC JAM, 
ALTER THE SKYLINE BY BLOCKING 

Comments: MINORU PARK, POPULATION' SURGE 
FURTHER STRAIN OUR OVER-CROWDED 
RECREATION FACILITIES. 

0512412012 

Page 1 of.! 

1'1. 
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Send a Submission Online (response #663) ___ Page 1 ofl 
~ 61(rmJ ~AVLS{),J . 

~ f\1-(,Az:,fj-,N 6 -10 . 
_M_a~YO~r_a_n_d~c_o_Ul_' C_i_lIo_r_s _______________________ ~~~0.~~. __ ~ __ _ 

From: City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.caJ 

Sent: May 23, 2012 8:31 PM 

To: ,MayorandCounciliors . 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #663) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8914 - RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd 

. . 
Send a Submission Online (response #663) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

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

Submiss:on nme/Dat~; 5123120128:34:05 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Derek Yeh 

Your Address: 1109-6088 Minoru blvd. Richmond, Be . 
V6Y4A8 

. Subject Property Address OR 6251 Minoru Blvd. Bylaw Number: 

- This project will take away the natural use of 
Minoru Park, an~ it, will increas unnecessary 
population, traffic jam, air pollutions, blocking 
the view of Minoru Park" It has all the bad . , 

Comments: impacts on the surrounding areas along with 
" this Project. The City of Richmond"v.,:ill receive" 

additional property taxes froni"the owners, yet 
as the current residents we will get nothing 
but all the facts I mentioned above. 

0 « RICH4? 
,,"- DATE 01,00 

() 

MAY 2 5 2012 
- '" . CJ.A , RECEIVED -2 

u- ~r/< 
. CL.ERK'S 0 

0512412012 
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Send a Submission Online (resp onse #664) 

. MayorandCouncillors 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphi·cs@richmond.caj 

May 23,20128:35 PM 

MayorandCouncillors 

Subject: . Send a Submission Online (response #664) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8914 -: RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #664) 

Survey Iriformation 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.caIPage1793.aspx 

Submission TImelDate: 5123120128:38:54 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Yu Feng Lee , 

Your Address: 702-6088 Minoru Blvd. Richmond 

Subject Property Address OR 6251 Minonu Blvd. 
Bylaw.,Number: " 

We as the residents in this area strongly 

. 

disagree the proposed project in th is area. We 
don't need extra thousands people to live in 
here. We don't want air pollutions, traffic jam 

.Comments: (which is .already ba9), noisy environment, 
etc. It will be a shame to all city councils if the 
proposed project is passed, because all you 
guys'worry about is money, money, money. 
Not the quality of life to live in Riqhmond 

0512412012 

Page 1 of 1 
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Send a Submission Online (response #665) 

MayorandCouncillors 
. . 

From: City of Richmond Website Iwebgraphics@rjchmond.c~l 

Sent: 

·To: 

May 23,201210:26 PM 

Mayoran,dCouncillors 

Subject: Send a Submission Onl ine (response #665) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8914 - RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #665) 
Survey Information ' 

Site: City Website .. 
Page TItle: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.calPage1793.aspx . 
Submission TimefDate: 5/23/201210:29:10 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Vera Wong 

Your Address: 603-6066 Minoru Blvd.,Richmond B>C. V6Y 
4A6 .. 

Subject Property Address OR 
Bylaw Number:' 6251 Minoru Blvd. 

Imperative to keep Minoru Park as it is. We all 
need this envoitment to maintain a balanced 
surrour)ding and this par~ is one of a kind in 

Comments: 
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 
resulted from over population. Our 

.. Government should rake care of us. not 
burden us. Thank you. 

05124/2012 

Page 1 of 1 

15 

CNCL - 193 



", 

Send a Submission Online (response #666) 

MayorandCounci llors 

From: 

Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

May 24,20127:56 AM 

To : MayorandCounciliors 

Subject: Send a Su!;>missicn Online (resp.0nse #666) 

Categories: 12-8060~20-8914 - RZ 11-591685 - Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #666) 

Survey Information 
Sit~; City Website 

Page TItle; Send a Submission Onllne" 

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

Submission"Time/Date: 5/24/20127:59:42 AM 

Survey Response . 

Your Klame: lau wai.lin, mina 

Your Address: . #1203-6088 Minoru Blvd, Richmond Be V6Y 
4A8 

Subject Property Address OR . 6251 Minoru Blvd 
Bylaw Number: 

opposition reasons: this will increase 
population, cause traffic jam. Also, wi ll alter 

Comments: the skyline by blocking Minoru Park, The 
Population Surge further strain our over-
crowded recreation facilities. 

05124/2012 

~age 1 of 1 

/ (" 
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Send a Submission Online (response #667) 

MayorandCouncillors 

From: 

S4?nt: 

City of Richmond Website [webgraphics@richmond.ca] 

May 25,20123:31 PM 

To: MayorandCounciliors' 

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #667) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8914 - RZ 11-591685 . Kiwanis - 6251 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #667) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http'://cms,richmond.calPage1793.aspx· 

Submission TimelDate: 5/25/20123:33:58 PM 

Survey Response 

Your Name: Tsui, .Gloria 

Your Address: 
#701-6088 Minoru Blvd, Richmond, Be V6X 
4A8 

.Subject Property Address OR ·6251 Minoru Blvd 
Bylaw Number: 

Traffic Jam, Alterthe skyline by blocking 
- Mjnoru Park, Population surge further strain 

Comments: our over.:.crowded recreation facilities, 
Increased population, too busy for hopital and 
senior care home. 

05128/2012 

Page 1 of 1 

, 
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Send.a Submission Online (response #669) 

. MayorandCouncil.lors 

From: 
. Sent: 

City of Richmond Website [wetigraphics@richmond.ca] 

May 27, 2012 6:47 PM 
To: MayorandCounciliors . 

Subject: Se~d a Submission Online (response #669) 

Categories: 12-8060-20-8914 - RZ 11 -591685 - Kiwanis:.. 6251 Minoru Blvd 

Send a Submission Online (response #669) 

Survey Information 
Site: City Website 

Page Title: Send a Submission Online 

URL: http://cms.richmond.calPage1793.aspx 

Submission TimefDate: 5/2712012 6:50:43 PM 

SlU'vey Response 

Your Name: Alfred Chau 

Your Address: 1207-6088 Minoru Boulevard Richmond BC 
V6Y 4A8 

Subject Pwperty Address OR . 6251 Minoru Blvd. Bylaw Number: 

Incre.ased population, fraffic jam, alter the 

Comments: skyline by blocking Minoru .Park. Population 
surge further strain our over-crowded 
recreation facilities. 

o~ RICf.(1I1 
A.,Cl.. DATE O~ 

CJ v 

0512812012 I~ 
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I , 

CITY COUNCIL 
RICHMOND CITY 

RE: APPLICATION FOR REZONING 6251 MlNORU 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 
Minoru, 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 your 
'--b' 

I 
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CITY COUNCJL. 
RlCRMON]) CITY 

--i" ~j2"..,J Sh .... ,,,,!, . 
~ ;7ffiff M'of',..-(' 

RE: APPLICATION FOR REZONING 6251 MlNORU BLVD 
FOR 5 HIGH-RlSE RESIDENTIAL TOWERS 

INT 

,Please disapprove the rezoning appli~ation. The build~gs will further encircle and isolatg .:! /J_B--'-._ 
Richmond Park, which is now located inside behind existing non-park stru~es along 
Minoru, Westminster and Gilbert. These proposed buildings will also obstruct our view 
of the par~ . 

A1so.do not entemrin future 'appli"ation~ to rerone'the-Richmond P!iik side of 
Westininster Highway where the existing low-rise hotels ar!=, 

Please improve·Ricbmond.Park. Do not degrade it., 

Very truly yours, 

. \. - " 
t, 

) 
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CITV COUNCIL 
RICHMOND CITY 

RE:.APPLICATION FOR REZONING 6251 MINORU BLVD 
FOR 511IGH-RISE RESIDENTIAL TOWERS 

Please disapprove the rezoning application. The buildings will further encircle and isolate 
Richmond Park, which is no," located inside behind existing non_pari, structures along 
M"moIU, Westminster and Gilbert. These proposed buildings will also obstruct our view 
. of the p~k, . 

Also' do not entertain ·future applications to''l'ezOne1he Richmond 'Park side of 
Westminster Highway where the existing low-rise hotels arc. 

Please improve Richmond Park. Do not degrade it, 

Very truly yours, 

PJ1:y~ 'C(~r{6J- 6~rJ2J 

t, 
.'" .. 

) 

. , 
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City Council May 8, 2;012 
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 currcntly caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments ~d 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 Wcstminster will be redcveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park wili be ajoke. 

VanQouverls 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 Monaru Boulevard.are, unfortunately, a 'legacy of an 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inf1i9ted 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 explosiv~ growth in residences; 
2.) The area nfthe park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune. with nature, is already 

very smallas the larger portion is takcn up by ~ommunity amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse,library, aquatic center, theater ctc.) and other structures; 

3.) The ·"real" (garden) portion of the park, albeit small~ is wedged between stIilcturcs - Riclunond 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 rthese 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 \vith these proposed five (5) high-rises wou ld indc:;cd be very short-sighted a~d 

detrimental for the city. 

lpstead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, ~C. 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 ~ve been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the ~ame maruier, no tall 

structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council· and all residents, including civic organiz;ltions such as the. well -meaning Kiwanis'Society, 

to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

t!> Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Ci~O~d the meeting. Get others, such as 
reside~ts, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition. 

I 

CNCL - 200 



City Coun cil 
City Hall. Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 625 1 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 Milloru Park and other 
community facilitie:s 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 h.igh-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 TO\\.'ers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the .Iow­
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be ajoke. 

Vancouver is doing all it can to improve quality of li fe 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 afMonoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

Richmond Park is at th~ city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its peripbery. 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 nat1lre, .is already 

very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and fac ilities (sport fields, hospital. 
firehQuse, library. aquatic center. theater etc. ) and other structures; 

3.) The "rcal" (garden) portion oftbe park, albeit small~ is wedged between structures - Richmond General 
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 streets and is not visible 
thercn-om. There arc no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along thcse road sections. 

To climinish 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 goo:d 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 malUler, no taU 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council ahd all residents, including civic organizations sucb ~ the well-meaning KiwanisBociety, 

to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

Very truly yours, 

(?zd~" 
, M(~ , 

t$.. P rotect your interest. Sign and send thi s to the City Council and attend the meeting. 'Get others, such as 
residents, friends and neighbours to support and si~ the petition. 

CNCL - 201 



( 

10. 0. StUI.uv' f\. -"";na;-V 
~ -fo ~ ""\' •• 

City Council cnv O'F RICHlJlINf) 
May 8, 201 2 INFO CEt/TRE 

City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 
~IAY 1 4 2012 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 6 ()J 2-S0 

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 arc located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone foI.: high-rise rugh"density 
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced. 

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless thc City Council is more 
discriminating in allow.ing rezoriing, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it 
should be.Initially, it was t~e Park Towers, Now these proposed 5 towers, also. at the Minof1.1 perimeter. Soon the low­
rise buildings along Westminster wiU be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be ajoke. 

Vancouver is doiug 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 threc (3) Park Towers at Monorn Boulevard are, wUortunately, a legacy of an 
unen.Jightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflict~d on thc 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 facil ities (sport fields, hospital • . 
. firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc.) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion of the park, albeit smal1~ is ,~edged between structures - Richmond Genera.l 
... Hospital, hotels, medical offices~ low-rise affordable hOTes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 

Gilbcrt, Westminster Highway and Minorn. TIle park do~s not extend to t11ese 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 terracc;:d 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 ~ame manner, no tal!" 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of R.ichmon~ 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 envirotime.n~ ~d ,~~e of Richmond City. 

Or 

-.1.. W 
~ Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the CitY. Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such a~ 

residents, friends and neighbours to support and s~ the p·etition. 
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City Council May S, 2012 
City Hal~ Minaru Blvd.Richmond City 

~ \¢t2.I~:rA-<.«>. oJ 
:f9-a- kr"" ......... At:-*"N G, ..,..-.,. 

Sf<>-""" t<Ar!l>/J-"'. 

Re: :4-pp~ication for rezoning 6251 Mino~ Blvd far 5 Highwrise 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 highwrise rughwdcnsity 
development. The proposed d.evelopment, 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 Miuoru perimeter. Soon the loww 
rise buildings along Westminster. will be redeveloped iuto highwrises. By then, Richrqond Park will be a joke. 

Vancouver is doing aU it can to improve quality of life an~ 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 generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Mohom Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on tile park block. 

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with higlHises at its periphery, it should be improved and 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in resideDces~ 
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 conununity amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospitaJ, 
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 wi0 these proposed five (5) high-rises ,;,ould 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 

highwrises have been allowed to block the vicw.ofFaise Creek and Granville Island. In the ~ame 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 th-e wellwmeaning Kiwanis'Society, 

to have the fores ight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

Very truly yours, 

.ALg .. ~7' 
, . ~~ 

Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit~Council and attend the meeting. Get others, such as , 

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition. 
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City Conncil May 8, 2:01 2 

. City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 625 1 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. 
T he city block ,bounded oy Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gil~ert 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 
develop!1lcnt. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced. 

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Counc'jJ 'is more 
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon becomc 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 wi li be a joke. 

VanQouver 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, particblarly in this city block, for the sake of present 
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monom BOulevard.are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenlightened past .. Let no other sore thumbs be infli~ted on the park block. 

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its pcriphery, 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 conununity 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 wcdged between structures - Richmond General 
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway an&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 ind~ed be very short-sighted ~d 
detrimental fo r the city. 

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Centnil Park in Manhattan, f"NC. 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 $ame manner, no tall 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

ft behoves the City Council and aU residents, inclu~ing civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis'Society, 
to have thc foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

o¢ 
. ~ ~ p.. Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit~ouncil an attend the meetin t others~Cf~\s W 

residents, mends and neighbours to support and sign the petition. () \II~' g 
c,,-,-I;"-'0 If 

C}n;;~ 
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City Council May 8, 2012 
City Hall, Miooru 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 sucb, this block should be an exclusion zone for high·rise high·density 
development. The propo.sed development, however noble, is misplaced. 

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high· rise developments am;1. 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 higb·rises. By then, Richmond P~k will be ajoke. . 

Vancouver is doing 'all it can to improve quality oflife 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 Monarn Boulevard are, unfortunately, .a legacy of an 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

Richmond Park is at th~ city core. Instead of diminishing it with higlHises 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 wbere 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 ofthc' park, albeit small~ is wedged between structures - Richmond General 
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low·rise affordable barnes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and MinOfU. 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 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. Here buildings are low and terracf;d following the topography rising'to the south. No 
high. rises have been allowcd 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~meanillg Kiwarus'Society, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

Very truly yours, 

-p Protect your i~terest. Sign and send this to the Ci¥ouncil and attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition. 
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Council May 8, 2012 
Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 625 1 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

This is a petition to the City Council to ~~ the above application for rezoning.The reason for this is simple. 
The city block bounded by Mlnonl Blvd, Westminster HigJma}" Gi lben and Granville is wherc Minoru Park and other 

I
;' ':'. community facilities arc located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density . 
. t development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced. ,. ... ,. 
. f . 

t.' · ~: Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more 
'. 1 • discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concr~tejungle instead ofa garden city that it 

should be.(nitially, it was the Park Towers. Now thesc proposed 5 to\vcrs, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise bui ldings along Westminster will bc redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park \\'ill be a jokc. 

Vanqouver is doing all it ean to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential 
area w.ith innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in thi s 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 pas t. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

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.) Smal l 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 thc larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilities (span fields, hospital, 
firehouse, bbrary, aquatIc centcr, theater etc.) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures - Richmond General 
Hospital, hotels, medicnl 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 arc no proper passagewaysto thc park from Westrtlinster and Minoru opposite Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. 

To diminish Richmond Park furthcr 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 Centra l Eark in Manhattan, NYC, as the mode l where thc 
park greens extend all the \\-"ay to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the Falsc 
Creek community in Vancouver. ~ere buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the so.ulh . 1\0 

high -rises have been allowed to block the vic\\' of False Creck and Granville [sland. 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 orgal)izations such as tho weB-meaning Kiwanis Society, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and futu re of Richmond City. 

Very truly yours, 

~ ./f- L 

===>=--===~=====--==================~=~:~=~-=====~================== 

'. <C" ",,"- Protect your in terest. Sign and send th is to. the Ci ty Co:n~ 1 ~~d the meeting. Get others, such as 
residents, friends and neighbours to. suppon and s~ the petition. 
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Cou ncil May 8, 2012 
Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

This is a petition to toe City Council to djsapproye the above application for rezoning.The reason for this is simple. 
The city block bounded by Minor1l Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other 
~mmllnjty racilities arc located, AS such, this block should be an exclusion zonl: for high-risc high-density 
development. Tne 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 CilY might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it 
should be.Tnitially, it was the Park Towcrs. Now these proposed 5 lowers, 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. 

Vanc;ouver is doing all it can to improve quality oflifc and ~nhance the aesthetic appeal of the downto\-vn residential 
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of preSeflt 
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monorn Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenl ightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

Ri chmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improycd and 
, .. enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 
. I.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences; 

2.) The area of the park with trces and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with natufc, is alrcady 
very smaJlas the largcr portion is taken up by communIty ameni ties 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 
Hosp ital, hotels, medicnl offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its penmeter along 
Gilbert, 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 along these road sections. 

To dimin ish 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 main tain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model whcre the 
park greens extend all the way to ~hc four streets bounding the lnrge park. Another good model would be the False 
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are Jaw and terraced following the topography rising to the south. No 
high-rises have been allowed 10 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. 

==~~=================================~:~=~-========================== 

Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit~o:ncil ~~d the meeting. Get others, such as 
res idents, friends and neighbours to support and sIgn the petition. 
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City Council May 8, 2012 
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Riehmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 625 1 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-ri se 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 Minonl Dlvd, Westminster High\\ay, Gilbert and Granville IS where Minoru Park and other 
community facilities ~re located. As such. this block should b\! an exclusion zone for high-fISC high-d!.;nsity 

1
:;1:.' deve lopmcnl. Thc proposed dcvclopmcnl, however noble, is misplaced. , . 
: ~ ~I Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise deye!opments and unless the City Council is more 

.\i discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it 
.. ,~., should be, In itial ly, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimetcr. Soon the low· 
~" . rise buildings alo'ng Wcstminster will be n:dcvelopcd into high-meso 81' then, Richmond Park will be <I joke. 

,.. VanGouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential 
area with innovati ve measures. Richmond City should do no les s, 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 
unenl ightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be infiicted on the park block. 

. i .. 

Richmond Park is fit the city core. Instend of diminishing it with high· rises at its periphery, it should be impro\'cd and 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 

I.) 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 sm"II, is wedged between structures - Richmond Gcnt:ral 
Hospita l, hotels, l11cdicnl officcs, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its penmcter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these SHeets and is not visible 
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoill 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 shou ld maintain R.ichmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the 
park greens extend all the way to the four sueets 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 10 the south. No 
high -rises have been allowed 10 block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall 
structures shquJd be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

ft behoves the City Council and all residents, including eivic organizations such as the well -meaning Kiwanis Society, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the envi ronment and future of Richmond City. 

H/ 
Protect your interest. Sign and send th is to the Cit~ouncil an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
residents, friends and neighbours to support and srgn the petition. 

~
"" 

, ~·k·' . 
. ~" 

~l. · . 
~. 

q 
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' .City Coun ci l M ay 8 t 2012 
· .city Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 
".' .;, 

Re: Application fo r rezoning 6251 MinoN Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

.. Th is is a petition to the City Council to ~ the above application for rezoning.The rcason for this is simple 
The city block boundl!d by :-'1inont I1hd, Westminster Iligll\\~r, Gilbert and Granl/ilte IS where Minoru Park ;lnd olher 
community rnciht ics ;lTC IOC'ltcd. As such, this block should bl! an exclusion zone for high-me h!gh-dcnsilY 
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. Ini tially, it was the Park Towers \'ow Ihcse proposed 5 towers, also at the Minortl pen meter , Soon lhe 10w-
rise buildings along Westminster II II! be redeveloped into high-mes. Oy then, Richmond Park \\';11 be a joke. 

· VanGouver is doi ng all it can to improve quality oflife and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown res idential 
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particu larly in thi s city block, fo r the sake of present 
and fu ture generations to come, The three (3) Park Towers at Monom Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

Ri chmond Park is at the cilY core. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be impro\'cd and 
enhanced. Already, Riehmond Park is: 

I.) Smal l 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 takcn up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse, library. aquatic ccntcr. thcater etc. ) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (gard~ll ) portion crlhc park, albeil small, is wedged between structures - Richmond General 
Hospital, hotels, mcdical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers al its pen meter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these streets and is not visible 
therefrom. There are no proper passageways[o 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 cit)'. 

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 boundi ng the large park. /\nother good mode! would be the False 

Creek community in Vancouver. Here bu ildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the sou th 1\0 

high -rises have been allowed to block the I'je\\, of False Creek and Gmnville Island. In the same manner, no lal1 
structures should be «l1owcd along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well -meaning Kiwanis Soci~ty, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

v~u:o JiPY~ .. 
====--=-===============================-~-=========================== 

lIr'· » Protect you r interest. Sign and send this to the Cit7council an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
residents, friends and nelghbours to suppOrt and s l~the petition, 
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Council May 8, lOll 
Hall, Minoll.l Blvd,Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minotu Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

. This is a petition to the City Council to disapprovc the abovc appl ication for rezoning. The reason for this is simple. 
The city block bounded by Minonl Blvd, Westminster High\\"::lY, Gilbcn and Granville IS where \1inoru Park and other 
community facilities arc locotcd. 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-risc 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.ihitially, it was the Park Tmyers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the lo\\'· 
rise buildings along Westminster will bc rcdl.;veloped into high·riscs. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke. 

, Vanqouver is doing ail 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 innieted 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: 

I.) 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 facilities (sport flclds, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and other structures; 

3.} The "real" (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is \-vedged bctween structures - Richmond Genera l 
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers alltS perimeter along 
Gilbert, Wes.tminster 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 shan-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 \vay to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the Fa lsc 
Creek community in Vaneouvr.:r. Here bulidings arc low and terraced following the topography rising to thc south. 1\0 

high-rises have been allowed to block the vic\\' of False Creek and Granvi lle Island. In the same manner, no tal t 
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 Richmon9 City . . 

Very truly yours, 

====~~===~~~~~~===~~~~~~~~~~~======~~~-~===--==--======~=========~=~~====== 

. M/ 
Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cjt~ouncil an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition. 

11 
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, pty Counci l 
~pry Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

~'( 
': 

May 8, 20 12 

Re: App lication for rezoning 625 1 Minoru Blvd fo r 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

, This is a petition to the City Council to disapgrovc thc abovc application for reloning.The reason for this is simp/c, 
The ci ty block bounded by Minorll fllvd, WcS[min:iICr High,\'u)", Gilbert and Granville IS where :\1 inoru Park and other 
communi!): facilities arc located, As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density 
development. The proposed development. however noble. is misplaced . 

. ,Richmcmd 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.Initia!ly, it was the Park Towcrs . Now thcse proposed 5 towr;rs, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low­
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be R joke. 

Vancouver is doi ng all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential 
area with innovative measures. Rich mond City should do no less, parti cularly in this city block, for the sake of present 
and fu ture generations to come. The1thrce (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard arc, unfort\lnate!y. a legacy of an 
unen1ight~ned pas!. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

Richmond Park is at thc city core. Instead of diminishing it with high"rises at its pcriphery, it should be improved and 
enhanced, Already, Richmond Park is: 

I.) Small for a city expori encing explosive growth in residences; 
2,) The area of the pa rk with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already 

very small as the larger portion is taken up by community ameniti es and facilitil:s (sport fIelds, haspit"l, 
firehouse, library, aquatic een ler, theatcr etc. ) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portlOn ortllc po.rk, albci t smo.lI, is wedged between structures - Richmond General 
Hospital, hotcls, medienl officcs, lo\\'-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimcter 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 funher with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short -sighted and 
detrimental for thc city. 

Instead, Ri chmond City shou ld ma!ntain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the mode l where the 
park greens extend all the \vay (0 (he four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False 

. Creek community in Vancouver. Herc buildings arc low and terraced following the topography rising to the soulh. 1\0 
high -rises have been allowed 10 block tht: "jew of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall 
structures shoul? 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 fu ture of Richmond City. 

Very truly your 

residents, friends and neighl>ours to suppon and s~ the petition. 
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r_,"' (klfi/·h 
"" '.1. 'f' :,MJt:( City Council . 
if:,.: ~jry Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

May 8, 20 12 

~
. " 

. r-I . , ~i. Re: Application fo r rezonmg 6251 Minon! Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 
~,,¢.~' 
. ;~'.:";~. This is a petition to the City COllncil to disapprove the above app lication for rez.oning.The reason for this is simple. 

, , 
U:;~ .: 
! i ~::' 

, ;'tl] 
i\, ~. 

The city block bounded by \11l1oru Blvd , \\'csllllinslcr 1 ligh\\l\)", Gilbcl1 and Gran\-il lc IS where .\Iinen! Park and other 
community facilit ies a.re loc::W;d. '\5 such, this block SilQuld b,;: an exc lusion ZOBe for hlgh-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 ~ow these proposed 5 towers, also at the Mlnoru perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along WCSlr1l1nSI~r \\ 111 be rt:devel(Jp~'d inlo hlgh-rrse's Oy 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 residen tial 
araa; 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 
unenligh tened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflICted on the pa rk block. 

ruchmond Park is at the cIly core. Instend of diminishing it \vith high-rises at Lts periphery, it should be improved and 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 

I.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences; 
2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can st roll, sit and commune with nature, is already 

very smallas the larger port ion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (spar! fields, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aqtlnlic center. thcrllcr etc ) and ather Sllllctures; 

3.) The "rc:l,J" (gardt:n) pOrt l ~ll1 oCthe park, £llbcl! sm,lIJ, 1$ wcdged bc[\\'~cn structu res - Richmond Genera l 
Hospita l, hOle Is, mcdic-li offices, low-risc affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 
Gi lbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru The park docs not extend to thes~ 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 Ri chmond Park fu rther with these proposed fivc (5) high-rises would indeed be very short -sighted <'Ind 
detnmental for the elly. 

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 Va ncouver , Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. !'\o 
high-rises have been allowed to block the: \'ie\\' or False Creek and Granvil lc Island. In the same manner, no tall 
structures sho\lld be nllo\\'cd along the periphcry of RJChmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Sooiety, 
to have the fores ight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

1" .· ~ c2 ' ''', . c~f . =:-;s; a'~l'::' .fl~l· I 
!iI,~, ~~~~~~~~~~~======~===============~~===== -=~=====~============== 
fff ' . t4/ ~'P!'= 
~ Protect your in terest. Sign and send this to the Cit~o:n~iJ ~~d the meeting. Get others, such as 

residents, friends and neighbours to supp0r! and sfgn the pet ition. 
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·: i 
City Council 
Ciry Ball, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

May 8, 2012 

I.. _.:, 
Re: Application fo r rezoning 625 1 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

.,:,. 
::-.. This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for re~oning.The reason for this is simple. 

The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Oranville is where Minoru Park and other 
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high~ri sc high~density 
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced. 

! '\:-1: .. 1" n-'t;~ : Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more 
{ i .};~ . discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a gatden city that it 

:":.; , 

should be. In itially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 t-cwers, a~so at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low­
rise bu ildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high~rises, By then, Richmond Park will be ajokc. 

Vancouver is dOing all it can to improve quality oftife 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 Monaro Boulevard.are, unfortunately, a legacy of ali 
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 an d 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 

l.) Small fo r 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 fac il ities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and otner structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion qf 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 Central Park in Manhattan, l','YC, as the model where the 
j , '.: ~ 
~! '~(!l: park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False 

-.- .. ; 

!f~~Ij- . Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south, No 
,,~. high-rises have been aJ.lowed to block the view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall 

structures shou ld 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 YOU"}fi ~ rt; 
,I) 

. ------------------------------------ --------------~--------~--

~ " ~ :rotect your ~~:~~:~~:: and~~~-thi~o t:: Cit~Z0Etfnd the m~etin:~et ~hers~:a~-a~- --
, residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition. 

,,' 
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City Council May 8, 2012 
Ciry Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoQing 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 I3lvd, Westminstcr Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minon! Park and other 
community facilities nrc loeoled. As sllch, this block shmild be an exclusion zone for high-rise high-density 

r !. ~ development. The proposed dcvclopment, however noble, is misplaced. 

-"~'-;--f' ' . J .; 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 ci'Y-that it 
;?(: ~ should be.fl11tlally, It was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the MIOOru pen meter. Soon the low-
7~ • rise buildings along Westminster will be rcdevcloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park wil1 be a joke. 

1;. 'f Vanqouver 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 ils pcriphcl)'. it should be impro\'cd ~nd 
enhanced. Already. Richmond Park is: 

I.) Smal1 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 large r portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater ctc. ) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (gardcn) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures - Richmond Genl!ral 
Hospital, hotels, mcdic~1 oftkcs, low-risc affordable homcs, and the 3 Park Towers at its pcnmcter along 
Gilbert, Westminstcr HIgh\,.llY 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 thesc road sections. 

'To dimin ish 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 whore the 
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Anothcr 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 vicw of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no ioll 
structures should be allowod along thc 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. 

tru ly yours, 

O"'<f'/Vf Fi)H 
! 

=======================================~~-========~=============== 

vV 
'0'--» Protect you r interest. Sign and send this to the Cit~ouncil an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 

residents, friends 'and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition. 
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Counci l May 8, 2012 
Hall, Mi noru Blvd. Richmond City 

Re: Applicat ion for rezo ning 625 1 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Resident ial Towers 

This is a petition to the City Council to disaoprovc the above application fo r rezoning. The reason for this is simple. 
The city block bounded by Minon! Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other 
com munity faci lities arc Ioc~tcd . 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 
di scri minating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it 
should be. Ini tially, it was the Park To\\'ers . Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low­
ri se buildings along Westminster \\'il1 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 residenllal 
area with innovative measures. Richmond City shou Id do no less, particularly in this city block, fo r the sake of present 
and futu re generations to come. The th ree (3) Park Towers at Monaru 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 carc. Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be impro\'cd and 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive gro\.vth in residences; 
2.) The area of the park wi th trees and plants where residents can SHoll, sit and commune with nature, is already 

vcry smaJlas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) and othe r 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 ils perimeter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park 'docs not extend to these streets and is not visible 
therefrom. There arc no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposi te Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sect ions. 

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short -sighted and 
detrimental fo r the ci ty. 

Instead, Richmond City should mainta in Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the mode l where the 
park greens extend all the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Anothe r good model would be the False 
Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. ~o 
high-rises have been allowed to block thc vic\\' of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no ta ll 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council and all residents, Including civic organ izati ons such as the well -meaning Kiwanis Society, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

IVV 
Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Council · .. ·"" the meeting, Get others, such as 
residents, friends and neighbours to support and s~ the petition. 

CNCL - 215 



City Council May 8, 2012 
~j l Y Hall. Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

' .' ;. 

Re: Application fo r rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High~rise Residential Towers 

'. This is a petition to the Ci ty Council 10 disapprovc the above application for rezoningThe reason for this is simplc 
The city block bounded by Mil10Tl.l Dlvd, Wes\minster Highway, Gi lbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other 
communjty facilities .::Ire locotcd. As such, this· block should be an cxclusion zone for high~rise high~dcnsity 
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced. 

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy ofhigh~ rise developments. and unless the City Council is more 
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead ofa 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 rl:dcvclopcd into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke. 

'Vancouver is doing all it ean to improve quality of li fe and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential 
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, fo r 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 innicted 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 gro\Alth in res idences; 
2.) The area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already 

vel)' smallas the larger portion is taken up by communi ty amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aquatic ccntcr, theatcr ctc.) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion of the pElrk, albeit small, is ",>'edgcd bctween structllres - Richmond General 
Hospital, hotels, mcdical officcs, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these streets and is not visible 
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysoo the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. . 

To diminish Richmond Park furthcr 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 arc low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. t\o 
high-rises have been allowed to block thl! vic\\' or False Creek and Granvillc Island. In the same manner, no lall 
structures should be allowcd 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 fu ture of Richmond City . 

. . ' Very tru ly: yours, 9 
' f' . I 
\: P) 1/ 

=======~==================~======-~ - ========= 
M/ . 

Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit~ouncil an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sign the petition. 
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City Council 
pt~ Hall, Minoru Blvd. Richmond City 

M,y B, 2012 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High~rise Residential Towers 

This is a petition to the Ci ty Council to disapprove the abo\l~ application for rezoning,The rcason for this is simple. 
The ci ty brock bOllnded by Minofll Oh<l, WCSlIl1111S1cr) righ\\a~', (j il bcrt and Grnl1villc IS where ;\1inonJ Park and mh(;f 
community facilities nrc IOClllcd. A!::i sllch. tbis block should be an exclusion zone for high-me 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 morc 
di scriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it 
should be.lnitially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also ilt the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low· 
rise buildings along Westminster will bc rL'dcvclopcd into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke. 

Vanqauver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of me downtown residential 
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, fo r the sake of present 
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at MonOn! Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be infl icted on the park block. 

Richmond Park is at the city core. Inst!!.ld of diminishing it with high-rises at its pcriphel)", it should b¢ impro\'cd and 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 

I.) 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 cen ter, theater etc.) and other stn.lctures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between structures - Richmond Gene ral 
Hospital, hotels, mcdie:ll oftiees, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towcrs al its penmeter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these Streets and IS not visiblc 
therefrom. There arc no proper pass'agewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite R.ichmond 
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. 1\0 

high-rises have been allowed to block thc "ie\\' of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tal l 
structures should be allowed along the periphcry of Ric hmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Soc1ety, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

=====-~=========db==========~========~ _========================== 
~ 

""~ Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit~ounci l an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
, residents, friends and neighbours to suppOrt and srgn the petition. 

," 
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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 to disapprove the above application for rezoning.Thc reason for this is simple. 
The city block bounded by Minonl Blvd, Westminster High\\"\l)', Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Park and other 
community facilities me loc.:!tcd. As such, lhis block should b~ an exehlslon zone f()r high-me high-density 
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced . 

• J Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and un less the City Council is more 
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city that it 
shou ld be.[nitia1!y, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. SQon the low­
rise buildings along Westminster will bc n:devclopcd into hlgh-rt!)cs. By Ihen, Richmond Park will be a joke. 

Vancouver is domg 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 futu re generations to come. The th ree (3) Park Towers at Monom Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

Richmond Park is at thc city CGrc. Instead ofdlmmishing It with high· rises at its pcriphery, it should be improved and 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 

I.) 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 srpallas the larger portion is taken up by communi ty amenities and facili tics (sport fie lds, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc .) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion of the pnrk, albeit small, is \" .. cdged bctween structures - Richmond General 
Hospital, hotcls, medic.:!! offices, low·nsc afford.:!blc homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its peflmcter along 
Gilbert, 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 along these road sections . 

. To dimin ish 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 soulh. No 
high -rises have been allowed to block the vic\\' of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no (all 
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 ·meani ng Kiwanis Society, 
to havethe foresight \ind ood sense to p teet the environment and future of Richmond City. 

tmly yours, 

==--=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- -~~~~~~~~~~~-~ --~~==~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~= 

~ . 

Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the City Council an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
residents, friends and neighbours to support and srs; the petition . 

I~ 
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~~Hn' City Council 
... : City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

May 8, 2012 

~k,' 
f.~,: ' 

'..,, ~Ir 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-ri se Residential Towers 

"-;:: :~, This is a petition to the City COllneii to disapprove the above application for rez.coing.Thc reason for this is simple _ 
The city block bollnded by ,\1inoru Ol\'d, \\'cslmillstcr j liglmay. Gilbert and Granvi ll e IS where ;\linoT1J Park anel other 
community facilnit;:; an; 10C~llCd. As stich, this block should be an cxdusion lone fur hlgh-risc high-density 
development. The proposed development, however noblc, is misplaced. 

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high -ri se developments and unless the City Council is more 
discriminating in allowing rezoning, the CilY might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a garden city thaI it 
should be.lnitial ly, il was Ihc Park Towers. Now thcse proposed 5 towers, ~Iso at the Minon! perimeter. Soon the low-
rise buildings along Wcstminster \\"I II be n;developcd InlO high-rlScs . By then, Richmond Park will bc a joke. 

Vanqouver is doing all it can to improve quality oflife and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown res idential 
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 allhe Clt~· core . Instead of dim in ishing it with high-rises at its pcriphery, it should be impro\'cd and 
1 • enhanced. Already, R.ichmond 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 th e larger portion is taken up by community amenitics and facilities (sport flclds, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aqlJalic ccnler, theJler etc, ) and otller structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portlon orllle p.:J.rk, albeit ~m.:J.lI, is wedgcd between structures - RIchmond Genera l 
Hospital, hotels, medical ornecs, low-rise affordoblc homes, and thc 3 Park Towers at its perimcter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these strects and is not visible 
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto thc park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. 

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed fi ve (5) high-rises would indeed be very shon-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 \vay to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the Falsc 
Creek community in Vancouver . Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south. 1\0 

high-rises have been allowed to block tho: " ic\\' of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, no tall 

\~: structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

;1""-';' It behoves the City Council and all residents, including ciyic organizations such as the we!l-meaning Kiwanis Society, ,! ; .. to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment ~nd future of Richmond City. 
~.I! .,. ', ' 
\.i'I':~. , ' . .yenJ truly yours 
~'" /," ' k " ;,Ii:';' ~~ .W, .~ _____ _ 

<, 

residents, friends and neighbours to suppOrt and s gn the petition. 
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* "11t' :(if: :' Citv Council . t~ t ; May 8, 20 12 •• 
:;: .... 1 City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 
' .r . 

)lljt~ · . Re: Application for rezoning 625 r Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 
~.?r~. 'This is. a petition to the City COllneii to disapprove the aboye app lication for rezoni ng, The reason for this is simple. 
'lj The city block bounded by Minoll.l f3lvd, \Vcstmil1S1Cr High\\'iIY, Gilbert and Granville \s where \!inoru Park llnd olher 

community facilities ;'Ire located . As stlch:this block sholiid be an exc lusion lOne for high'risc high-density 

'~~~ :::::~dc;,~~: ::~:::: c:::~~~nm::::::;::g:~::~ ;e~~::;:::~ and unless ilie City Council is more 
fj'f~'~ . discriminatingffi. allowing rC"Zoning, the'city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a gafden city thai it 
:. should bc.lnilially, it was Ihe Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. Soon the low­

rise buildings along \VcstminSlcr win be rcdcycloped mlo high-rJSl.;s . .qI.then, Richmond Park will bioi a joke. 

Van~ouvet IS doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the a:esthetic appeal of the downtown residential 
area with innovative measures. Richmond City shouJd do no le~§, p~rticu larly in this .. city b.l.o.ck, for the sake of present 
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
uncnlig.htened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

Richmond Park is at the city core. Insiloiad of diminishing il wilh high· riscs al its periphery, i1 should be impro"cd and 
c·nhanced. 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 canstro! l, sit and commune with nature, is already 

very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospilal, 
flrehouse, lib rary, aquAljc center, t~ater etc. ) and oth er structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion oflhe pa rk , albeit srnall;·is· wedged bctween structures - Richmond General 
Hospilal, hOlcls, m..:dicnl ortiecs, low·ri5e affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park does nGlt extend to these streets and is not visible 

.therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond 
Ccnws or vista gaps along these road sections. 

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high -rises would indeeCl be very short-.sighted and 
detrimental for the city. 

Instead, Richmond Gity should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the 
pa rk 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 bui ldings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south . 1'0 
high-lises have been allowed to block the ,'iew of Fnlse Creck and Granville [sland In the same manner, no tn ll 
structures sho~ld be nllowcd along the pcnphc;y of RIchmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council and all residents , includ ing 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. 

==~===================,==~~==~:::=~-=~================= 

Protect yo.ur interest. Sis.n and send t~is to the Cit~ounci l an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
res idents, friends and neighb'o'urs to Sl-lpP.ort end srgn the petition . . ' 

-' .. ' 
'. '. 

,,1 
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. ' ': Ity ouned May 8, 2012 

. " . City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High·ri se Residential Towers­, 
i~:I"'H ! This is a petiti~n to the City Council to disapprove the abovo 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 an<i 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 Minoro perimeter. Soon the loW' 
rise buildings 'along Westminster wHi be redeveloped Into high-rises, By then, Richmond Park will be a joke. 

'. i r.~· 
rt~ 
... 

~ ~~;j; 
': ' i 

.. ~. 

VanGouver 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 Monaro BOlilevard .arc, unfortunately, a leg;:tcy of an 
unenl ightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be infl icted on the park block. 

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with highrrises 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 

vcry smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse, lib rary, aquatic center, theater ctc. ) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedgeu between structures_- Richmond General 
Hospital, hotels, medical offices, low-rise affordable hor:nes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs. not extend to these streets and is not visib le 
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 mai ntain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan. !\rvc, 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 bui ldings are low and terraced following thc 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 
structu r~ should be aHowed 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, 

£.v, £0 
~ Protect yo:~nte:st. s~:::end this to the ~itito~d t:e meeting. Get ot:ers, such as 
',' residents, friends and neighbours to support and s~the petition, 

= 
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City Council May 8, 2012 
City Hall, Minon! 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 HighwaYr 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 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 Minon! pen meter. 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 oity 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: 

I.) 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, hospltal, 
firehouse, library, aquatio center, theater etc. ) and other structures; 

3.) The "real" (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedgerl 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 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 Riclu'nond Park. 

It behoves the City Council and aU residents, including civic organizations such as the well·meaning KiwanIs Society, 

to have the foresight and good sense to protect tho environment and future of Richmond City. 

1.1 
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City Council May 8, 2012 
City Hall, Minoru .Blvd.Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minon! 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 othe'r 
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. 

Rkhmond 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.fnit ially, 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, ~y then, Richmond Park will be a joke. 

Van«ou:ver is doing all it can to improve quality oflife 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 Mbnoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be tnflicted 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 resjdences~ 
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, hospitat, 
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theator 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 aiong these road sections. 

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and 

tg~ 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 wou ld 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 organi7..ations such as the we!l-meaning Kiwanis Society, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

,,"; 
:1\. \ It:· ' i =============~~=~~========-~================ 

~ Protect your interest . Sign and send this to the Cit~ouncil an 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 Minon! Blvd for 5 High~rise Residential Towers 

This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning.The rcason for this is simple. 
The city block bounded by MinOh! Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is whcre Minoru Park and other 
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for hjgh~rise hjgh~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 l the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a sarden 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 ajoke. 

Vanqouver 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 or 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 eity core, Instead of diminishing it with high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: 

I.) 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 extertd to these streets and is not vi!ib le 
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the park from Westminster and Minoru OPPOSite Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. ,I; , 

~~~'.: To ~iri1inish Richmo.nd Park further with these proposed five (5) high~rises would indeed be very short·sightcd and 

~
. fL. detnmental for the city. 
II f, i . 

\ A" Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC j as the model where the 
'. 

park greens extend al l 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, rn the same manner, no taU 

1~1!,'1! structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

,f;l 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 ofR.ichmond City. 

Very truly yours, 

,~,,'. ~{ friJ ~ 
I{' .J.' ======= ===== _ _ ~~= =~===== 

- ~ / .. Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the ci~o:r;cil.':'~d the meeting. Get others, such as 
residents, friends and neighbours to support and srgn the petition. 

; 
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City Council May 8, 201 2 
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 fo r 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 facil ities 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 cu rrently 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.lnitially, 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 al! 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 .arc, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenl ightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block. 

Richmqnd 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: 

I.) Small for a city experiencing explOSIve gro.wth in residences; 
2.) TIle area of the park with trees and plants where residents can stroll 1 sit and commune with nature, is already 

very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facilit ies (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse, library, aquatic center, theater etc.) and other structures; 

3.) The "rea)" (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 docs 110t extend to these streets and is nOt visible 
therefrom. There arc no proper passagewaysto thc park from Westminster and Minoru opposite Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. 

To diminish llichmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be very short-sighted and 

detrimental fo r the city. 

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, I\TYC, as the model whefe 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 afld terraced following the topography rising to the south. No 

high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek and Granv ille Island. In the same manner, no tall 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council and a!l residents, including civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis Society, 

to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and f"Uturc of Richmond City. 

~~--~:~~~==~~~-~=====-==~ :=======~====~=== 

. J4/ .... 1> Pf~tect you~ interest. Si~n and send this to the Cit~ouncil ~~ attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
f {lr.. reSidents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petitIon. 
I! .•. ( . . 

!;,,\1'~ 
,, ' .~ 

i.o~, 
!."" '.'r-~ 
: ·· t ~ 
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"N'~' City Council 
~k' City HaJI, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City .Ir 

: Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd fot' 5 High~rise Residential Towers 

May 8, 2012 

, 

". ,-

. ~ 

~
,.~ . . 
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,. 
i~:; . 
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This is a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning.The reason for this is sil'ilple. 
The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Minon! Park and other 
community faci lities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone fdr 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 jungJe instead of a garden dty that. it 
should be. Initially, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed j towers, also at the Minotu perimeter. Soon the low­
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a jo~e . 

VanGouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential 
area with innov-ative measures . Richmond City should do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of pres~nt 
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard are, unfortunately, a l~gacy of an 
unenlightenect 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 iI1.lproved 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 a.lready 

very smallas the larger portion is taken up by commupity amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehollsc,.library, aquatic center, theater etc.) and other structures; 

3.) The <Ireal" (garden) portion of the park, albeit small, is wedged between struotures - 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 irtdeed be very short-sighted and 
detrimental fo r the city. 

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Ricnmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, 1\ryC, 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 fals·e 
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, 

t · Ln-, Sf:f- -( "~H ; ?vp-
,. :,:i. ~~~~=~~~~~~~~=~=~~~~~~~~_~~~ =~---=============~========= 

;- "~ Protect your interest. Sign and send this jthe Cit~ouncil an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 
~ residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition. 
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·City Coun cil 
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

May 8, 2012 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd fot 5 High-rise Res idential 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 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 ajoke. 

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 futur~ 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: 

l.) 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, 
fi rehouse, 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 Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the model where the 
park greens extend aJ! the way to the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False 

. Creck 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. 

}... residents; friends and neighbours to support and s gn the petition. 

1· 
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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 Minorn Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where Miri.oru Park and other 
community facilities are located. As such, this block should be an exclusion zone for high·rise hlgh·density 
development. The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced. 

Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high·rise developments a.nd 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 tlle Minoru perimeter. Soon the low­
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high·rises. By then, Richmond Park will be a joke. 

VaJl(;ouver is doing all it can to improve quality of life and enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtovro residential 
area with innovative measures. Richmond City should do nQ less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of present 
and future g'cnerations 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.) SmaJl for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences; 
2.) The area·ofthe park with trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already 

very small as 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 Rjchmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. 

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5 ) high·rises would indeed be very shorHighted 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 c.ommunity in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following tho topography rising to the south. No 
high· rises have been aJlowed 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 Soclety, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

• Very truly yours, ~ . 

.) . V\& 'i'0!.~ . t
· , 

· ! ," =~==~==~=======~=~~=====-~==---=================~~~== 
. I«Y 
~ Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit~ounci1 an attend the meeting. Get others, such as 

· residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition. 

M· 'J. 

:;,: . . , , . , 
" 
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City Coun cil 
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

May 8, 2012 

Re: App lication fo r rezoning 625 1 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

This is a petition to the City Council to disap':~ the above application for rezoning.The reason for this is simplc. 
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 fur high-rise high-density 
deve!opmen( The proposed development, however noble, is misplaced, 

r.<i:\ i Richmond City is currently caught in a frenzy of high-rise developments and unless the City Council is more 
'.: discri minating 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 ihe Minoru perimeter. Soon the low­
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises . By then, Richmond Park will be a joke. 

'n' 
, , 

:: . ;,. , , 

Van<;ouver 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, particula rly in this city· block, for the sake of present 
and t:uture generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monoru Boulevard.are, unfortunately, ~ legacy of an . 
unenlightened past. Let no other sore thumbs be inflicted on the park block 

Richmond Park is at the oity 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 stron, sit and commune with nature, is already 

very smallas the larger portion is taken up by community amenities and facil ities (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. Westmi nster 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 . 

. tl Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Central Park in Manhattan, NYC, as the mode! where the 
:~r 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 Granv.illc Island. In the same manner, no tall 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

rt behoves the City Council and all residents, including civic organ izations 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, 

-'-I>- Protect your interest. Sig:~:d S:d t:iS to the Ci:trOad the meeting, Get ~hers, suc~r.s 
residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition. 
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City Council Mny 8, 2;012 
City Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

This :i~ a petition to the City Council to disapproye the abova application for rezoning.The reason for this is simple. 
The city block.bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminster Highway, Gilbert and Granville is where MinolU 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 ancl 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 y..as the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the MirIoru perimeter. Soon the low­
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By th'en, Richmond Park wili be ajokc. 

Van<;ouver 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 tJlree (3} Park Towers at Monoru Boillevard.are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
unenlightened past . . Let no other sore thumbs be inflil?ted on the park b1o.ck. 

Richmond Park is at th~ 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. "vith nature, is already 
. very srnallas 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 smalUs wedged benveen 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 ind~ed be very short-sighted a~d 
detrimental for the city. 

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richmond Park like Centnil Park in Manhattan, ~C, 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-rises have been allowed to block the,view of False Creek and Granville Isl<l;nd. In th¢ ~ame manner, no tall 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

It behoves the City Council and all res idents, inclu:ding 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. 

~:rs~ . 
~ ;':-=:r m:reE send this to the Ci~O~d ::~~e~et~in~g~.= G=et~o~th~e~rs~, ~SUCh a~s=~ 

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition. 
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Council May 8, 2012 
HaU, 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 appl ication for rezoning.The reason for this is simple . 
. 1;" The city block bounded by Minoru Blvd, Westminste r Highway, Gilbcrt and Granville is where Minoru Pa rk and other 
Ii: f.: communi ty racillties arc IOC:HCd. As such, thiS block should be an exelusion zone for high-rise high-density 

~
fl" . development. The proposed development, however ~oble, 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.lnitiaHy, it was the Park Towers. Now these proposed 5 lowers, also at the Minora perimeter. Soon the 10\\'­

Il ,. 
I· ; ' 

c 

ri se buildings along Westminster will be redevelopcd into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park will be <I joke. 

YanQouver is doing all it can to improvc quality Qf life and. enhance the aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential 
area with innovative measures. Richmond City shou ld do no less, particularly in this city block, for the sake of prescnt 
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at MonON Boulevard are, unforrunately, 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 pcriphery, it should be improvcd and 
.. enhanced. Already, Rjchmond Park is: 

1.) Small for a ci ty experiencing explos ive growth in residences; 
2.) The area or the park with trees n;1d plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune with nature, is already 

very smallas the larger portion is takcn up by community amenities nnd facilities (sport fields, hospItal, 
firehouse, library, aqlHltic ccmcr, theater ctc. ) and olher structures; 

3.) The "real" (gardcn) portion of thc park, albeit small, is wedged between structures ~ Richmond General 
Hospital, hotels, mcdical offices, low-rise affordable homes, and the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 
Gilbert, Westminster Highway and Minoru. The park docs not extend to these streets and is not visible 
therefrom. There are no proper passagewaysto the,park ftom Westminster and Minoru opposite Rlchmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. 

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed frve (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 mod el where the 
park greens extend all the way {o the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be the False 
Creek communit)' in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terraced following the topography rising to the south 1\0 

high-rises have been al lowed to block the vicw of False Creek and Granville Island. In the same manner, flo.la ll 
structu res should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 
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City Council May 8, Z012 
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,hounded by Minon! Blvd, Vlestminstcr Highway. Gilbert and Granville is where Minoru Par,k 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 notile, is misplaced. . . 

Richmol;ld City is currently caught in a frenzy of rugh-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. BytheD, Richmond Park wil! be ajoke. . 

Van<~ouver 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·shou ld do DQ less, particularly ill this city block, ·for the sake of present 
and future generations to come. The three (3) Park Towers at Monaru Boulevard.are, unfortunately, a legacy of an 
· unenlightened past. .Let no other l?ore thumbs. be infli9ted art 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 
enhance.d. 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 resi'dents can stroll •. sit and commune. with nature, is already 

very smallas the larger pQruon is taken up by .community ameo,ities and f~ilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehous~, library, aquatic center, theater etc.) and.other. structures; 

3.) The ·ureal" (garden) portion of the pa(k, albeit small~ .iS wedged between structures - Richmond General 
.Ho:spital, 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 prop~ passagewaysto the park fcom Westminster and Minoru opposite ~clunond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sec.tions. . 

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would indeed be verY short-sighted a~d 
detrimental forthe city. 

Instead, Richm~nd City should maintain Richmond Park: like Cen~l Park. in Manhattan, ~C. ~ ili~ moder where the 
park g~~ns extend aU the \vay to.the four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be· the False 

· Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and terrac~d folIowing the ·topographY rising to th~ south. No 
high-rises have been ailowed to block ~e view of False Creek and Granville Island. In the ~ame manlier, no tall 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

It oehoves the City Couricil·and all residents, inclu~ing civic organizations such as the well-meaning Kiwanis·Society, 
to have the fores·ight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. . 

:Verytrulyypurs, SING YUAN CHOW "\ Or A/C..y~ 
~A' r 1004 · 60B8 MINORU 'BlVD (- DAll:' 0 

__ ~""",-"--," .... -,R",IC,"H,,,M,,,ON",D,.., .."B.C. V6Y 4AB () ,6 

~ Protect your intere~. Sign and send ~s to the Ci~O~d' the'meeting. ),,,,<-;.L 

reside~ts. friends and neighbours to support and sIgn the petition. ~=:..--_ 

" "J3 
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City Council 
chy Hall, Minoru Blvd.Richmond City 

May 8, 2.012 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd fur 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

This is.a petition to the City Council to disapprove the above application for rezoning_'I'he reason for this is simple_ 
The city block.hounded by Minoru Blvd,Wes1minstcr Highway, Gilbert and GtanvilIe is where Milloru Parkand other 
communityJilcilities are lcx:ated. As such, 1his block sllould be an exclusion zone for Jijgh-rise.Jijgh-density 
development_ The prpposed. develop~nt, however noble, is misplaced, . 

Richmond City is currendy caught in a frenzy ofJijgh-rise developments and unless the City Council is ",ore 
discriminating in allowing rezoning. the city might soon become a concrete jungle instead of a gardeD: city tPat it 
should be,Initially~ it was the Park Towers, Now these proposed 5 towers, also at the Minoru perimeter. ·Soon the Iow-

. rise buililings along Wes1minstcr will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond Park '.ui ho ajoke. 

Vanqouver 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 a:tMonoru BouleVard.are, unfortunately, a legany of an 
unenlightened past .Let no other sore thumbs be infli~ed on the par~ ~lock. .. 

Richmond Park is at ~ city core_ Instead of diminishing it with. high-rises at its periphery, it should be improved and 
ellbanced Already, Richmond Park is: . ' 

L) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences; 
2.) The area "fthe parkwith trees and plants where residents can stroll, sit and commune. with nature, is already 
. very small .. the larger portion is taken up by !'Ommunity amenities imd fu:iliti.es (sport fields, hospital, 

firehouse; library, aquatic center, theater etc. ) .and other structures; 
3.) The·"real" (gaiden) portion of the park, albeit·small~is weclget! between structures - Richmond General 

. Hospi~ hotels, medical offices. low·rise affordable homes, afnd the 3 Park Towers at its perimeter along 
. Gilbert, Wes1minstcr Highway and Minoru. The park does not extend to these streets and is not visible 
therefrom. There are no proper passa:iewaysto the park from Westmi.nster and Minoru opposite Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections, .. 

To diminish Ricinnond Park further with these proposed five (5) high-rises would ind<;ed ho very short-.ig!l!ed and 
detrimental for the city. . 

Instead, Richmond City should maintain Richinond Palk like Central Park in Manh~n, ~C, as tpe modeLwltere the 
park greeos extend all the way to the four streets hounding the large park. Another good model would ho-the False 

. Creek community in Vancouver. Here' buildings are low and terrac<;d fullowing the topography rising to the soutlL No 
high-rises have been allowed to block the view of False Creek und Granville Island. In the:;ame mnnnef, no tall 
structures should be allowed along the periphery of Richmond Park. 

It behoves ili:e City Council·and all residents, including civic organiz;rtjons such as the. well-meaning Kiwanis·Society, 
to have the foresight and good seose to protect the 'environment and future ofRie1unond City. • 

Verytru1yyours, ~ 

8d!fJ ~f}l# 
~ . . . 

. W - ' . 
. • Protect your interest. Sign and:send this to the C~Co=d the meeting. Get others, such as 

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sIgn the petition. . . 
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( 
City Council 
City H'I1I, Minoru Blvd.Riclunond City 

May 8, ~012 

Re: Application for rezoning 6251 Minoru Blvd for 5 High-rise Residential Towers 

This is a petition to the City Council !o disapprove the abova application for rezoning. The reason for this is simpl~. 
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 d~elopment, 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 th~ Minoru pc~etcr. Soon the low­
rise buildings along Westminster will be redeveloped into high-rises. By then, Richmond.Park will be ajoke . . 

Van~ouver is doing all it can to improve quality oflifc and enhance thc aesthetic appeal of the downtown residential . 
area .with i!1llov~ve m~ures. 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 i.I:lfli<;:ted on the park blOCk. . 

Richmond Park is at the city core. Instead of diminishing it with higp.-rises at its periphery, it shou.ld be improved and ' 
enhanced. Already, Richmond Park is: . 

1.) Small for a city experiencing explosive growth in residences; 
2.) The area of the par.k with trees and plants where residents can strol~ sit and commUne. with nature, is already 

very smallas the larger portion is taken up by pommimity amenities and facilities (sport fields, hospital, 
firehouse, .Iibrary, aquatic' center, theater etc.) and other structures; 

3.) The ·"real" (garden) portion of the park, albeit smal4. .is wedged betw~cn 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 Minor:u opposite Richmond 
Centre or vista gaps along these road sections. 

To diminish Richmond Park further with these proposed five ($) high·rises wotdd ind~d be very short-sighted and 
detrimental for the city. 

Instead, Richmond City should Ir!aintain 'Richmond Park like Centnil Park in-Manhattan, ~C, as the model where the 
park greens extend all the way to tbe four streets bounding the large park. Another good model would be· the False 

. Creek community in Vancouver. Here buildings are low and .terra~d 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 ~ame mamier, no tall 
structures shonld be allowed along the pe.riphery of Richmond Park. 

It behoves the City Co"uneil·and aU residents, inclu.ding civic organi~tioDS such as the. well-meaning Kiwanis'Sdciety, 
to have the foresight and good sense to protect the environment and future of Richmond City. 

Very truly yours, 

l./iJ..J- 1<0., Be IV' ~dO OL1:' . \ 

Mp/ ~ hgg ,mi,O or!L&d,,~wL~· ~:7f~"~JJ.~~~=4~~~;i. . w t:: 
!> Protect your interest. Sign and send this to the Cit~ouncil an attend the meeting. t 

residents, friends and neighbours to support and sfgn the petition. 
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City of 
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: 

I. 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 8.3. 

P.I.o.003-629-350 
Parcel "F" (Reference Plan 22071) Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New 
Westminster District 

P.I.o. 004-174-399 
Lot 25 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 21164 

P.I.D.027-093-701 
Lot I Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan BCP30610 

P.I.D.004-932-382 
Lot 44 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 29965 

P.I.D.004-134-516 
Lot 43 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 29965 

Strata Plan NWS2677 

Strata Plan NWS 195 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, 
Amendment Bylaw 89JO". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

,~'" 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
I-I Il> 

APPROVED 

"""",,, 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8911 

Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and Cambridge 
Park) Bylaw No. 8911 

The Counci l of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

I. The Mayor and City Clerk for the City of Richmond are authorized: 

a) to execute agreements to tcnninate the housing agreements referred to in Housing 
Agreement (9331, 9351, 9371, 9391 & 9411 Odlin Road) Bylaw No. 8677 and 
Housing Agreement (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 to 
the Housing Agreements to be discharged from title; and 

c) to execute such other documentation required to effect the tcnnination of the 
Housing Agreements. 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Termination of Housing Agreements (Mayfair Place and 
Cambridge Park) Bylaw No. 8911". 

FIRST READING CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROV£O 

SECOND READING lor """ .... , by 
OttginMing -THIRD READING 17!> 
APPROVED 
lori_lily 

,g "", 
, 

PUBLIC HEARING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 

Bylaw 8912 

Amendment Bylaw 8912 (ZT 12-605555 and ZT 12-605556) 
9399 ODLIN ROAD AND 9500 ODLIN ROAD 

The Council of the City of Riclunond, in open meeting assembled. enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by inserting the following text after Section 
18.24.4.3 and renumbering existing Section 18.24.4.4 as 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 foll owing sites is " 1.7": 

9500 Odlin Road 
Strata Plan BCS4008 

9399 Odlin Road 
P.I.D.028-468-554 
Lot 1 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 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3S31362 

",",0' 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
APPROVED "'.-
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8913 (ZT 12-605577) 

9566 TOMICKI AVENUE 

Bylaw 8913 

The Counci l of the City of Riclunond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by inserting the fo llowing 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 A venue 
Strata Plan BCS3965" 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8913". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SA llSFlED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3531352 

"N~ 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8914 (RZ 11-591685) 

6251 MINORU BOULEVARD 

Bylaw 8914 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by inserting as Section 19.11 thereof the 
following: 

3497497 

" 19.1 I High Rise Apartment (ZHRll) - Brighouse Village (City Centre) 

19.11.1 

19.11.2 

19.11.3 

19.11.4 

I. 

2. 

Purpose 

The zone provides for institution and affordable housing together with 
adjunct uses including high~dcns ity . high rise apartments, town housing 
and compatible uses. Additional density is provided to achieve among 
other things, City objectives in respect to the provision of affo rdable 
housing units . 

Permitted Uses 
• chi ld care 
• hous ing, apartment 
• housing, town 

Second ary Uses 
• boarding and lodging 
• community care facility, minor 
• home business 

Permitted Density 

The maximum floor a rea r atio (FAR) in the areas identified as "A" and 
"B" on Diagram I, 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 
amenity space. 

Notwithstanding Section 19. 11.4.1, In the area identified as "A" on 
Diagram I, Section 19.11.4.4: 

a) the maximum floor a rea 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 I-lousing Reserve Ftmd 
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Bylaw 8914 

3. 

4 . 

3497497 

- 2 -

established pursuant to Reserve Fund Establishment Bylaw No. 78 12, 
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 build ing 
area (based on residential floor area r atio) permitted in the area 
identified as "A" on Diagram 1, Section 19.1 J .4.4. 

Notwithstanding Section 19. 11.4.1 , in the area identified as "8" on 
Diagram I, Section 19.11.4.4: 

a) the maximum floor a rea r atio (FAR) is increased to a higher density 
of "2.8" if prior to building pemlit issuance for the fust building 
constmcted in this area after Council adopts a rezoning amendment 
bylaw to include this area in this ZHRII zone the owner: 

i) has constructed within the area at least 296 affordable housing 
units totalling a minimum of 14,800m2 in area; 

ii) has constructed a minimum of 148 affordable hous ing units 
incorporaling basic universal housing featu res; and 

iii) has entered into a bousing 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 fi led a notice of housing 
agreement in the Land Title Office. 

Diagram 1 

I ..... """'---1 
. 1 ri 

PROPOSED RO D I 

5,6 '" 

, 
• 
~ 

, 
A B • i 

, 
• N • - • <; • .' • 

• . ,' 
.. 1 

70.18 ", 9 5. am -
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Bylaw 89 14 

19.11.5 

I. 

19.11.6 

I. 

2. 

19.11.7 

I. 

2. 

19.11.8 

I. 

19.11.9 

I. 

3 491~97 

, 
- J -

Permitted Lot Coverage 

The maximum permitted lot coverage for buildings and landscaped roofs 
over parking spaces in the areas identified as "A" and "8 " 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-DC-way. or alternative means 
satisfactory to the City, fo r park or road purposes. 

Yards & Setbacks 

The minimum public road setback is: 
a) 1.5 m from Minoru Boulevard; 
b) 6.0 m from all other public roads; 
c) Zero metres from the statutory right-DC-way for the internal north­

south road straddling the interior property boundary between areas 
"A" and " 8 ", as shown on Diagram 1, Section 19 .11.4.4. 

The minimum property line setbacks: 
a) 6.0 m from the interior property line; 
b) 6.0 m from the property line adjacent to Minoru Park; 
c) Zero metres from the southern property line. 

Permitted Heights 

The maximum building height is 47.0 m geodetic. 

The maximum height for accessory buildings and accessory structures 
is 12.0 m. 

Subdivision Provision I 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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19.11.10 

I. 

19.11.11 

On-Site Parking and Loading 

On-site vehicle and bicycle parking and loading shall be provided 
according to the standards set out in Section 7.0, except that 

a) in the area identified as "B" on Diagram 1, 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; 

8) for visitors: 0. 1 vehicle spaces per dwelJing unit of which a 
minimum of 2 on-site vehicle stall s are to be identified by 
signs and reserved for health care professionals attending to 
residents; and 

ii) the requirement for Class I bicycle parking shall be met by the 
provision of a minimum of32 scooter parking stalls. 

Other Regulations 

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." 

2. '{be 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 (ZHRll) -
BRIGHOUSE VILLAGE (CITY CENTRE): 

P.I.D.004-174-399 
Lot 25 Section 8 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 211 64 
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3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8914". 

FIRST READING 

PUBLIC HEARING 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDlTTONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3497497 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CfTYOF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
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City of Richmond 
Planning and Development Department Report to Committee 

;:r;i; J'/a/F4/4.J &~_ . J<I'A/E If', ?OI2. 
To: 

From: 

Planning Committee 

Brian J . Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Date; May 31 , 2012 

File; RZ 04-265950 

Re: Application by Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. for Rezoning at 8751 Cook Road 
from Low Density Townhouses (RTL 1) to High Density Townhouses (RTH3) 

Staff Recommendation 

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

ackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

EL:blg 
Au. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURZE CONCURRENCE OF ACTING GENERAL 

M II'AG~R 
Affordable Housing Y NO J'!U,L It#ut~1.J 

l ill 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 
875 1 Cook Road (Attachment 1) from Low Density Townhouses (RTL I) to High Density 
Townhouses (RTH3) in 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 (RS l IE)" 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 
(RTLI)" 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 General 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 
(RTLl)" 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) desigoates 
the site as Urban Centre T4, which permits mixed multiple-fami ly residential/commercial and 
multiple-family residential use (high-density townhouse). The site is located within "Sub-Area 
B.l: Mixed- Use - Low-Rise Residential & Limited Commercial" which is intended for 
primarily grade-oriented housing or equivalent in the fonn 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 8.1 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 Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). The site is located within an arca where tJle minimum habitable elevation is 2.9 m 
geodetic; however, there are provisions to pennit 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 contribution to the affordable housing reserve fund in 
accordance to the City's Affordable Housing Strategy. As the proposal is for townhouses, the 
applicant is making a cash contribution of$2.00 per bui ldable square foot as per the Strategy; 
making the payable contribution amount of $24,66 1. 

OCP Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development (ANSD) Poli cy 

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. 

Pub li c Art 

The City ' s Public Art Policy does not apply to residential development consisting of less than 10 
uni ts. The proposed eight (8) unit development wi ll not participate in the City' s Public Art 
Program. 

Consultation 

School Distr ict 

This application was not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) because it does not have 
the potential to generate 50 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 confi rmed that a development sign was posted on-si te in 2004 when the 
application was initiated with the City. The signage was removed at some time during the 
review process and the applicant has confirmed that updated signage has been erected on-site . 

Staff met with a res ident from the adj acent eastern townhouse development and received one 
letter from a res ident of the four-storey apartment located on the south side of Cook Road in 
2004, at whic h time 22 townhouse tmits 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 
children attending the nearby 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 contTols 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 buiJding 
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 1.15 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to 0.83 FAR, reduced the height of the bui lding 
from a four-storey to 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 des ign and 
construction of the storm upgrades as identified in the capacity analysis (please see 
Attachment 5 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 beautification. 

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 confinns that there aTe: 

• 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 Arbori st 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 a minimum 4 m out from the base 
of the tree (to the north and east). There is an existing asphalt surface parking arca that 
encroaches to within 1 m of the tree. The asphalt within 4 m-tree protection zone will have to be 
removed under the supervi sion oflhe project Arborist or by hand. Existing grades should be 
maintained within the protection zone. The proposed bus pad should be located a minimum of 
4 m from the tree (outside the tree protection area). A contract with a Certified Arhonst to 
monitor all works to be done near or within the tree protection zone must be submitted prior to 
Development Permit issuance. 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 Pernlit 
issuance. 

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 retcntion of three (3) trees located on the adjacent property to 
the west at 869 1 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 app licant is proposing a contribution in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space in the amount 
0[$8,000 as per the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Council po licy. 

Outdoor 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 appl ication. 
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May31,2012 - 6 - RZ 04-265950 

Analys is 

High Density Townhouses CRTH3) 

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 strcctscape elevation; 

• 17 new trees are proposed on site, which will contribute to the development identity; 

• One (1) convertible unit is proposed; 

• A 1.5 m wide Public Rights-of-Passage (PROP) along entire south property line is 
being provided with the install ation of concrete bus pad along the site's frontage; 

• The site is an orphan lot with townhouse developments on either sides; 

• The site is much larger than minimum lot size (600 m2
) required to accommodate a 

density of 0.75 FAR; and 

• 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.l in tenns 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 accommodate conversion for universal 
access. The Development Pennit application will provide more infonnation and detail regarding 
the fonn 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 units 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 (5) 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 faci litation of a more flexible site layout. On-street 
parking 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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May31,2012 - 7 - RZ 04-265950 

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 
limitations resulting from the east/west unit orientation of adjacent developments limit design 
flexibi lity. 

A Development Pemlit 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 Permit: 

• Clear demarcation of the outdoor ameni ty area and detai ls to support and j ustify this 
area as a functional common outdoor amenity area rather than an extension of the 
private outdoor amenity space associated with the southern-most unit; 

• Location and design of the garbage/recycl ing collection fac ilities on-site; 

• Viable landscaping along the eastern edge of the drive aisle; 

• Location and design of the convertible unit and other accessibi lity 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.I in temlS of land use, 
character, and density. Overall, the project is attracti ve 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 thi s basis, staff recommend that 
the propose<! rezoning be approved. 

4=-= 
Edwin Lee 
J'lanner 1 
(604-276-41 2 1) 

EL:blg 

-

Attachment I: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4 : Tree Protection Plan 
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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AtTACHMENT 1 

Original Dale: 05/31112 

RZ 04-265950 Amended Date: 

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

Development Application 
Data Sheet 

RZ 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 8 .1 

I Existing Proposed 

Owner: Eluk Holdings ltd. No Change 

Site Size (m2
): 1,345 m2 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 

Zoning: Low Density Townhouses (RTL 1) High Density Townhouse (RTH3) 

Number of Units: 1 8 

Other Designations: N/A No Change 

On Future 
I 

Bylaw , 

I Subdivided Lots Requirement Proposed Variance 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.65 0.83 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% 44.3% none 

Lot Coverage - Building, Max. 70% 70% Max. none Structures, & Non-Porous Surfaces 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 20% 20% Min. none 

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 4.5 m 4.5m min. none 

Setback - East Side Yard (m): Min. 2.0 m 7.62 m none 

Setback - West Side Yard (m): Min. 2.0 m 3.0m none 

Setback - Rear Yard (m): Min. 2.0 m 3.31 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 
I 

Bylaw 
I Proposed Variance 

Subdivided Lots Requirement I 
Lot Size (area): 600 m2 1,345 m2 none 

Off-street Parking Spaces- 1.2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per 1.875 (R) and 0.25 (V) 
none 

Residential (R) I Visitor (V): unit per unit 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Total: 12 17 none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: not permitted 14 
variance 
required 

Amenity Space - Indoor: 
Min. 70 m~ or Cash-in-

$8,000 cash-in-lieu 
lieu 

none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 
Min. 6 m2 x 8 units 

48 m2 Min. = 48 m2 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees. 
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ATIACHMENT,4 . 

CATHERINE MACDONALD INC. 
648 fast Sth Simet 

Nor1h Vancouver. Be 
V7L lM7 

ISSUED: 22 September 2010 

6.5" x 11"SHEET@I00% 

.... _.J 
@ NORTH 

00 NOT SCALE PlAN. 

REfER TO DIMENSIONS. DiMENSION 
TREE PROTECTION BARRIERS AS 
SIiQWN AND BU .. O AS PER CITY TREE 
BYLAW. 

FENCING AND SIGNAGE EXAMPLES 
ARE ATTACHED TO PDf ARBOR 1ST 
REPORT AND ARE AVAILABLE ON CITY 
weasne. 

NO ENTRY OFANY KIND SHALL 
OCCUR WlTHIN THE TPZ. THIS 
INCLUDES PEOPLE. MATERIALS OR 
EQUIPMENT STORAGE OF ANY KJND. 
VEHICLE TRAFFIC OR PARKING. 

REFER TO ARBORIS1 REPORT. 

CONSULT PROJECT ARBORIST If IN 
DOUBT ABOUT ANY TREE ISSUE. 

AtlLANDSCAPE/TREE WOR': TO 
CONfORM TO THE 8C LANDSCAPE 
STANDARD!7TH EDmON) AS A 
MINUMUM. All TREE WORK TO 
CONfORM TO THE STANDARDS 
liSA) INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY 
ARBORICULTURE. 

,~ I~========================j 
TREE PROTECTION PLAN 

8751 COOK RD 
Richmond, Be 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENTS 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

6911 NO.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

Address: 8751 Cook Road File No.: RZ 04-265950 

Prior to finai lldoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8917, the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
1. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site 

works conducted with in the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of 
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the 
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for rev iew. 

2. Submiss ion of a Tree Surviva l Security to the City in the amount of $1 0,000 for the Western Red Cedar trees to be 
retained. SO% of the security will be released at final inspection of the Bui lding Pennits and SO% of the security wil l 
be release two (2) years after final inspection ofthe Building Permits in order to ensure that the tree has survived. 

3. Installation of appropriate tree protection fencing around all trees to be retained as part of the development prior to 
any construction acti vities, including building demolition, occurring on-s ite. 

4. The granting of a I.Sm wide Public Rights of Passage (PROP) statutory rights-of-way (ROW) a long the entire south 
property line for future frontage beautification. 

S. Regi stration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant on ti lle. 

6. Registration of a nood indemn ity covenant on title. 

7. Contribution of $1 ,000 per dwelling un it (e.g. $8,000) in- lieu of on-s ite indoor amenity space. 

8. 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 hous ing fund. 

9. Registration ofa Icgal agreement on title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space. 

10. The submission and process ing of a Development Penn it· completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

II. Enter into a Servicing Agreement· for the design and construction of stonn upgrades and a bus pad along the site's 
frontage. Works include, but may not be limited to, 

a) Upgrade the existing 4S0mm diameter storm sewer to 600mm diameter (with a length of 110 meters) from the 
proposed site's west property Line to existi ng manhole STMH 6432 (located approx.i mately 110 meters east of 
proposed site's west property line); and 

b) Insta llation 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 to this site, that may be impacted by the on-s ite development works (i.e. buildings, foundations, 
structures, services, construction, etc.) or the proposed off-s ite works. The Servicing Agreement design must 
include an impact assessment complete with recommendations to ensure the following conditions are met: 

3544890 

• that the City be ab le to construct, mainta in, operate, repa ir or remove C ity utilities/infrastructure without 
impact to the on~site and otTsite works, and 

• that the on-site works, or their construction/maintenance of, not cause damage to the City 
u til itieslinfrastructure. 

• the Engineering design, via the Servicing Agreement and/or the Development Pennit and/or the Building 
Permit design must incorporate the recommendations of the impact assessment.. 
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- 2-

Prior to a Development Permit- being fonvarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the 
developer is required to: 

I. Submit a report and recommendations prepared by an appropriate registered professional, wh ich demonstrates that the 
interior no ise levels 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 dueting) 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 
l iving, dining, recreation rooms 40 decibels 
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, and utility rooms 45 decibels 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developcr must complete tbe following requirements: 
I. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 

Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
T ransportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

2. Incorporation of access ibility measures in Bui lding Penn it (BP) plans as detennined via the Rezoning andlor 
Development Pennit processes. 

3. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is rcquired to temporarily 
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional C ity approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part of the Building Penn it. For additional information, contact the Building Approva ls 
Division at 604-276-4285. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate appl ication. 

Where the Director of Deve lopment deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, 'charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development detennines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

[S igned original on file J 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8917 (RZ 04-265950) 

8751 COOK ROAD 

Bylaw 8917 

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 fOnTIS part of 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation 
of the following area and by designating it IDGH DENSITY TOWNHOUSES 
(RTH3). 

PJ.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 " Ricbmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8917". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARJNG WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

TmRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3544933 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

" 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Brian J. Jackson, MCIP 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 

"J'C .. I'/It ""';'!J (j;_~ , ::TU,rlt" /1' ,..?tJ/Z, 
Date: May 30, 2012 

File: HA 12-610486 

Re: Application by Penta Builders Group for a Heritage Alteration Permit at 
3531 Bayview Street 

Staff Recommendation 

1. 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: 

a) 
b) 
c) 

d) 
e) 

The demolition and removal of the building; 
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 fi ll 
will be fe-used in future redevelopment; 
The securing of the site; and 
The installation of new fencing (if needed) with a landscape buffer. 

Brian ckson, MeIP 
Director of Development 

SB:blg 
At!. 

)53 1833 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 
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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 building 
and associated infrastructure, and to secure the site at 3531 Bayview Street (Attacbment 1), on a 
site zoned Light Industrial (IL). 

The owners ofthe property are requesting permission for demolition due to the deteriorated 
condition of the vacant building. The applicant has app lied 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 Council 
prior to the work beginning. 

History 

The ownership of the property has recently changed and the new owners have withdrawn the 
development app lications regarding the previous development proposal for the site by the 
previous applicant Cornerstone Architecture (RZ 10-54751 1 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 2 1, 20 11 Planning Committee meeting with direction for staff to examine: parking 
requirements, bylaw compliance ofresidential 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: 

• Altering a bui lding 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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May 30, 2012 - 3 - HA 12-610486 

Surrounding Development 

The site is located directly east of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery complex at the comer of 
Bayview Street and 3rd Avenue in Steveston Village. The site lies within the Steveston Village 
Heritage Conservation Area. The OCP~Steveston Area Plan designates the site as "Heritage 
Mixed-Use (Colmnercial-Industrial with Residential & Office Above)". 

• To the north, are three (3) commercial buildings fronting onto Moncton Street, zoned 
"Steveston Conunercial (C82)"; 

• To the cast, is an existing commercial bui lding fronting onto Bayview Street, zoned 
"Steveston Commercial (C82)"; 

• 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 
(IL)". 

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 along the 
entire Bayview Street frontage. Demolition and excavation activities will need to be carefully 
assessed to avoid possible impacts to the storm sewer. 

Heritage Alteration Permit 

The Pennit is for the following activities only: 

• Demolition and removal of the existing building. 

• 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 comer 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 inlpact the stonn 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. 

3531 833 CNCL - 266 



May 30, 2012 - 4 - HA 12-610486 

• Securing the site during demolition and clearing, except that security fencing is not to be 
located within the right-of-way at the northwest corner of the site. 

• 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 he set back 0.9 m from the 3rd 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. 

• Installation of new grass landscaping buffer is required in front of any new fencing installed 
along the 3rd 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 infTastructure, 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 3rd Avenue and Bayview Street. 

Sara Badyal, M. Arch, MeIP 
Planner 2 
(604-276-4282) 

SB:blg 

Attachment 1: Location Map and GIS aerial photo 
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City of Richmond 
691 1 No.3 Road 
Richmond, Be V6Y 2el 
wwwnchmond.ca 

Heritage Alteration Permit 
Development Applications Division 

To the Holder: 

Property Address: 

Legal Description: 

PENTA BUILDERS GROUP (PATRICK MULLIN) 

3531 BAYVIEW STREET 

PID: 001·6 18·555 

File No.: HA 12-610486 

LOT SECTION 10 BLOCK 3 NORTH RANGE 7 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT 
REFERENCE PLAN 249 

(s.972, Local Government Act) 

I. (Reason for Permit) o Designated Heritage Property (s.967) 
o Property Subject to Temporary Protection (5.965) 
o Property Subject to Heritage Revitalization Agreement (5.972) 
0' Property in Heritage Conservation Area (s.971) 
o Property Subject to 5.219 Heritage Covenant 

2. The purpose of this Heritage Alteration Permit is to permit the fo llowing on the subj ect site: 

a. Demolition and removal of the building in accordance with Demolition Permit (DB 12-605822). 

b. Excavation and removal of infrastructure associated with the bui lding. The works are not permitted to 
impact the storm or sanitary sewers located on the site. The sanitary sewer in the north west right-of-way 
is required to remain operational for the continued use of the properties at 3400 and 3420 Moncton Street. 

c. Temporary storage of milled concrete adjacent to and even in height with the raised area along the 
Bayview edge of the propelty. The existing concrete from the subject site will be recycled, milled to 
granu lar size, and temporarily stored onsite for re-use in the future redevelopment of the property. 

d. Securing the site during demolition and clearing, except that security fencing 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 fenc ing is to be set back 0.9 m from the 3rd Avenue property line; and 

II . new fencing is not to be located within the two rights-of-way. 

f. Insta ll ation or a grass landscape buffer is required along 3rd Avenue and/or Bayview Street in front of 
any new cha in-link fenci ng. No landscaping is to be located within the northwest right-of-way. 

3. This Heritage Alteration Permit is issued subject to compl iance with a ll of the Bylaws of the C ity app licable 
thereto, exccpt as specifically varied or supplemented by this Pemlit. 

5. lfthe a lterations 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 IS AN OFFENCE UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, PUNISHABLE BY A FINE OF UP TO 150,000 IN THE CASE OF AN 
INDIVIDUAL ANO $1 ,000,000 IN THE CASE OF A CORPORATION, FOR THE HOLDER OF THIS PERMIT TO FAIL TO COMPLY WITH 
THE REQUIREMENTS AND CONDITIONS OF THE PERMIT. 

3531831 
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City of 
Richmond Report to Committee 

To : f'H.JT IfM!j' J <lAf'-'?O, ROIL 
To: Public Works and Transportation Committee Date: May 24,201 2 

f rom: Victor Wei , P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

File: 10-6360-1 2-01 /2011-
Vol 01 

Re: PROPOSED ROAD SECTIONS IN RICHMOND TO BE ADDED TO 
TRANSLlNK'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, 201 2 from the 
Director, Transportation, be endorsed. 

2"' ift - - > 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-4 13 1) 

At!. I 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE 
CONCU2 E O~;:ANAGER 

Roads & Construction IlY 
Engineering IlY 

' / 
ReVIEWED BY TAG INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO 

, 
INITIALS: 

SUBCOMMITTEE If ID 

35 16 1()6 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

TransLink initiated a review of the management and funding of its Major Road Network (MRN) 
in 2010. One component af 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 American 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 connect many of Metro Vancouver' s 22 municipalities. 
While ownership orand operational responsibility for the MRN remains with each municipality, 
TransLink provides funding for the operations, maintenance and rehabilitation ofthe 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-ki lometres, including 130.5 lane-kilometres 
(approximately five per cent) in Richmond as shown in Table 1. It should be noted that 
Westminster Highway between Knight Street and Nelson Road was removed from the MRN 
effective January 20 12 following the opening of the Highway 91-Nelson Road Interchange. 

Table 1: Richmond Roadway Sections in the MRN 
Roadwav 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 I Nelson Road and Boundary Road 
A1derbridae Way NO. 3 Road and Shell Road 
Bridgeport Road Hi hway 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 Hiahwav and Dinsmore Bridae 

At its inception, a roadway was included in the MRN if it: 

• provides intra-regional access to pre-defined regional activity centres; and 
• carries: 

o minimum 70 per cent o f trips longer than 10 ki lometres 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 
a minimum of 800 trucks per day; and 

• meets an overal1 check for reasonableness and completeness. 
CNCL - 272 
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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 lane-kIn 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 ofMRN 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, ifapproved by TransLink, will fully assign Richmond's 
allocation for 2012.1 

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: 

• establish an MRN that facilitates intraregional transportation of people and goods, and 
provides links to provincial highways and other inter-regional transportation modes; 

• 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. 

Tills 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 priorit"ization 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; 
• a process 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 projects to reflect the varying needs of 

sub-regions, which differ depending on how "built out" is the MRN within the municipality; 
• ensuring continuity across municipal boundaries as well as connections across the MRN, 

particularly for cyclists and pedestrians; and 
• 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 infonn the development of a new long-range MRN plan to be integrated with 
TransLink's Transport 2045 plan process. 

I The four projects are: (I) 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 offonner CP Rail); and (4) installation of video detection cameras at five MRN intersections. CNCL - 273 
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3. Proposed Changes to MRN Funding Programs 

In 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); 

• 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); 

• allocate a proportionally greater amount of capital upgrade funding to " higher growth" 
municipalities, which includes Richmond; 

• combine the capital upgrade funding for MRN and bicycle infrastructure improvements 
(BICCS program); and 

• 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 is reduced. 

Table 2 identifies the effect of the proposed changes for Richmond by comparing the existing 
2012 and proposed 2013 funding a llocations. Note that to ensure direct comparison between the 
two (2) years, the funding available for capital upgrades assumes a total envelope ofSIO million, 
which is the original amount identified in the 2012 Base Plan (versus the actual $20 million 
available tlus 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 

Pavement Rehabilitation 

Sub-total OMR Fund~i~ng~1I ~ji2!!:::=t==i"==_---1 
Bicycte $140,600 

$856,000 

Sub-total Capital Upgrade Funding $1 ,065,350 $856,000 

Total $2,938,678 $3,348,550 

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 rehabi litation funding (i.e., lip to $519,390) can be used towards capital 
upgrades. Thus, the City would have the fl exibility to increase the proposed lower base amount 
of capital upgrade funding as desired. 

Staff support the proposed funding changes as: 

• the net effect is that the City is eligible for up to an additional $410,000 in annual funding; 

CNCL - 274 
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• the City has greater flexibility in the allocation of the total funding between capital upgrades 
andOMR; 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 network could increase by up to 10 per cent in lane-ki lometres (i.e., 
approximately 230 lane-lans) each year based on municipal requests. The criteria for the 
inclusion of a roadway in the MRN wi ll comprise the existing criteria (as li sted in Section I) 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 governs 
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 Est. Rationale for Inclusion 
Lane-Km 

Bridgeport Knight Street and No. 6 • high traffic volumes in peak hour and 
~~ Road Road 3.00 peak direction :z;8 
..!. 1: Q. Bridgeport Road and • connection to Knight Street truck route 
"'"8 No.6 Road 2.50 access to Crestwood business parks -" Westminster Hwy • 
~"~ 
~O • connection to Highway 91 .- , 
0_ Westminster Knight Street and No. 6 eliminate gap in MRN via connection "'~ 1.60 • 

Highway Road between Kni·Qht Street and No. 6 Road 

Steveston Highway 99 and No. 6 
3.20 

~" Highway Road • high truck traffic volumes ~o _m Triangle Road and 
" " No.6 Road 0.70 • access to industrial land uses (Fraser 

.~ -5 4: Steveston Hwv 
o:E No. 6 Road and east end 

Whal'\les and Fraserport) 
Triangle Road of roadway 2.20 

~- Nelson Road 
Westminster Hwy and 

5.20 • high truck traffic volumes 
~~ II) 

Blundell Road • access to industrial land uses 
~" " , " (Fraserport) m~'" Nelson Road and No.7 6.90 " 0 Blundell Road connection to Highway 91 u.- Road • 

" " 0 • high transit traffic volumes , 0 Westminster Hwy and 0·- No. 3 Road 3.30 access to future Br.ighouse transit ~- • ~ .. Granville Ave 
·0 '" exchange 

'" 

CNCL - 275 



May 24, 2012 - 6 - File: 10-6360-12-01 

Roadway Between Est Rationale for Inclusion 
Lane·Km 

~. 
high traffic volumes in peak hour and mo Westminster Highway • 00 

0::: .. peak direction 
o.n . .E NO.5 Road and Steveston 16.00 ." Highway • access to institutions that are regional 
0 0 destinations z-

Great Canadian River Road and Sea 2.60 • high transit traffic volumes 

" Way Island Way • access to Bridgeport transit exchange 8.g .. - River Road 
Great Canadian Way 

0.40 and park-and-ride 
~1O and No.3 Road 
~- • access to existing and future bus only 
'0 <n 

'" NO.3 Road Sea Island Way and 0.40 lanes on Highway 99 
River Road • access to industrial riverfront 

Frequent Springman! Williams Road and 1.80 high transit traffic volumes Transit Drive Steveston Hiahwav • 

~~ No. 6 Road 
Westminster Hwy and 

3.30 • high traffic volumes in peak hour and 
~!O. Blundell Road 

No. 2 Road and NO. 6 
peak direction ll. ~ 0) 

23.00 high truck traffic volumes o~ 0 
Road • _0. 

~-"jj Blundell Road No. 6 Road and No. 7 • road connections to future Highway 99 ._ al .. 
3.30 1:5 ddJ Road / Blundell Road Interchange 

.~o o - • access to industrial land uses 0 Granville Ave and 8:>: No.3 Road Blundell Road 3.20 (Fraserporl) 

Total Proposed Additional Lane-Kms 49.90 
Total Proposed Additional Lane-Kms upon 

32.80 Completion of Future Road Improvements 
Note: Roadway sechons In Italics would be requested to be added upon completion of future road 

improvements (i.e., Highway 99/Blundell Road Interchange and extension of Blundell Road from No. 6 
Road to No. 7 Road) . 

TransLink is anticipated to initiate the process to consider MRN additions and deletions in 
Summer 2012. At this time, it is not known when the City may receive approval for any 
roadway sections requested to be added t? the MRN. 

Financial Impact 

Nonc. 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 size of the MRN by up to 10 percent in 
lane-ki lometres 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 endorsemcnt of the identified road sections in Richmond for future 
inclusion in the MRN. 

Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) CNCL - 276 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 

Victor Wei , P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

Report to Committee 

ro' I'vr/fMJ,:T~ 20, .:?OI"Z. 
Oal.o: June 11 , 2012 

File: 01-0154-0412012-Vol 
01 

Re: Proposed Changes to TransLink's TaxiSaver Program 

Staff Recommendation 

That TransLink be requested to maintain the TaxiSavcr 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 Seniors 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 hetter meet 
the needs of all of its users. 

~~ 
YOf" " Viclor Wei, P. Eng. 

Director, Transportation 
(604-276-4 131 ) 

ROUTEOTo: 

Community Social Services 

R EVIEWED BY TAG 
SUBCOMMITTEE 

)550714 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

cf ~ -£..--,,- iJ fl. 
Y •• / 

INITIALS; REVlEWEO BY CAO ! ® I&' 
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June 11 ,2012 - 2 -

Staff Report 

Origin 

The Richmond Centre for Disability has requested that Council indicate its opposition to the 
plalll1cd cancellation by TransLink of its TaxiSaver program and request its reinstatement. This 
reporl 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-ta-door shared-ride service that uses specially-equipped 
vehicles designed to carry passengers with phys ical or cognitive disabilities who need assistance 
to use public transit. Tax.iSaver is a supplementary service to HandyDART and available for 
people with permanent disabilities who have a J-IandyCard , 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 
fi ll a "service gap" as, at that time, there was limited availab ility of HandyDART 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 ofTaxiSaver coupons per month at a 50 per 
cent discount (i.e., customers 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 directl y with a 
taxicab company without going through the HandyDART booking system. 

2_ Proposed C hanges to TaxiSaver Progra m 

As part of its on-going process to achieve greater operational e fficiencies, 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 110 longer applied due to the above service 
improvements plus some evidence of abuse of the program (i.e., TransLink states that currently 
there is no "check" to prevent approved customers from giving away or re-sell ing tbeir coupons 
to people who may not be qualified to receive them), TransLink proposed to pbase out the 
TaxiSaver program beginning in July 2012 with coupons no longer being accepted as of June 
2013. 

If eliminated, Ta-xiSaver is expected to save $1.1 million per year for the next three years. In the 
first year, $200,000 would be re-invested within the HandyDART system to increase the existing 
use of taxis to supplement service when a HandyDART vehicle is not readily available and client 
care is not compromised. Based on the average supplemental taxi fare of$ 12.56 in 20 11 and a 
net cost 0[$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 tTip 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 20 12. 

Following TransLink's annOlmcement on May 16,2012 that the TaxiSaver program would be 
phased Qut, a number of groups who represent seniors and people with di sabilities, including the 
Richmond Centre for Disability, the Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee, and the Richmond 
Seniors Network, vo iced concerns regarding the plann ed cancellation. In response to these 
concerns, the TransLink Board deferred cancellation of the TaxiSaver program on May 30, 20 12 
and TransLink staff wi ll be undertaking further consultation with people with disabi lities, special 
needs and seniors. 

3. Key Concerns of User Groups 

User groups have identified the fo llowing issues regarding the potential loss of the TaxiSaver 
program. 

• Loss orSame Dav and Timely Service: same day and timely transportation service for people 
with disabilities and seniors would be effectively eliminated as I-IandyDART bookings 
typically require three to five days advance notice. Same day service may be necessary for 
medical appointments and to accommodate variab le health conditions that make it difficult to 
know in advance when a person will be well enough 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 l-IandyDART for increased supplemental taxi 
serv ice, TransLink staff acknowledge that it may not be possible to guarantee same day 
serv ice. 

• Accessibility orEw,- System: while all buses are fully accessible, a Ta.'(iSaver 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. 

• Cost-E@ctiveness per Ride: as not all passengers requi re the higher level of service provided 
by HandyDART, the TaxiSaver program is a far more cost-effecti ve service based on per 
ride cost data avai lable from the Canadian Urban Transit Authori ty. TransLink staff agree 
that, on a per ride basis, HandyDART service has an overal l higher cos1 due to the higher 
cost of the vehicle and the driver, who is more highly trained and provides a greater level of 

I Members orthe 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 (defmed as age 60+); or a parent, guardian or 
caregiver ora person with a disability; or a representative for people with disabilities who attend educational 
institutions, from medical service agencies, or from social service agencies supporting or representing immigrants 
lind new Canadians. The current Committee has 18 members with three members from Richmond. 
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service than a tax icab 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 o(Coupons: advocates note that TransLink has checks in place as 
users must show their HandyCard photo identification to the taxi 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 staff of taxi driver compl iance with verirying 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 
slip includes pick-up and drop off locations and the user's signature, the forms can be spot 
checked for signature accuracy and address cons istency. 

4. Next Steps 

With the recent direction of the TransLink Board, TransLink staff will be undcrtaking 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 noti fled TransLink staff that, at a minimum, the Richmond Centre for Disabi lity, the 
Riclunond Seniors Advisory Committee and the Riclunond 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 to 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. 

Joan Caravan 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 

JC:jc 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond City Council 

Andrew Nazareth 
General Manager 
Business and Financial Services 

Report to Council 

Date: June 19, 2012 

File: 01-0105-08-01/2012-VoI01 

Re: Council Remuneration and Expenses for 2011 

Staff Recommendation 

That the Council Remuneration and Expenses report for the year ended December 31, 20 11 be 
received for information. 

tf-J-- {.. 
Andrew Nazareth 
General Manager 
Business and Financial Services 
604-276-4095 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

~ .------t... 

REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO 

Elf 0 , 
REVIEWED BY CAD r;lY NO 

0 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Pursuant to Section 168 (I) of the Community Charter, the total remuneration, benefits and 
expenses incurred by each member of Counci l must be reported annually. 

Analysis 

Total salaries paid to Council members for the year 201 1 was $527,510 and the cost of benefits 
was $49, 11 5. Total expenses incurred were $15,969. The schedule below provides a summary 
for each Council member. 

NAME BASE SALARY BENEFITS' EXPENSES 

Mayor Brodie $108,715.57 $8 ,962.64 $2 ,436.50 

Councillor 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-Brandl $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 $429.60 

Councillor Johnston $52 ,265.52 $6,137.44 $826.20 

Councillor McNulty $52,265.52 $8,456.12 $1 ,221.60 

Councillor McPhail $2 ,011 .50 ·$60.35 $0.00 

Councillor Steves $52,265.52 $4,526.51 $1,789.24 

Total $527,510.21 $49,115.21 $15,969.49 

1. Consists of taxable and non-taxable benefits. The 2011 Statement of Financiallnfonnalion issued under 
separate cover reports taxable benefits only. 

Financial Impact 

None 

Conclusion 

That the report on COWlcil remuneration and expenses for the year ended December 31 , 20 11 be 
received for information. 

~~ 
Katherine Lecy 
Manager, Business Advisory Services 
(604-276-4 103) 

KL:1c 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Richmond City Council 

Andrew Nazareth 
General Manager, Business and Financial 
Services 

Re: 2011 Statement of Financial Information 

Staff Recommendation 

Report to Council 

Date: June 19, 2012 

File: 03-1200-03/2010-VoI 01 

That Council approve the statements and schedules included in the attached 20 11 Statement of 
Financial Information, prepared in accordance with the Financial Informal ion Act and to be 
submitted to the Province of Bri tish Columbia. 

~_ t-

Andrew Nazareth 
General Manager, Business and Financial Services 
(604-276-4095) 

At!. 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

A-' .-1,..00'0 

REVIEWED BY TAG i' NO 

0 
REVlEWED BY CAO ciJlV NO 

0 
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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 ofFinanciallnfonnation" 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 Counci l and by the officer assigned responsibility for financial administration 
under the Local Government Act. 

(a) statement of assets and liabi lities; 
(b) an operational statement; 
(c) a schedule of debts; 
Cd) a schedule of guarantee and indemnity agreements; 
(e) a schedule showing remuneration and expenses paid to or on behalf of each employee; 
(1) 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 1 to 4 which are part of the 2011 audited financial statements and previously reviewed 
by Council on June 4, 2012 and are attached. Section 5 is not appl icable as there were no 
guarantee and indemnity agreements given under the Guarantees and Indemnities Regulation 
(Be Reg. 258/87). 

A statement which shows employee earnings in excess of $75,000 and related expenses for the 
2011 fiscal year is attached in Section 6. 

For the City ofRichrnond, (excluding 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, remuneration for 140 employees totalled 
$5.2 million. 

Remwleration consists of base salary, taxable benefits, and outstanding leave 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 consultation. Payouts include leave balances such as banked overtime, 
gratuity and vacation banks for which the majority are spccified in collective agreements. 

Management salaries in the amount of $60,000 were charged to the Rlchmond Olympic Oval 
Corporation in conjunction with the Chief Admi nistrative 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 fo llowed and 
expenditures are not exceeded. 

For the City of RieJunond, 20 11 expenses for 494 employees eapling 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 
20 11 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 
20 11 Statement of Financial Information, prepared in accordance with the Financial Information 
Act and to be submitted to the Province of British Columbia. 

~~ 
Manager, Business Advisory Services 
(604-276-41 03) 

kl:tlm 
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CITY OF RlCHMOND 

STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

For the year ended December 31, 2011 

INDEX 

I) General................................... .. .. ... .. ... .. .. .. .. . ... ... ..... .. ... ... .................................... See Financial Statements 

2) Statement of Assets and Liabilities .. ... . .. .... ,' ", . . ....... ', ......................... . See Financial Statements 

3) 

4) 

5) 

Operational Statement ........................... ... . 

Schedule of Debts ............................ .. ... .. . 

Schedule of Guarantee and Indemnity Agreements 

............ See Financial Statements 

. .......... . See Financial Statements 

........................ None 

6) Schedule of Remuneration and Expenses: 

Elected Officials .. ...... ..... . ... ...... ... .. ....... ........................... Section 6 

Employees ...... ........ .... ... .. . . .. ............ ........ ......................... Section 6 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

2011 STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL INFORMA TlON APPROVAL 

The undersigned, as authorized by the Financiallnfonnation Regulation, Schedule 1, subsection 9(2) 

approves all the statements and schedules included in this Statement of Financiallnfonnation, produced 

under the Financial in/ormation Act. 

Andrew Nazareth, BEc., eGA 
General Manager, 

Business and Financial Services 

Malcolm D. Brodie 
Mayor 

Prepared pursuant 10 the Financiallnfonnation Regulation, Schedule 1, section 9 
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To the Mayor and Council 

KPMG LLP 
Chartered Accountants 
Metrotower II 
Suite 2400 - 4720 Kingsway 
Bumaby Be V5H 4N2 
Canada 

Telephone (604) 527-3600 
Fax (604) 527-3636 
Intemet WNW.kpmg.ca 

INDEPENDENT AUDITORS' REPORT 

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 policies and other 
explanatory information. 

Management's Responsibility for the Consolidated Financial Statements 

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 misstatement, whether due to fraud or error. 

Auditors' 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 plan and perform the audit to 
obtain reasonable assurance about whether the consolidated fi nancial statements are free from 
material misstatement. 

An aud it involves performing procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures 
in the consolidated financial statements. The procedures selected depend on our judgment, including 
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 control 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 includes 
evaluating the appropriateness of accounting policies used and the reasonableness of accounting 
estimates made by management, as well as evaluating 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 31,201 1, and its consolidated 
resu lts 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. 

Chartered Accountants 

May 14, 2012 

Burnaby, Canada 
KPMG U.P is a Canadian Ilmlled YabllII'y partn .... hIp and a member /V"m ~ I/lfI KPMG 
nelwoll<. of Inclependenl member firm. affiliated Will! KPMG International Coop"rati lflO 
rKPMG International' ). I SWiU entily. 
KPMG Canada prOo1das oarvicel to KPMG LLP. CNCL - 291 



CITY OF RICHMOND 
Consolidated Statement of Financial Position 
(Expressed in thousands of dollars) 

December 31 , 2011 , w ith comparative figures for 2010 

2011 2010 

(recast 
• nole 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) 22,095 29,651 

Taxes receivable 6 ,716 7,708 

Development fees receivable 16,826 21 ,189 

Debt reserve fund - de~osits (note 6) 386 449 
623,661 583,848 

Financial Liabilities 

Accounts payable and accrued liabilities (note 7) 77,698 73,963 

Deposits and holdbacks (note 8) 36,753 45 ,447 

Deferred revenue (note 9) 34,801 43 ,946 

Development cost charges (note 10) 52,379 42 ,211 

Obligations under capital leases (note 11) 499 1,168 

Debt, net of MFA sinking fund de!:!osits (note 12) 5,808 9,274 

207,938 216,009 

Net financial assets 415,723 367,839 

Non-Financial Assets 

Tangible capital assets (note 13) 1,801,630 1,739,019 

Inventory of materials and supplies 1,934 1,745 

Pre~aid ex~enses 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, Business and Financial Services 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 
Consolidated Statement of Operations 
(Expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31 , 2011 , w ith comparative figures for 2010 

Budget Actual Actual 
2011 201 1 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: 

Investment 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 safely 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 9,629 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 

Accumulated 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 $ 415,723 $ 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 
ltems not involving cash: 

Amortization 47,696 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 liabili ties 3,735 6,287 
(Decrease) increase in deposits and holdbacks (8,694) 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 

Capital activities: 
Cash used to acquire tangible capital assets (75,954) (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 (7,292) 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 Consolidated 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 activities include the provision of local government services to 
residents of the incorporated 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 Chartered Accountants. 

(a) 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. 

(i) General Revenue Fund: 

This fund is us.ed 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. 

(ii) General Capital and Loan Fund: 

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 Funds: 

These funds have been established to cover the costs of operating these utilities, with 

related capital and loan funds to record the related capital assets and long-term debt. 

(iv) 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. 

(b) 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 earned and measurable. Expenses are 

recognized as they are incurred and measurable as a result of receipt of goods and services 

andlor the creation of a legal obligation to pay. 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 
Noles to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31 , 2011 

2. Significant accounting policies (continued): 

(e) Government transfers: 

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. 

(d) Cash and cash equivalents: 

Cash and cash equivalents consist of cash, highly liquid money market investments and 

short-term investments with maturities of less than 90 days of acquisition. 

(e) 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 

various 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. 

(f) Accounts receivable: 

Accounts receivable are net of an allowance for doubtful accounts and therefore represent 

amounts expected to be collected. 

(g) Development cost charges: 

Development cost charges are restricted by legislation to expenditures on capital 

infrastructure. These amounts are deferred upon receipt and recognized as reven ue when 

the expenditures are incurred in accordance with the restrictions. 

(h) Post-employment benefits: 

The City and its employees make contributions to the Municipal Pension Plan. 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 projected benefits prorated as employees render services necessary to 

earn the future benefits. 

(i) 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 lives 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): 

(i) Non-financial assets (continued): 

(i) Tangible capital assets: 

Tangible capital assets are recorded at cost, which includes amounts that are directly 
attributable to acquisition, construction, development, or betterment of the assets. The 

cost, less the residual value, of the tangible capital assets, excluding land are amortized 

on a straight line basis over their estimated useful lives as follows: 

Asset 

Buildings and building improvements 
Infrastructure 
Vehicles, machinery and equipment 
Library's collections, furniture and equipment 

Usefu l life - years 

10 - 75 
5 -100 

3 - 40 
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. 

(ii) Contributions of tangible capital assets: 

Tangible capital assets received as contributions are recorded at their fair value at the 

date of receipt and also are recorded as revenue. 

(iii) 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 assets: 

Works of art and cultural and historic assets are not recorded as assets in these financial 

statements. 

(v) Interest capitalization: 

The City does not capitalize interest costs associated 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. All 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) Non-financial assets (continued): 

(vii) Inventory of materials and supplies: 

Inventory is recorded at cost, net of an allowance for obsolete stock. Cost is determined 

on a weighted average basis. 

U) 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. 

(k) Deposits: 

Receipts restricted by the legislation of senior governments ar by agreement with external 

parties are deferred and reported as deposits and are refundable under certain 

circumstances. When qualifying expenditures are incurred, deposits are recognized as 

revenue at amounts equal to the qualifying expenditures . 

(I) Debt 

Debt is recorded net of related sinking fund balances. 

(m) Budget information: 

Unaudited budget information, presented on a basis consistent with that used for actual 

results, was included in the City of Richmond's Five Year Financial Plan and was adopted 

through Bylaw #8707 on March 14, 201 1. 

(n) Use of accounting estimates: 

The preparation of financial statements requires management to make estimates and 

assumptions that affect the reported amounts of assets and liabilities 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 va lue of contributed capi tal assets, value of 

developer contributions, useful 1ives 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 period 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 
Noles to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31 , 2011 

2. Significant account ing policies (continued): 

(0) Segment disclosures: 

A segment is defined as a distinguishable activity of group of activities of a government for 
which it is appropriate to separately report 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 (nole 22). 

3. Recast of comparative f igures: 

During the year, the City determined that certain developer contributed 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 

Accumulated surplus, as previously reported 
Add: Net book value of tangible capital asset 

Accumulated surplus, as recast 

Annual surplus for 2010 

Annual surplus, as previously reported 
Add: Developer contribution of tangible capital assets 

Annual surplus, as recast 

Tangible capita l assets, December 31, 2010 

Tangible capital assets, as previously reported 
Add : Net book value of tangible capital asset 

Tangible capital assets , as recast 

9 

$ 2,005,249 
7,038 

$ 2,012 ,287 

$ 

$ 

77 ,247 
20,803 

98,050 

$ 1,711 ,178 
27,841 

$ 1,739,019 
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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 

4. Investments: 

201 1 2010 
Market Market 

Cost value Cost value 

Short-term notes and deposits $ 99,424 $ 99,457 $ 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 40,156 42,162 40,230 42 ,283 

$ 563,162 $ 573,541 $ 502,375 $ 514,647 

5. Accounts receivable: 

2011 2010 

Water and sewer utilities $ 6,880 $ 6,467 
Casino revenues 3,186 3,146 
Capital grant 2,934 12,980 
Other trade receivables 9,095 7,058 

$ 22,095 S 29,651 

6. Debt reserve fu nd 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 execu1es demand notes in connection with each debenture 
whereby the City may be required to loan certain amounts to the MFA. These demand notes are 
contingent in nature and are not reflected 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 $ 376 $ 1,706 
Sewerworks Revenue Fund 10 48 

Total $ 386 S 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: 

Trade and other liabilities 
Post-employment benefits (note 16) 

8. Deposits and hold backs: 

Balance 
December 31, Deposit 

2010 contributions 

Security deposits S 33,059 $ 6 ,175 
Contract holdbacks 2,075 3,640 
Developer contribution 5,197 340 
Transit Oriented Oevelopment Fund 1,523 
Other 3,593 3,124 

$ 45,447 $ 13,279 

9. Deferred revenue: 

2011 

$ 50,808 
26,890 

$ 77,698 

Refund 
expenditures 

$ 14,094 
4,509 

3,370 

$ 21 ,973 

2010 

$ 48,892 
25,071 

$ 73,963 

Balance 
December 31 , 

2011 

S 25,140 
1,206 
5,537 
1,523 
3,347 

$ 36,753 

Deferred revenue represents revenues that 1) are collected but not earned as of December 31, 
2011 . These revenues will be recognized in future periods as they are earned. 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 4,919 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 
Noles to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31, 2011 

10. Development cost charges: 

Balance, beginning of year 
Contributions 
Interest 
Revenue recognized 

Balance, end of year 

11 . Obligations under capital leases: 

$ 

$ 

2011 2010 

42,211 $ 33,208 
23,518 26, 101 

971 706 
(14,321) (17,804) 

52,379 $ 42,211 

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 lease payments relating to obligations under capital leases expiring on various 

dales as follows: 

Year ending December 31: 

2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 and thereafter 

Total future minimum lease payments 
Less amount representing interest 

Present value of capital lease payments 

$ 

$ 

12 

337 
80 
59 
26 

6 

508 
(9) 

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 rate of interest for the year ended December 31 , 2011 
approximates 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 for 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 

General Fund $ 39,546 $ 33,887 $ 5,659 $ 9,055 
Sewerworks Fund 1,109 960 149 219 

$ 40,655 $ 34,847 $ 5,808 $ 9,274 

Principal paymenls and sinking fund inslalments on net outslanding debenture debt over the next 

three years are as follows : 

General 

2012 $ 2,248 
2013 2,355 
2014 1,056 

$ 5,659 

13 

Sewerworks 

$ 73 
76 

$ 149 

Total 

$ 2,321 
2,431 
1,056 

$ 5,808 

CNCL - 304 



CITY OF RICHMOND 
Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31, 2011 

13. Tangible capital assets: 

Balance at 
December 31 , Additions 

Cost 2010 and transfers 
(recast 

- note 3) 

Land $ 570,939 $ 37,582 
Buildings and building 

improvements 313,067 27,705 
Infrastructure 1,455,639 47,349 
Vehicles, machinery and 

equipment 81,498 4 ,864 
library's collections, furniture and 

equipment 8,203 2,788 
Assets under construction 34,379 (8,522) 

$ 2,463,725 $ 111 ,766 

Balance at 
December 31, 

Accumulated amortization 2010 Disposals 
(recast 

- note 3) 
Buildings and building 

improvements $ 80,489 $ 508 
Infrastructure 591 ,261 2,069 
Vehicles, machinery and 

equipment 47,819 1,067 
Library's collections, furniture and 

equipment 5,137 1,329 

$ 724,706 $ 4,973 

14 

Balance al 
December 31 , 

Disposals 2011 

$ 10 $ 608,511 

600 340,172 
3,394 1,499,594 

1,099 85,263 

1,329 9,662 
25,857 

$ 6,432 $ 2,569,059 

Balance at 
Amortization December 31 , 

expense 2011 

$ 10,950 $ 90,931 
29,868 619,060 

5,514 52,266 

1,364 5,172 

$ 47 ,696 $ 767 ,429 
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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 

13. Tangible capita l assets (continued): 

Land 
Buildings and building improvements 
Infrastructure 
Vehicles, machinery and equipment 
Library's collection, furniture and equipment 
Assets under construction 

Balance, end of year 

(a) Assets under construction: 

Net book 
value 

December 31 , 
2010 

(recast 
~ note 3) 

$ 570,939 
232,578 
864,378 

33,679 
3,066 

34,379 

$ 1,739,019 

Net book 
value 

December 31 , 
2011 

$ 608,511 
249,241 
880,534 

32,997 
4,490 

25,857 

$ 1,801 ,630 

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. 

(b) Contributed tangible capital assets: 

Contributed capital assets 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 approximatety 

$11,978,000 (2010 - $10,061,000), land in the amount of approximately $22,483,000 (2010-

$21,393,000) and library collections in the amount of approximately $1 ,279,000 (2010 - nil) 

(c) 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. 

(d) Works of Art and Historical Treasures: 

The City manages and controls various works of art and non-operalional 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. 

(e) Write-down of tangible capital assets: 

There were no writedowns of tangible capital assets during the year (201 O-$nil). 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 
Noles to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31 , 2011 

15. Reserves: 

Reserve funds: 
Affordable housing $ 
Capital building and infrastructure 
Capital reserve 
Child care development 
Community legacy and land replacement 
Drainage improvement 
Equipment replacement 
Leisure facilities 
Local improvements 
Neighborhood improvement 
Public art program 
Sanitary sewer 
Steveston off-street parking 
Steveston road ends 
Waterfront improvement 
Walermain replacement 
Oval 

2010 

10,728 
26 ,238 
76,229 

1,789 
5,718 

18,213 
14,912 
2,522 
6,117 
5,649 
1,278 

27,661 
266 

2,930 
496 

46,377 

$ 247,123 

16. Post-employment future benefits: 

Change 
during year 2011 

$ 616 $ 11 ,344 
1,408 27,646 
5,591 81 ,820 

357 2,146 
11,379 17,097 

5,182 23,395 
1,832 16,744 

99 2,621 
213 6,330 
408 6,057 
307 1,585 

2,593 30,254 
11 277 

(207) 2,723 
(317) 179 

(2,942) 43,435 
1,700 1,700 

$ 28,230 $ 275,353 

The City provides certain post-employment benefits , non-vested sick leave, compensated 
absences, and tennination benefits to its employees. 

2011 2010 

Balance, beginning of year $ 25,071 $ 23,263 
Current service cost 1,843 1,696 
Interest cost 1,207 1,320 
Amortization of acluarialloss 424 545 
Benefits paid (1,655) (1 ,753) 

Balance, end of year $ 26,890 $ 25,071 

An actuarial valuation for these benefits was performed to detennine the City's accrued benefit 

obligation as at December 31 , 2009 and the results are extrapolated to December 31 , 2011 . The 
difference between the actuarially determined accrued benefit obligation of approximately 
$28,471,000 and the liability of approximately $26,890,000 as at December 31 , 2011 is an 

unamortized actuarial loss of $1 ,581,000. This actuarial loss is being amortized over a period 
equal to the employees' average remaining service life of 10 years. 

17 CNCL - 308 



CITY OF RICHMOND 
Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31 , 2011 

16. Post-employment future benefits (continued): 

. 
Actuarial benefit obligation: 

Liability, end of year 
Unamortized actuarial loss 

Balance, end of year 

2011 2010 

$ 26,890 $ 25 ,071 
1,581 1,642 

$ 28,471 $ 26,713 

Actuarial assumptions used to determine the City's accrued benefit obligation are as follows: 

Discount rate 
Expected future inflation rate 
Expected wage and salary range increases 

17. Pension plan: 

2011 

3.50% 
2.50% 
3.50% 

2010 

4.50% 
2.50% 
3.50% 

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, 2009 indicated 

an unfunded liability of $1,024 million for basic pension benefits. The next actuarial valuation will 

be performed as at December 31, 2012 with results available in 2013. The actuary does not 

attribute portions of the unfunded liability to 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 201 1. 

18. Commitments and contingencies: 

(a) Joint and several liabilities: 

The City has a contingent liability w ith respect to debentures of the Greater Vancouver Water 

District, Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District and Greater Vancouver Regional 

District. to the extent provided for in their respective Enabling Acts, Acts of Incorporation and 

Amending 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) 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 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 and thereafter 

(c) Litigation: 

$ 4,338 
4,172 
4,123 
4,091 

28,449 

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 
determinable. 

(d) Munidpal lnsurance Association of British Columbia: 

The City is a participant in the Municipal Insurance Association of British Columbia 
(the "Association"). Should the Association payout 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. 

(e) 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. 

(f) E-Comm Emergency Communications for Southwest British Columbia (~E-Comm·): 

The City is a shareholder of the Emergency Communications for Southwest British 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 , 201 1). As a 
Class A shareholder, the City shares in both funding the future operations and capital 

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 
Noles to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31, 2011 

18. Commitments and contingencies (continued): 

(9) 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 all 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 liabilities: 

The City has a contract with the federal government 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 thai 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 . 

19. 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 stands in fiduciary 

relationship to the beneficiary. The following trust fund is excluded from the City's financial 

statements. 

2011 2010 

Richmond Community Associations $ 1,015 $ 994 

20. 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: 

Province of British Columbia - Schools 
Greater Vancouver Regional District and others 

20 

2011 

$ 122,465 
37,655 

$ 160,120 

2010 

S 118,391 
35,715 

$ 154,106 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 
Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31, 201 1 

21. Non-monetary transaction : 

During the year, the City sold a portion of land to a third party developer valued 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 equivalent 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 resul ting gain of $12 million has been included in Other 
Revenues - Other on the statement of operations. 

22. 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/departments that are responsible 
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. 11 is responsible for ensuring 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 speciallzed 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 facilities such as arenas, community centres, pools, etc. It designs, constructs and 
maintains parks and sports fields to ensure, there is adequate open green space and sports fields 
availab[e 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 
Noles 10 Consolidated Financial Statements (continued) 
(Tabular amounts expressed in thousands of dollars) 

Year ended December 31, 2011 

22. Segmented reporting (continued): 

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 plans , developing bylaws and policies 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 facility as a venue for a wide range of sports, business and community 
activities. 

22 CNCL - 313 



C
IT

Y
 O

F
 R

IC
H

M
O

N
D

 
N

o
te

s 
to

 C
on

so
lid

at
ed

 F
in

an
ci

al
 S

ta
te

m
en

ts
 (

co
nt

in
ue

d)
 

(T
ab

u
l a

r 
a

m
o

u
n

ts
 e

xp
re

ss
e

d 
in

 t
h

o
u

sa
n

d
s 

o
f d

ol
la

rs
) 

Y
e

a
r 

en
de

d 
D

e
ce

m
b

e
r 

31
, 2

0
11

 

22
. 

S
eg

m
en

te
d 

re
p

o
rt

in
g

 (
co

nt
in

u
e

d
):

 

20
11

 
2

0
1

0
 

rO
ll

a,
 

E
ng

fn
e

e
d

n
g

, 
Re

c
re

a
H

o
n

 
la

w
 o

n
d

 
ru

bf
ic

;: 
W

o
rk

$
 

•
•
 d 

(r
e

ca
st

 
C

om
m

un
it

y 
a

n
d

 P
ro

je
ct

 
C

o
m

m
lln

it
y
 

G
e

n
e

ra
l 

rl
o

n
n

ln
g

 a
n

d
 

U
b

ro
ry

 
R

Ic
h

m
o

n
d

 
-

n
o

te
 J

) 
S

a
fe

ty
 

D
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 
S

e
rv

ic
es

 
G

o
ve

rn
m

e
n

t 
U

H
U

H
es

 
D

e
v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
t 

S
er

vi
ce

! 
O

ly
m

p
ic

 O
va

l 
C

o
n

so
lid

a
te

d
 

C
O

n
lio

lld
a

le
d

 

R
ev

en
ue

s
: 

T
a

xa
tio

n
 a

n
d

 l
e

W
ls

 
• 

• 
, 

16
1,

82
1 

• 
• 

, 
• 

• 
16

1
,8

21
 
, 

15
6,

07
1 

U
se

r 
Fe

es
 

7,
10

S
 

6
2

,2
50

 
69

,3
59

 
68

,3
65

 

S
a

le
s 

o
f S

e
M

ce
$

 
4,

65
7 

2
,0

9
5

 
8

,8
06

 
7

,8
62

 
12

,7
82

 
76

8 
'"

 
4,

07
0 

41
,5

18
 

3
7

",
0

3
 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t C
os

t C
ha

rg
es

 
2,

51
4 

4
,5

8
0

 
8

,4
8

3
 

7
"
 

1
4,

32
1 

1
7

,8
0

4
 

P
ro

vi
n

ci
a

l a
n

d
 F

ed
er

a
l G

ra
n

ts
 

" 
2

,0
14

 
,,,

 
2,

38
5 

'" 
• 

'"
 

2
,7

39
 

',
06

6 
6,

35
3 

O
tn

er
 C

ap
ita

l 
Fu

nd
in

g 
S

ou
rc

es
 

'"' 
14

,8
89

 
2

,6
0

9
 

22
,9

81
 

8
,1

15
 

1,
27

9 
5

0,
06

3 
5

3,
21

7 

P
a

ym
e

n
ts

-l
n

-U
e

u
 0

1 
ta

xe
s 

13
,1

26
 

13
,1

28
 

13
,2

03
 

O
tI>

oe
r r

e
ve

n
u

e
 fr

om
 0

Y
0\

'l 
so

u
rc

e
s:

 

In
ve

st
m

e
n

t 
In

co
m

e
 

19
,1

0
2

 
,,.

 
20

,3
28

 
16

,6
6-

4 

G
a

m
in

g
 R

e
ve

n
u

e
 

56
7 

1.
40

0 
11

,1
81

 
13

,1
28

 
12

,5
63

 

L
ic

e
n

se
s 

a
n

d
 p

e
rm

its
 

"" 
" 

3
,1

53
 

4,
11

5 
1,

52
4 

1
,3

28
 

0'
''' 

,,
«

5
 

2
9

' 
3

0
' 

19
,5

6
5

 
'"

 
" 

,2<
 

1,
03

1 
23

,5
68

 
10

,3
3

5
 

1,
34

0 
30

,3
19

 
16

,5
10

 
26

9,
43

9 
8

5,
41

9 
4

,9
04

 
2,

21
1 

7,
84

0 
4

24
,0

42
 

39
9,

50
6 

E
xp

e
n

d
it

u
re

s
: 

W
a

g
e

s 
a

n
d

 S
a

la
ri

e
s 

34
,6

69
 

19
,5

01
 

25
,4

6
0

 
18

.4
39

 
9

,7
11

 
8,

94
2 

6
,2

86
 

5,
34

1 
12

8,
36

1 
12

1
,2

44
 

P
W

 M
a

in
te

n
a

n
ce

 
" 

11
,5

18
 

2
,2

21
 

2
3

 
4

,6
00

 
54

 
, 

18
,4

44
 

16
,3

48
 

C
on

tr
ac

t 
S

er
vi

oe
s 

35
,5

48
 

'" 
1,

60
3 

2
,4

88
 

4
,7

80
 

'"
 

n 
>2

, 
45

,8
87

 
48

,5
82

 

S
u

p
p

lie
s 

a
n

d
 M

at
er

ia
ls

 
2,

75
6 

(3
,1

62
) 

11
,1

46
 

7
,9

97
 

40
.2

38
 

1,
26

1 
'e<

 
2

,6
45

 
8

3,
76

5 
78

,9
72

 

In
le

re
st

 a
n

d
 F

in
a

n
ce

 
15

 
(,' 

2
,4

05
 

2,
74

2 
3 

5,
16

4 
6,

00
2 

T
ra

flS
le

r 
fr

o
m

 (
to

) 
c
a
p
~
a
l
 f

o
r 

ta
n

g
ib

le
 c

a
p

ita
l a

ss
e

ts
 

87
 

2,
03

5 
54

7 
(1

28
) 

'2
5 

, 
2

,7
55

 
(1

1,
51

8)
 

A
m

o
rt

iz
a

tio
n

 0
1 

ta
n

g
ib

le
 c
a
p
~
a

l 
a

ss
e

ts
 

1,
42

3 
20

,7
45

 
4,

96
6 

10
,8

93
 

6,
88

3 
1,

09
5 

1,
36

4 
52

7 
47

,8
96

 
47

,7
25

 

L
o

ss
 (

g
a

in
) 

O
Il 

d
is

p
o

sa
l 0

1 
ca

p
ita

l a
ss

e
t! 

6
7

 
0

3
' 

, 
" 

'" 
1,

37
3 

(3
,8

97
) 

74
,5

63
 

5
2,

33
7 

45
,9

57
 

4
2

,1
33

 
69

,4
30

 
11

,5
60

 
8

,6
18

 
8,

64
7 

31
3

,2
45

 
30

1
, 4

5
6

 

A
n

n
u

a
l 

s
u

rp
lu

s 
(d

e
fl

cl
t)

 
$ 

(6
7,

22
3)

 
$ 

{2
1,

95
8}

 
$ 

(2
9,

44
7)

 
$ 

22
1,

30
6 

$ 
15

.9
11

9 
$ 

«
(5

6
) 

$ 
(6

,4
01

) 
$ 

(1
I0

l)
 

$ 
11

0,
79

7 
$ 

98
,0

50
 

23
 

CNCL - 314 



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 dala presented in these consolidated financial statements is based on the 

2011 operating and capital budgets approved by Council 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 statements. 

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 ca~ital ex~enditures 143,382 
Total revenue 348,859 

Expenses: 
Approved operating budget 369,267 
Approved capital budget 216,081 
Approved Oval budget 9,911 

Less: 
Transfer to other funds 7,019 
Intercity payments 36,211 
Intercompany payments 3,030 
Capital expenditures 72,699 
Debt principal payments 1,331 
Carried forward ca~ital ex~enditures 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 Guarantees and Indemnities 
Regulation. 

Prepared under the Financial Information Regulation, Schedule 1, section 5 

25 

Section 5 
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6 
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES 

Elected Officials for 2011 

BASE 
NAME SALARY BENEFITS EXPENSES 

Brodie, Malcolm 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 Councillor 52 ,266 3,467 315 
Halsey-Brandt, Evelina Councillor 52,266 2,015 3,064 
Halsey-Brandt, Greg Councillor 50,589 1,964 3,200 
Halsey-Brandt, Sue Councillor 50,589 1,964 430 
Johnston, Ken Councillor 52,266 3,323 826 
McNulty, William B Councillor 52,266 8,195 1,222 
McPhail , 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 201 1 

BASE BENEFITS & 
NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES 

Achiam,Cecilia 131,913 20,117 9,204 
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 107,779 20,924 2,228 

Arcari,Lorenzo 100,601 2,019 76 
Armstrong,Robb 99,609 5,273 488 
Aujla,Jag 78,559 928 616 
Ayers,Elizabeth 116,344 10,641 1,064 

Bachynski,Laurie 98,965 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 2,394 317 
Bartley-Smith,Brenda 99,454 5,151 3,121 

Bateman,Grant 85,348 4,839 5,243 

Bath,Paul 81,577 1,392 0 
Batkin,Wayne 96,187 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 1,703 509 
Bell,Andrew 89,362 5,424 1,394 

Bennett,Adam 82,207 1,422 0 
Bennett,Shayne 78,616 1,510 0 
Beno,Dena Kae 84,696 4,704 600 
Bergsma,Peter J 82,053 2,184 107 
Bicego,Romeo 115,373 10,751 176 
Bie,Lloyd 118,272 8,328 1,401 

Biliings,Alan 81,072 1,658 781 

Bisselt,Lorraine 87,324 6,387 2,615 

Bogner,Christopher 85,092 1,334 59 

Bohnen,Joshua 74,269 1,493 0 

Bola,Kulwinder 77,473 928 0 
Bonato,Steven 81,947 202 3,589 

BowleY-Cowan,Laura Dee 79,688 3,646 1,141 

Bowyer-Smyth,Mike A 83,158 6,152 107 

Brannen,Andrew 76,906 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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CllY 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 OTHER1 EXPENSES 
Brownlee,David 91,213 372 0 
Brunet,Mary H, 103,787 929 997 
Brunette,Terence 91,970 5,590 0 
Brunskill,Jason 81,741 1,563 85 
Buchanan,James G 35,077 61 ,778 0 
Buchannan, 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 
Burns,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 23,427 938 
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 
Carlile,Cathryn Volkering 162,265 26,868 1,295 
Carlson,Erland 75,280 763 0 
Carlyle,Phyllis 200,133 57 ,074 7,734 
Carron,Kimberley 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 , Millon 120,847 5,443 2,824 
Chiang ,Paul Chi-Kin 74,665 1,342 856 
Chima,Jaspal 87,520 2,490 56 
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 1,060 409 
Coombs,Brian M 97,427 988 424 
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 
Craig,Wayne 114,821 6,884 505 

1. Consists of taxable benefi ts (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments , including for example , 
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation , gratuity, and overtime). 28 
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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 OTHER1 EXPENSES 
Creighton,Gregg 84,395 1,762 61 
Crowe,Terence 1.36,376 13,970 639 
Csepany,Andras 72,790 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 80,912 2,476 46 
Dawson,Evelyn 84,808 207 413 
Day,Jeff 196,704 62,734 6,167 
Daykin,Margot 102,838 5,764 143 
Dean,lIoyd A 82,795 2,059 136 
Deane,Gregory Thomas 99,686 1,703 0 
DeBrouwer,Dave 96,808 2,894 76 
Decker,Kim 97,710 5,517 1,563 
DeCrom, Theodore G 95,495 14,647 1,302 
Deer,Angela 81,957 4,616 1,088 
DeGianni,Rod 82,972 1,658 0 
Dhaliwal,Kamaljit "BiII~ 72,200 3,874 73 
Dhanowa,Dalvinder 72,938 3,432 76 
Dhilion,Keambir 73,755 1,644 76 
Dias,Ben Jack 111,313 20,078 1,353 
Dickson,James 80,654 2,795 0 
Dineen,Scoll 77,11 4 6,291 0 
Dion,Harold K 100,179 1,703 0 
Discusso,Peter 84,291 1,352 519 
Dixon,Scott 79,551 1,126 0 
Douglas, Lesley 97,061 5,484 3,139 
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,Darreli 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 G 99,695 1,711 0 
Edwards,Brenda 79,842 600 0 
Edwards,Sara 76,566 1,500 1,801 
Edwards,William J 71,928 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. Consists of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group [ife, 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,Russell 74,469 1,646 0 
Falconer,Todd James 88,700 2,139 2,114 
Falls,Gordon M 34,903 42,303 0 
Fernyhough,Jane Lee 134,688 21,440 6,953 
Ferraro,Domenic 75,057 3,671 1,373 
Fiss,Eric 91,430 2,163 2,527 
Fitton,Russell 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 0 
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 

Gilfillan,Terry K 71,466 4,693 0 
Gill,Raminder 78,995 1,658 0 
Gillis,David M 92,493 1,568 0 
Gillis,Kerry 75,295 1,229 2,327 

Glahn,Brad 82,473 1,514 1,540 

Goddard,M. Elaine 103,165 3,982 4,847 

GolI,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 112,391 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,Ronald 78,390 1,514 76 
Gushel,Brad J 78,669 1,951 0 
Guzzi,Brian 99,608 6,189 1,264 

Haddow,James William 34,946 48,836 0 
Hahn,Ruth H.S. 89,111 1,134 1,186 

Halldorson,Arnie 83,273 1,864 78 
Hama,Caroline 109,627 25,733 9,230 

Hansen,Terry Donald 91,283 2,527 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) . 30 
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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 & 
NAM E SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES 

Harris,David 76,915 5,003 0 
Harris,Douglas 99,500 15,452 0 
Harris,Peter 72,493 3,596 60 
HaY,Gerald 88,545 1,255 0 
Heinrich,George 94,281 3,832 185 
Hemsted,Ron 102,701 1,559 0 
Hingorani,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 
Hogg,Philip James 103,159 9,583 290 
Hooker,Thomas 94,811 251 1,008 
Howell,Kim 134,990 12,984 966 
Howie,Neil 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 2,093 
Hunter,Derek 97,158 5,411 78 
Hyde,Tim 77,368 1,964 107 
Ince,David R 86 ,875 3,944 10 
Irving,John D. 151,792 26,045 4,509 
Isaac,Darryl 74,137 1,637 173 
Isherwood,Ted 75,780 1,498 0 
IsleY,Dale 80,656 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,liesJ 82,587 1,988 294 
Jeffcoatt,Steven Paul 89,315 1,955 76 
Jochimski,Walter 78,906 191 153 
JohaJ,BiII 72,215 3,395 81 
Johnson,David 78,779 1,293 0 
Johnson,Gaii 100,998 8,178 76 
Johnson,larry R 90,550 7,965 984 
Johnson,Thomas Andrew 97,127 1,724 327 
Johnson, Trevor William 99,511 1,703 915 
Johnston,David W 102,407 1,875 76 
Jones,BiII 48,381 31,016 317 
Jones,Debra 72,454 2,566 39 
Jones,Karen E 81 ,917 368 295 
Jorger,Ben 75 ,261 1,086 139 

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). 31 
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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 OTHER1 EXPENSES 
Kam,Richard 76,156 4,616 563 
Karpun,Mark Edward 74,270 1,995 76 
Karpun,Mike A 90,511 1,360 0 
Kates,Robert 112,238 8,117 1,509 
Kealing,Roger 81,360 1,150 700 
Keatley,Roger H 73,844 1,227 0 
Kelder,Randall M 99,589 1,743 76 
KellY,Michael J 82,383 1,682 0 
Kiesewetter,Harold Michael 101,098 1,703 0 
Kinney,Gary 80,425 7,336 0 
KinseY,David P 95,522 1,703 0 
Kirichuk, lryna 85,348 2,635 5,660 

Kirk,Michael 210,000 33,533 811 
Kita,Jason 98,022 5,248 4,568 
Kivari,Mia 77,901 1,510 693 
Klassen,Bryan 87,748 5,210 0 
KlieS,Grant Allan 84,940 977 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 0 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 
Laursen,John D 107,406 2,600 826 
Law,Randy G 95,962 2,745 0 
LecY,Katherine 115,730 5,860 1,238 
Ledezma,Gonzalo 80,582 1,654 0 
Lees,Brooke 74,827 1,221 0 
Lehbauer,Jordan 79,021 1,654 0 
Lei,Loletta 100,905 1,396 0 
Lemaire,Joel 82,100 1,658 0 
Leney,Kyle 79,596 1,658 0 

,Lentz,Douglas Warren 73,879 5,522 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 85,089 2,929 211 
Livingston,Steve R 80,363 932 0 

1. Consists of taxable benefits (ie. MSP, group li fe, education , and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example , 
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 32 
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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 OTHER1 EXPENSES 
Long,Doug 169,489 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,Kelly 88,140 1,726 3,959 
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,Dianne 113,835 6,761 1,241 
Manke,Gordon 77,164 907 0 
Marion ,John 75,977 4,792 0 
Markova,Yelena 84,648 1,253 0 
Martin,Paul 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 
McCuliough,Charies M 103,657 5,973 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-Cook,Christopher 83,218 3,936 485 
McKnight,8jarne 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 
Meausette,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 9,876 826 
Mercer,8arry 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,Kenneth 80 ,201 1,658 2,387 
Molina,Francisco 101,069 1,496 725 
Monkman,Thomas William 102,586 1,703 2,010 

Morris,Allen Jay 74 ,205 798 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). 33 
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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 OTHER1 EXPENSES 
Moses Jr,Vern A. 81,341 B09 0 
Moss,Kelly 82,976 5,928 0 
Moxin,Greg Alan 75,236 1,380 137 
Muir,Morgan 72,215 3,746 0 
Muis,Fred 82,248 3,302 0 
Mulder,Wilhelmus 96,548 1,703 B5 
Mullock,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 B5 
Newton,Douglas 82,006 199 144 
Ngan,Venus 94,831 4,471 1,849 
Nikolic,Diana 83,151 3,538 505 
Nishi,Ernest S 85,348 1,369 331 
Northrup,Trevor 80,490 206 173 
Norton,Robert E C 76,199 1,231 0 
Nurse,Roy 83,726 1,778 0 
Olson,Norma 80,546 1,573 0 
Ostafiew,Alan 0 85,204 1,790 76 
OWens, David Michael 86,347 B97 700 
Paller, Elena 91,512 4,499 641 
Parhar,Gurdawar 80,556 92B 76 
Parker,Cory Dean 96,916 3,095 621 
Patkau,Brad 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, Reginald G 92,796 1,559 0 
Perkins, Michael 81,090 1,658 0 
Petraschuk,Douglas A 98,370 1,744 1,120 

Pighin, Darren 79,365 1,658 27 
Piluso,Riccardo 8.8,011 3,292 122 
Pills,Dermott 88,254 6,496 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,Wiliiam 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 2011 

BASE BENEFITS & 

NAME SALARY OTHER' EXPENSES 
Qaddoumi,Hikmat 92,029 1,568 0 
Racic,Mile 85,090 4,010 1,360 

Rattan,Amarjeel 135,200 19,292 2,342 

Redlinski ,Jacek 78,523 3,085 440 

Redpalh,Michael 126,469 16,753 5,565 

Redzic,Vesna 84 ,256 1,253 802 
Rende,Michael 81 ,562 932 0 

Renwick,Rick 97,861 1,711 0 
Robson,Mark 79,793 1,654 76 
Rocha ,Carlos 79,405 2,628 982 
Rodriguez,Edgar 78,244 1,550 598 

Romanas.Amy 75,816 1,303 6,775 

Romas,Mike 79,667 6,404 6,979 

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 1,654 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 76,717 1,597 2,023 

Salmasi,Kamran 76,103 1,691 1,608 

Salzl ,Maria 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 ,685 162 2,260 

Schell ,Terry Peter 97 ,112 1,703 1,124 

Schroeder, Scott 82,717 1,360 121 

Schullz,Jeremy 75,559 4,727 0 

Schultz,Susan Leilani 148,981 23,059 4,534 

Sciberras,Francis G 85,996 788 0 

Scott, Douglas V 85,410 2,082 2,076 

Scott, Greg 148,981 23,778 11 ,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 

Seliers,J l arry 72,763 7,285 51 

Semple, David C 193,846 67,745 4,887 

Shapiro, David 96,505 3,060 0 

Shaw,John 79,447 1,502 112 

Shearer,Ooug 85,348 2,016 1,165 

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). 35 
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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 OTHER1 EXPENSES 
Shepherd,Bryan A 88,724 2,872 390 
Sherlock,Lesley 89,725 10,184 5 
Shum,Chi Tin9 89,408 2,083 3,973 
Sihoe,Clarence 85,348 1,369 0 
Sikora,Rose 72,525 4,108 1,000 
Simas,Anlonio 80,359 2,596 476 
Simkin,Eric 72,133 5,261 60 
Sinclair,Karen L 76,795 1,229 130 
Skippen,lisa 90,555 4,937 3,489 
Smaliwood,Waller 94,811 1,605 0 
Smith,Mark 83,470 1,658 0 
Smith,Michael 78,258 1,666 0 
Somerville,Kim M 103,599 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 1,495 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 
Stewarl,Tom 130,385 24,269 724 
Stich,Yvonne 88,230 1,254 1,046 
Stock,Dennis 79,455 1,655 0 
Slock,John M 68,652 12,754 0 
Stockdale,Todd 78,686 1,654 76 
Stoliker,Ronald 100,007 26,369 0 
Slowe,Syd 99,470 7,367 968 
Sung,Paul 121,534 5,763 1,439 
Sullon,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 1,099 

Tanaka,Martin M 84,070 1,370 518 
Tarr,Christopher 78,284 928 76 
Taleyama,Lenny M 82,953 1,237 0 
Taylor,Mervyn 80,912 206 76 
Teo,James 91,140 2,757 3,130 

Tetlock,Dan 90,372 1,120 1,281 

1. Consists of lax able benefits (ie. MSP, group life, education, and vehicle) and lump sum payments, including for example, 
leave balance payouts (ie. banked vacation, gratuity, and overtime). 36 
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6 
$CHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES 

Employee Earnings In Excess of $75,000 And Related Expenses for 201 1 

BASE BENEFITS & 
NAME SALARY OTHER1 EXPENSES 

Thomas,Cindy 99,706 5,295 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 136,299 11,659 2,120 
Ubial,Jessie F 75,984 5,852 0 
Van Bruksvoort,Alex W 95,705 5,099 3,385 
Van Den Boogaard,Leonardus 115,172 1,936 0 
Van Iperen,Aaron 80,299 932 1,626 
Varley,Sue 81,936 1,360 60 
Vaughn,Jerre! 84,030 2,213 1,324 
Veerman,Maarten 145,657 6,610 3,164 
Vilialuz,Jaime 75,901 1,909 335 
Vrba,KaroJ 75,430 1,644 76 
Vrooman,Rowan 80,677 932 2,575 
Wahl,Kevin E 83,356 2,277 0 
Walker,Wesley 93,062 1,730 510 
Wall,Anthony 81,379 1,658 0 
Waiters,Bryan 81,268 5,928 705 
Warl<entin,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 

Weissler,Forrest 99,545 5,677 2,812 
Welisted,Darryl 82,379 932 0 
Welsh,Michael 78,684 1,658 0 
Wheeler,Gregg 84,631 2,293 60 
While,Simon J 74,766 1,556 451 
Whitehead,Janet 109,723 7,232 51 
WhittY,Robert 80,156 1,658 2,543 
Whyman,William 85,186 2,526 0 
Wighton,Roy Scott 95,028 1,703 0 
Wild,Danyon 94,553 2,378 0 
Wilke,Steve 71,710 5,091 279 
Wilkinson,Timothy J G 131,369 12,281 859 
Wiliiams,Steve J 98,881 1,737 0 
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 overtime). 37 
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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 201 1 

BASE BENEFITS & 

NAME SALARY OTHER1 EXPENSES 
Wong,lvy 113,854 8,213 432 
Wong,William 84,150 1,654 82 
Woo,Gavin 136,709 9,587 2,155 

Wright,Nora Ann 67,610 10,684 68 
Wyenberg,Grant 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. 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) . 38 
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CITY OF RICHMOND Section 6 
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES 

Grand Total For 2011 

No. of 
NAME Em 10 ees REMUNERATIOW EXPENSES 

Employees Over $75K 494 48,181,774 458,806 

Employees Under $75K 1,422 52,632,715 398,870 

Grand Total 1,916 100,814,489 857,677 

* Combines salary , taxable benefi ts, and other lump sum payouts 
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RICHMOND PUBLIC LIBRARY 
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES FOR 2011 

Section 6 - Board of Trustees 

NAME 
Watson, Pat 
Kafka, Peter 
Barnes, Linda 
Bostwick, Mark 
Cuenca, Dulce 
Cousar, Diane 
Khangura, Sanjiv 
Koch, Susan 
Tang, Simon 

Number of Board Trustees 

Section 6 - Employees Earnings 

NAME 
Buss,Gregory A. 
Ellis,J.Mark 
He,Ping 
Jang,Wendy 
Jeffrey,Beryl 

McCreedY,Virginia 

Walters,Susan 

Number of Employees 

Employees Less Than $75,000 
Number of Employees 

Grand Total 

REMUNERATION 
Chair 0 
Vice-Chair 0 
Trustee 0 
Trustee 0 
Trustee 0 
Trustee 0 
Trustee 0 
Trustee 0 
Trustee 0 

9 0 

No. of 
em 10 ees REMUNERATION* 

171 ,605 
105,414 
79,240 
82,418 

105,972 
77 ,760 
90,216 

7 712,625 

133 4,460,802 

140 5,173,427 

• Combines salary, taxable benefits, and other lump sum payouts 

40 

EXPENSES I 
3,008 
1,592 

0 
0 

88 
176 

0 
88 

1,548 

6,500 

EXPENSES 
2,403 
1,1 49 

8 
2,688 

0 
698 

1,128 

8,074 

17,373 

25,447 
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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 10 6 months of salaries. 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 
SCHEDULE OF REMUNERATION AND EXPENSES 

For Ihe year ended December 31, 2011 

Reconciliation of Remuneration to Financial Statements 

Total Remuneration Per Section 6 ~ Schedule of Remuneration and Expenses: 

Elected Officials 

Employees ~ City of Richmond 

Employees - Richmond Public Library 

Total Salaries Per Financial Statements 

Wages and Salaries 
Capital Programs and Billings 

l ess Employer share of non-taxable payroll remittances (City) 
less Employer share of non-taxable payroll remittances (Library) 
Less 2011 payroll accrued in financial statements paid in 2012 
Plus 2010 payroll accrued in financial statements paid in 201 1 
Less 2011 payroll accrued liabilities in financial statements 
Plus 2010 payroll accrued liabilities in financial statements 
Deduct Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation salaries 

Difference 

42 

$558,431 

$100,814,489 

$5,173,427 

$106,546,347 

$128,361 ,000 

($18,850,761) 
($1,053,661) 
($2,645,839) 
$2,499,459 

($28,201,879) 
$26,203,962 
($5 ,347,000) 

$106,546,347 

$0 

Section 6 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 in 2011 

JPAYMENTS 

3R Demolition Corp 

4Refuel Canada LP 

A J Forsyth & Co Ltd 

A R Mower & Supply Ltd 

A. Craig & Son Ltd 

ABM Consulting INC 

Acklands· Grainger Inc 

Acom Building Maintenance Ltd 

Action Electric Ltd 

AECOM Canada Ltd 

Aiton Heating & Air Conditioning Ltd 

Aligned Flooring Inc 

Allstar Show Industries Inc 

Ampco Manufacturers Inc 

Andrew Sheret Ltd 

Andrew Todd Conservators Ltd 

Aon Reed Stenhouse Inc 

Apex Communications Inc 

Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd 

Armtec Limited Partnership 

Ashland Consulting Ltd 

Ashton Mechanical Service Group Ltd 

Assertive Excavating & Demolition Ltd 

Associated Engineering (BC) Ltd 

AtFocus Inc 

Athens Masonry 

Atlas Power Sweeping Co ltd 

Avtex Solutions 

Axa Assurances' 

Axisource Inc 

Bakbone Software 

Bal Global Finance Canada Corp 

Barski Industries Ltd 

BC Assessment· 

BC Hydto 

BC Library Association 

BC Ufe & Casua'!Y' 

BC Plant Health Care Inc 

Belzona Molecular (BC) Ltd 

Benchmark Ltd 

Bert's Electric LId 

Beyond Tech Solutions 

BFI Canada Inc 

Birmingham & Wood Architects & Planners 

Black Press Group lid 

Bobcat Country Inc 

Bowden, Tony 

Brandt Tractor LId 

• Payments Include tax transfers and third party remittances. 43 

Amount I 
44,656 

36,121 

32,360 

70,984 

50,715 

133,228 

224,332 

280,854 

45,386 

198,896 

552,005 

280,051 

75,828 

33,911 

434 ,249 

39,264 

1,083,871 

29,041 

66,881 

53,650 

56,471 

1,078,564 

167,225 

74,277 

89,519 

171 ,132 

57,107 

69,716 

38,475 

125,581 

29,183 

79,721 

48,331 

4,488,859 

3,301 ,339 

55,298 

801 ,915 

86,333 

45,731 

754,722 

40,609 

77,773 

238,708 

35,463 

136,503 

65,520 

33,783 

297,160 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 in 2011 

IPAYMENTS 

Brenford Environmental Systems 

Broadway Refrigeration 

Brock White Canada Company 

bruce cars cadden ARCHITECT inc 

Busby Perkins & Will 

Caliber Sport Systems 

Canada Post Corporation 

Canada Revenue Agency' 

Canada Savings Bonds' 

Canada Scaffold Supply Co Ltd 

Canadian Dewatering Ltd 

Canadian lawn Care Services Ltd 

Canadian linen Supply 

Canadian National Railway Company 

Canadian Red Cross' 

Canadian Springs Water 

Canadian Turner Construction Company 

Can-Tec Electrical Services Ltd 

Cascadia Design Products 

Cascadia Sport Systems Inc 

CDW Canada 

CEI Architecture Planning Interiors 

Centaur Products Inc 

Central West Project Management Inc 

Chase Payment Tech 

Chevron Canada ltd 

Chinese InforMedia Consulting Group Inc 

Christopher Bozyk Architects 

CHS Hardware Ltd 

Churchill Armoured Car Service Inc 

Cimco Refrigeration 

Citlloc Systems Ltd 

City of Vancouver I Revenue Services 

Claymore Clothes Ltd 

Cleartech 

CMNR Holdings Ltd 

Cobra Electric lid 

Cold Fire Fire Prevention Inc 

Colter Developments 

Columbia Bitulithic Ltd 

Columbia Glazing Systems Inc 

Colwin Design Ltd 

Commander Warehouse Equipment lid 

Commercial Electronics Ltd 

Commercial lighting Products lid 

Comprint Systems Inc - DataFix 

Concept Aluminum Products Inc 

Concord Excavating & Contracting Ltd 

• Payments include tax transfers and third party remittances. 44 

Amount I 
102,813 

3,269,268 

41,549 

37,505 

106,477 

79,314 

169,877 

28,556,760 

580,158 

27,249 

26,412 

111 ,750 

57,092 

58,967 

52,662 

31 ,544 

223,575 

43,559 

29,361 

150,040 

98,622 

53,766 

432,748 

132,277 

194,977 

1,797,878 

49,097 

761,046 

221,879 

34,937 

124,953 

114,563 

1,538,418 

27,705 

89,343 

89,238 

1,329,783 

42,628 

30,770 

450,850 

74,785 

101,464 

29,884 

34,573 

172,996 

26,048 

1,064,134 

106,074 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 In 2011 

IPAYMENTS 

Core Concept Consulting Ltd 

Corix Group of Companies 

Creative Door Services Ltd 

Crlghton, EI 

CSDC Systems Inc 

CTH Systems Inc 

Cullen Construction Ltd 

Cullen Diesel Power Ltd 

CUPE 394' 

CUPE Library 3966' 

CUPE 718' 

CVS Midwest Tape 

Cygnus Group 

o Litchfield & Co Ltd 

Dallas Watt Demo Ltd 

Damon Oriente Ltd 

Davis LLP 

DB Perks & Associates 

Deanne Achong or Faith Moosang 

Deemo Home Improvement Services 

Delcan Corporation 

Dell Canada Inc 

Dhasi, Raj 

Dillon Consulting 

Direct Energy Marketing Ltd 

Directional Mining & Drilling Ltd 

DMD & Associates Ltd 

Dominion Fairmile Construction Ltd 

Dorset Realty Group Canada Ltd 

Dueck Lansdowne Pontiac Buick Cadillac 

E B Horsman & Son Ltd 

E S K Enterprises Ltd 

Eagle Eye Traffic Control 

East Richmond Nurseries 

EBB Environmental Consultants Inc 

Ebsco Canada Ltd 

Ecomm, Emergency Communications for swac 
Econolite Canada Inc 

Ecowaste Industries Ltd 

ECS Electrical Cable Supply Ltd 

EdgeCeptional Catering Ltd 

Election Systems & Software Inc 

Elgar Electric Ltd 

Elite Systems 

Ellisdon Corporation 

Entech Environmental Consutlants Ltd 

Enterprise Renl·A,Car Canada Ltd 

Envision Leasing Ltd 

• Payments Include tax transfers and third party remittances. 45 

Amount I 
27,279 

224,420 

31,238 

31,443 

78,666 

38,304 

96,276 

123,193 

497,426 

176,955 

743,405 

92,615 

40,980 

27,805 

104,632 

29,138 

15,030,351 

78,880 

183,566 

32,734 

320,357 

233,701 

33,374 

126,225 

742,955 

1,307 ,850 

28,821 

1,935,469 

58,135 

225,394 

32,258 

33,781 

32,451 

44,163 

44,973 

29,136 

2,901,218 

314 ,090 

161,918 

44 ,249 

28,702 

28,640 

1,946,882 

25,501 

2,176,152 

50,875 

73,263 

26,629 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 in 2011 

IPAYMENTS 

ESRI Canada lid 

Evergro Canada Inc 

Extreme Glass lid 

FaiM'ay Disposal Services 

Fast-Track Floors lid 

Federation of Canadian Municipalities 

Finning Canada 

First Truck Centre Vancouver Inc 

Fishbone Etc Design 

Fitness Town Commercial 

Fjord Equipment lid 

Flocor Inc 

FortlsBC I Terasen 

FP Infomart 

Fraser Milner Casgrain LLP 

Fraser Richmond Soil and Fibre LId 

Fraser Vaney Refrigeration lid 

Fraservalley Equipment 

Fred Surridge lid 

G B Bobcat Service 

G P Rollo & Associates lid 

Galaxy Paving lid 

General Paint Corp 

Genesis Integration Inc 

Genivar Consultants limited Partnership 

George Bubas Motors lid 

Gladiuk Contracting LId 

Glentel Inc 

Global Knowledge Network (Canada) Inc 

Global Medical Services 

Golder Associates lid 

Grand & Toy 

Graphically Speaking Services Inc 

Grays Harbor Historical Seaport 

GRC Columbia Roofing 

Great West Equipment 

Greater Vancouver Regional District' 

Greater Vancouver Water District 

Greer Contracting LId 

Greystone Tile & Stone LId 

Guillevin International Inc 

Habitat Systems Inc 

Hansen Information Technologies 

Hapa Collaborative 

Harris & Company 

Hazelmere Contracting LId 

HB Lanarc Consultants LId 

Hemmera Envirochem 

, Payments Include tax transfers and third party remittances. 46 

Amount I 

118,766 

81 ,867 

27,930 

157,981 

208,161 

25,684 

168,902 

26,792 

36,251 

190,731 

99,391 

116,490 

617,903 

27,489 

221 ,386 

395,360 

28,619 

90,280 

1,380,507 

94,719 

78,577 

46,909 

79,493 

160,876 

34,303 

28,706 

47,334 

34,265 

44 ,625 

93,494 

84,233 

34,430 

25,899 

32,640 

81 ,374 

355,533 

26,841,579 

18,300,430 

53,705 

120,171 

249,269 

164,824 

93,992 

63,065 

287 ,122 

134,232 

45,708 

78,354 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 in 201 1 

IPAYMENTS 

Heritage Office Furnishings LId 

Hetek SoluUons Inc 

Hexcel Construction LId 

Holland Imports Inc 

Home Depot, The 

Horseshoe Press Inc 

Hot Sun Industries LId 

HR Architects 

Hughes Condon Marler: Architects 

Hunter litigation Chambers l aw Corp 

121 Advertising + Marketing ltd 

lOR Commercial Construction 

Impact Ironworks ltd 

Imperial Paving ltd 

Imperial Sign Corporation 

Indigo Books & Music Inc 

Inprotect Systems Inc 

Insight Canada Inc 

Insights Learning & Development Van ltd 

Interprovincial Traffic Service lid 

Intrepid Security 

Ironwood Developments 

ISl Engineering and land Services lid 

Island Carpet Sales ltd 

Island Key Computer ltd 

lIT Water & Wastewater Canada 

J Cote & Son Excavating LId 

Jason Hartshorne 

Jego, Miyouki 

Johnston Ross & Cheng Ltd 

JSP Enterprises 

Jump Start Athletics Inc 

Justice Institute of B C 

Kat Tire 

Kay, Lydia 

Kenco Construction ltd 

Kerr Wood Leidal Associates Limited 

Kokanee Enterprises ltd 

Kone Inc 

Konica Minolla Business Solutions 

KPMG l l P 

Kulny's Richmond Soils 

Kwan, Tommy 

L. Parker Consulting Services Inc 

Lafarge Canada Inc 

Lafrentz Road Marking 

Langley Concrete Limited Partnership 

Larkin IT Consulting Inc 

• Payments include tax transfers and third party remittances. 47 

Amount I 
755,746 

26,985 

129,675 

31 ,544 

32,784 

29,299 

136,141 

124,405 

151, 11 8 

59,605 

46,569 

201,573 

43,470 

5,547,709 

115,373 

69,942 

29,970 

29,311 

45,561 

399,522 

149,411 

145,837 

53,187 

42,763 

240,457 

98,982 

2,655,663 

31,339 

31,400 

28,080 

31,600 

36,471 

63,177 

155,568 

53,705 

141 ,378 

302,293 

34,286 

109,687 

82,212 

134,582 

55,663 

42,250 

42,735 

362,257 

57,743 

50,914 

107,244 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 in 2011 

IPAYMENTS 

Layfield Poly Films Ltd 

Lehigh Materials 

Levelton Consultants Ltd 

Lewco Consulting Inc 

Lewis & Graham Distributors 

Library Bound Inc 

Lidstone & Company 

LifeMark Sport Medicine 

LIT Aquatics Ltd 

LMS Limited Partnership 

London Drugs Ltd 

Lordco Parts Ltd 

Lumec Inc 

Lyngsoe Systems 

Lynx System Developers Inc 

M J Pawlowski & Associates 

M&L Painting Ltd 

MacAulay Trucking Ltd 

MaliChannels Corp 

Mainland Sand & Gravel Ltd 

Mainroad Lower Mainland Coni 

Mainroad Maintenance Products 

Maple Leaf Tree Movers 

Marine Repair & Maintenance 

Matson Peck & Topliss BC Land Surveyors 

Maydanyk Trucking Ltd 

McElhanney Consulting Services Ltd 

McGinn Engineering & Preservation Ltd 

McRae's Environmental Services Ltd 

Medical Services Plan' 

Merletti Construction (1999) Ltd 

Metro Motors ltd 

Mickelson Consulting, Inc 

Microserve, V8205 

Mills Printing & Stationery Co Ltd 

Minister of Finance' 

Mlnoru Place Activity Centre 

Mosaic Planet 

Mostad Print & Design Group 

Mundie Trucking 

Municipaltnsurance Association of B.C. 

Municipal Finance Authority· 

Municipal Pension Plan' 

Muse Atelier Limited 

NAPA Aula Parts 

Nas Recruitment Communications 

Nedco 

Neptune Technology Group (Canada) Ltd 

• Payments include lax transfers and third party remittances. 48 

Amount I 
73,763 

57 ,076 

69,944 

73,638 

28,658 

744,610 

26,726 

41 ,162 

159,071 

40,919 

99,856 

101,941 

34,615 

176,556 

25,033 

252,820 

137,600 

219,896 

38,899 

443,749 

127,864 

75,585 

69,058 

88,510 

71 ,125 

49,620 

126,262 

25,953 

1,368,082 

1,313,373 

3,128,413 

95,639 

74,649 

78,658 

212,213 

1,162,089 

45,988 

72,242 

33,733 

78,313 

914,113 

856,979 

16,728,492 

61 ,777 

115,934 

29,754 

80,169 

778,233 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Sialement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 In 2011 

IPAYMENTS 

Networl< Paper and Packaging ltd 

Norpac Controls ltd 

Northwest Tech-Con Systems ltd 

Novax Industries Corp 

Nutech Facility Services ltd 

OA Solutions 

Oakcreek Golf & Turf Inc 

Ocean Pipe 

On Side Restoration 

Open Text Corporation 

OPUS DaytonKnight Consultants ltd 

Oracle Canada ULC 

Orbis Canada Limited 

Oris Development (Cambie) Corp 

Oris Geo Energy ltd 

OverDrive Inc 

PO Trucking 

Pacific Blue Cross· 

Pacific Cutting and Coring Ltd 

Pacific Door Closer Service ltd 

Pacific Flow Control Ltd 

Pacific Industrial and Marine Ltd 

Pacific Restoration 

Parl<Smart Inc 

Paul Sahota Trucking 

PDF Construction Management Ltd 

Petro Canada 

Phillips Farevaag Smalienberg 

Phoenix Glass Inc 

Phoenix Truck & Crane Services 

Pitney Bowes I Pitneyworl<s 

PJB Mechanical 

Plan Group 

Planet Clean 

PMC Builders ltd 

Porteau Management Corp 

Postage By Phone 

PPC Worldwide Canada EAP Services Ltd 

PrairieCoast Equipment 

Precise Par1<link Inc 

Profire Emergency Equipment Inc 

Progressive Contracting Ltd 

ProSafe Traffic Services 

Public Library Interlink 

Purchase and Associates 

Purtech Cleaning Services Inc 

PW Trenchless Construction Inc 

Qualichem Industrial Products 

• Payments Include tax transfers and third party remittances. 49 

Amount I 
32,417 

96,034 

57,164 

498, 137 
62,505 

49,126 

46,431 

87,554 

49,874 

156,153 

33,870 

386,658 

48,286 

361,090 

1,712,954 

41 ,640 

115,743 

3,056,818 

198,713 

45,806 

58,640 

823,232 

388,102 

42,237 

34,182 

112,554 

27,250 

26,816 

66,646 

111,083 

38,540 

252,819 

238,340 

262,751 

412,785 

50,948 

81,400 

56,098 

78,383 

71 ,668 

43,594 

1,567,937 

47,172 

75,032 

206,844 

57,742 

48,676 

83,402 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 In 2011 

[PAYMENTS 

R F Binnie and Associates ltd 

Raider-Hansen Inc 

RCMP - E Division FSS 

RDH Building Engineering limited 

Read Jones Christoffersen lid 

Receiver General for Canada - E Division FSS 

Receiver General for Canada - Industry-Radio 

Receiver General for Canada - RCMP-ONT 

Rectec Industries Inc 

R-Four Contracting Ltd 

Richard Anderson Marine Services 

Richelieu Hardware Ltd 

Richmond Animal Protection Society 

Richmond Art Gallery Association 

Richmond Chamber of Commerce 

Richmond Chrysler Dodge Jeep 

Richmond Elevator Maintenance ltd 

Richmond Firefighters' Association / local 1286 

Richmond Fitness & Wellness Assocation 

Richmond News 

Richmond Olympic OVal 

Richvan Holdings Ltd 

Rite-way Metals ltd 

Riverport Business Park Portfolio Inc 

River Road Investments ltd 

RMT Contracting ltd 

Rocky Mountain Phoenix 

Rod's Building Supplies Ltd 

Rogers Wireless Inc 

Rollins Machinery ltd 

Ronald C,T. Lee Systems Consulting Inc 

Ron's Backhoe Service 

Royal City Fire Supplies ltd 

Safe & Sound Security Systems ltd 

Sandale Utility Products 

Scada Controls Central ltd 

School District 38 Richmond· 

Scotia Asset Management L.P. 

Scotia Bank 

Scott Construction Management ltd 

Select Art Advertising Inc 

Seven Group Data Management Inc 

Shanahan's limited Partnership 

Shaw 

Sidhoo Trucking ltd 

Sierra Waste Services Ltd 

Sino United Publishing (Canada) ltd 

Smith Bros & Wilson (BG) ltd 

• Payments Include tax transfers and third party remittances. 50 

Amount I 
124,949 

33,728 

25,299 

27,103 

30,919 

97,311 

27 ,137 

32,319,685 

65,642 

168,183 

34,465 

41,695 

368,960 

25,763 

71,006 

40,307 

30,685 

390,047 

179,742 

60,848 

3,024,644 

98,351 

81 ,369 

3,633,466 

52,641 

1,667,680 

34,767 

203,571 

36,104 

84,259 

106,773 

151 ,180 

53,545 

152,471 

124,463 

52,174 

99,088,226 

208,239 

45,540 

732,968 

27 ,353 

944,536 

124,951 

55,933 

98,198 

5,064,694 

97,463 

315,169 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 In 2011 

IPAYMENTS 

SoftChoice Corporation 

South Arm Contracting lid 

South Arm Excavating 

Space 2 Place Design Inc 

Spandrel Construction Corp 

Sparky Electric Inc. 

Sportstown BC Operations lid 

Stantec Consult ing lid 

Status Electrical Corporation 

Streamline Fencing & Contracting lid 

Sun Life Financial-

Super Save Group of Companies 

Suttle Recreation Inc 

Sullon Road Marking lid 

Switch United Design Incorporated 

T M Johnston Gradalilld 

Targa Contracting lid 

Target Products lid 

Taylor Devices, Inc 

Team Projects Inc 

Team Skyline Sports lid 

TEC Floor Coverings lid 

Telus Communications 

Tempest Development Group Inc 

Tempo Projects lid 

Terra Design Inc 

Terralink Horticulture Inc 

The Active Network, lid 

The Butler Did It Catering Co 

The Cat Rental Store 

The Gordian Group Inc 

Thomas Trucking 

Three M Canada Inc 

TND Technical Services 

Torbram Electric Supply 

Toshiba of Canada limited 

Touchstone Family Association 

Tourism Richmond" 

Trane Canada 

TransLink' 

Triahn Enterprises lid 

Trident Millwork 

TSC Nurseries Sales lid 

Turnbull Construction Services lid 

Twining & Short Barristers 

Tyam Civil Constructors lid 

UBCM 

UCC Group Inc 

- Payments Include tax transfers and third party remittances. 51 

Amount I 
90,279 

252,377 

188,996 

27,491 

83,165 

42,011 

222,279 

115,948 

119,126 

61 ,756 

32,020 

118,497 

34,994 

42,010 

28,286 

72,866 

1,842,541 

32,345 

115,224 

38,665 

25,595 

57,601 

1,152,804 

103,499 

75,350 

120,530 

61,295 

252,084 

121,542 

55,505 

82,090 

98,561 

28,799 

75,625 

37,351 

90,597 

118,750 

2,729,028 

34 ,116 

31 ,282,075 

397,823 

39,341 

30,538 

266,458 

46,488 

185,314 

94,583 

36,712 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Payments to Suppliers For Goods and Services 

In Excess of $25,000 In 2011 

IPAYMENTS 

Ulmer Contracting Ltd 

Unisource Canada Inc 

United library Services Inc 

United Way of The Lower Mainland' 

Urban Agriculture Consulting Inc 

Val Mart Door Sales ltd 

Valkyrie Law Group LLP 

Vancouver Coastal Health Authority 

Vancouver Fraser Port Authority 

Vertegic Construction 

VFA 
VFA Inc (US) 

Vimar Equipment Ltd 

Walker's Gradall Services Ltd 

Watson, Morley 

Weber Supply Company Inc 

Weinberg, Mia 

Wescan Disposal ltd 

Wesclean Sales Ltd 

Wesco Distribution Canada Inc 

West Coast Electric Ltd 

West Coast Engineering Group 

West Coast Equipment Rentals Ltd 

Westcoast Drainage & Contracting 

Western Pacific Paper Ltd 

Wesllund • Div of EMCD Corporation 

Westview Sales Ltd 

Whllewater Communications 

Whitewater Wesllnduslries Ltd 

Wilco Civil Inc 

Wilco Landscape Westcoast Inc 

Wing Kuen Leung & Arabel Tak Yung Luk 

Wlnvan Paving ltd 

Wong's Greenhouse 

Wood Wyant Inc 

WorkSafe BC 

WPS Canada tnc 

Young , Anderson Barristers & Solicitors 

Payments;> $25,000 

Consolidated Payments <: 525,000 

• Payments include tax transfers and third party remittances. 52 

Amount I 
495,888 

43,920 

107,456 

42,784 

30,710 

33,445 

131 ,602 

225,504 

197,384 

37,342 

39,800 

29,838 

507,846 

308,623 

30,412 

63,659 

30,481 

33,019 

39,786 

128,756 

40,806 

45,360 

43,793 

99,171 

28,477 

30,729 

162,127 

77,182 

174,286 

149,951 

844,659 

81,981 

72,384 

33,885 

31,470 

1,758,226 

204,643 

130,809 

396,711,198 

8,977,211 

405,688,409 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

Statement of Grants and Subsidies in 201 1 

IGrants and Subsidies 

Canadian Mental Health Assoc (Richmond) 

CHIMO - Crisis Services 

City Centre Community Association 

Family Services of Greater Vancouver 

Richmond Addiction Services 

Richmond Centre For Disability 

Richmond Gateway Theatre Society 

Richmond Summer Project 

Richmond Therapeutic Equestrian Society 

Volunteer Richmond Information Services 

Grants> $25,000 

Consolidated Grants < $25,000 

Total Grants & Subsidies 

53 

Amount I 

27,405 

44 ,660 

44,350 

45,675 

174,530 

136,090 

1,073,800 

52,612 

56,760 

35,525 

1,691,407 

274,772 

1,966,179 

Section 7 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 

SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS TO SUPPLIERS FOR GOODS AND SERVICES 

For the year ended December 31, 2011 

Reconciliation of Payments for Goods and Services to Financial Statements 

Total payments to Canadian & US Suppliers (Section 7) 

Total expenditures per Financial Statements (Statement of Revenue and Expenditures) 

Repayment of Debt and Capital Lease Obligations 

lIems included in financial statements but not in Section 7: 

Salaries and benefits per Section 6 

Amortization of Tangible Capital Assets 

Oval Expenses 

loss (Gain) on disposal of tangible capi tal assets 

Grants and Subsidies 

Employee Expense Reimbursements 

2011 Accounts payable and accrued liabilities 

Items In Section 7 but not included In expenditures In the financial statements: 

2010 Accounts payable and accrued liabili ties 

2011 Capital Acquisitions 

Oval Transfer 

Change in prepaid 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 expend itures in the financial statements: 

School District 38 Richmond 

Translink 

Metro Vancouver - Property Tax Payment 

Metro Vancouver - Sewer/Debt Levy/GVSDD 

Metro Vancouver - PIL T Grants in lieu of Taxes 

Metro Vancouver - GRS 

BC Assessment Authority 

Minister of Finance - Home Owner Grant 

Municipal Finance Authority 

Difference 

54 

Section 7 

$405,688,409 

$313,245,000 

$4 ,207,000 

($128,361,000) 

($47,696 ,000) 

($2,773,000) 

($1,373,000) 

($1 ,966,179) 

($517.448) 

($77 ,698,000) 

$73,963,000 

$75,954,000 

$3 ,022,500 

($113,000) 

$189,000 

$34,802,646 

$2,729,028 

$416,686 

$1,855,414 

$98,618,929 

$31,202,130 

$3,956,285 

$17,263,931 

$190,048 

$46,682 

$4,488,859 

$21,511 

$13,386 

$405,688,409 

$0 

CNCL - 345 



 

CNCL - 346 



-~. 

Annual Report2011 & Business plan 2012 

CNCL - 347 



• 

, , 

•. 

ROARD OF DIRECTORS/ 20ll-20l2 

Chair 

A(SI Vlo:o-Ch!llf 

StlC~!l<I Viee-Chair 

T~aSUf"r 

Oi~ctOfl:; 

ex Oltldo 

lt9h .. -rt1(K;i1l1ll.ll 

.Ii,.1 Koj1tfll' 

N<)n. AI",~JI: 

~Cou-efout 

o;mo.St't1lfl1 .. 
U&Y"~iO 
fold c;;ab4wJn 
c.u-I Jtu.,-" 

Y.dZ¥blul 
;:-otI'>ffM~dlt'w" 
E~~l~", 

I..or>!u..SlyII 
Kit G.,."er 
O:U>II,YL"""I!: 

,1Qhn AIIaJ!. P;IIrl.Ji CJ"llda 
eo."od]lllr Lima C:ml.:!Oll. Cily .. r aldu",,, ... 1 

'-flt " \. ..... .• 
"' " 

,> 
" 

~. .. 
"" " 

'. ' " 

-- '-;A 

, 
I :>;-.. , , 

'" 'f • 

• , . 
" 

• I 

, 
• • 

" 

CNCL - 348 



, 
• 

. , 

,-; ~ 

.' , , " 

• 

, " 

'. 
" 

, , 

.I 
.' / , .. 
"'--

\." , 
') 

• 

, 
.,~ 

( 

-'- .. 
"' 

CNCL - 349 



_ OPPOSITE RIGHT 

C.h""ty "",rI;e", 1I.:j,1 
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'r~l'" In (IrCpm"'~I I". 

"'~l klrtr: i" 11'1" "'U"l ." 
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CHAIR.'S AND EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR' S MESSAGE 

In 2011 the Society marked irs 25'" annivcrsary"nd, as with an)' 
",ajor milestone, this leu our organization to "elleer on both 
()Llf past and Ol!r fut.ure. Not only hav("" we been considering 
this in orgmlization al telms. but ;llso in terms of the state of 
the fishingmdusrry and the needs of the comrnunity ingenerat 

An anniversary event In Sep­
tember welcomed hundreds of 
past and current supporters to 

the Cannery for a ct'lebration of the ac· 
complishments from the past 2S years. 

Everyone was reminded of hoW changes 
In the,"fishing il'ldl,fstty led to the closure 
of the Gulf of peorgia cannery in·lts· In· 
carnation as a salmon cannery, herring 

reduction plant, 'fish dep.ot and net 
loft, and its rebirth asa national 
historic site ana museum. Key to 
this tra.nstormation was the tom­
munltY'$commltment to preservfng 

this important pl~~e.of its history, 
and Parks Canada's tommitment 
to commt,mity·based stewardship 

of nationally -sIg nificant .historic 

sites, These commitments remain 
strorlg to this day and continue to 

define the relationship between the 
Soc~ety and Parks Canada. 

As we look ahead to the next 2S 
years, the Gulf of Georgia cannery·Soclety 
w ill continue te look at issues and stoJ'tes 

related to the past, but-i t will also make a 

st>"onger commTtment to explore current 

m3t ters with an e~ to thef.u ture. E:.tplor· 
tng contemporary (ssues will be a higher 

~rlority 1n the years ahead. The history 

of fishing on the We-n·Coast-dld not ~nd 
In 1979 When the "Cannery.cetls~ opera­
t/ons. nor dfd Il. end yesterOay, nor wUl Tt 
e!:'ctJomorrow, It is an 01\991n9 n-arrntivo, 

and Just as the. past il))Pscts where we 
atc today, 50 will current ac.tions affect 

the fu tufl'!. 

In this report. we are: pleased to share 

the Gulf o f Gimrg i;:i Cannery Sociaty;s 

past accomoJishmepts and vision for tile 
,Year ahead. We Invite you to conslder·the 
important role that the CaM ery p lays il1 
the cornrrrl.il)!fy, to reflect on our shared 
history and ttw thread s that lInk t~i.S hi!;­
tory to our common future. 

Wa look forward toJiearlng yoor :houghts 

on this new d irection, and to Welcomjng 

you at the Cannery agaoin 5001'1 -

M.ARI;E F'r.N WI CK MU'U TURNER 
\ 
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2011 YEAR 
IN REVIEW 

; 

THE GULF OF G EORGIA 

CJ\NNERY S OCIE'l'Y ,. 
CELEBRATES 25 YEARS 

In the m'id-1970s members of the local 

commu nit y started on the long road 

that led to the Gulf of 'Georgia Cannery 

becoming the National Histor ic site 

and active l1)useum that it is today, The 

Steveston Historical Society Committee 
Concerned wi th the Preservation ofthe 

Gulf of Georgia Cannery was formed 

and approached other local community 

groups, b usinesses and individuals to 
tell them of the urgent need for action 

to save the Cannery. As the movement 
grew, it became clear- that establish­

ing a separate soc;,Jety devoted to the 
Cannery was the next iogical step. On 
December 1" 1986 fhe Gul f-of Georgia 

Cannery Society was-incorporated, and 

8S. they say. the rest IS history, 

0'1 September 23, ion the Society cel­
ebrated thlslmponant milest.one witb the 
lllt.ihch .of the book The Monsrer Canne/Y: 

The f-lisfory of the GulfofGrordiiJ CJnn~1)': 

This weli-attended event is a testament 

to how much the Cannery means to the 
community to t",is dilY -It continoes to a 

foster a connection to St~e-ston's history 
and cultlvates the sense ot community 
that was responsible for s<'lVing the buHd­

ln9 before it suffered the-same fate as 

Steves ton's other canneries . 

• LEFT " ",horlruon ... <oJ.- r"Ml(y ~I"" Io .. .f,,11 ,",,,,I,,r 
fu.h.lll)9~H(I. 
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TI-rE MONSTER CANNeRY: THE 

HtSTOR~ OF TIlE GULF OF 
GEORGIA CANN'ERV 

Building changes, industry changes, 

fishing method changes, social changes. 
OWnership changes .. , the Gulf of Georgia 

Cannery has sccn them alt. The Monstel 

Cannery explores the. story of the Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery National Historic Site 
and connects the history orone of 8r1 ~JSh 

.Columbla's most unIque structures to the 
larger story 

of'industrial 

and social 
change that 

occuned In 
the province 
since 1890. 

Thobookwa~ 

produc.ed to 
accomplish 

CI number of 
goals, including: reaching new audiences 

who may be unable to vis1t the..site in 

person. creating an addit ional resource 
for outreach education kits for use. In 

schools, providing members of the com· 
munity opportunities to connect and 
contrlbutQ to the Cannery in meaning­

ful ways, producing a unique souvenir 

prodUct that extends the experlenc~. of 

a visit :to the. Canner.y and serves .as a 
marketlilg tool to encourage future visits 

to tho Canne(y, and producing a'iegacy 

project in honour 01 the Gut, of Georgia 

Cannery Society's 2S" ,Anniversary. 

T/lC manner In which 171eMOIlstercannery 

book was conceived and developed is a 

reflection of the way In wl1lcll the, Can­

ncry itself Vias saved and re-lmagined as 
8 mus£!um, Unlike the process Involved 

in creating most books, Ibis proJect wa$ 
highly particjpatory and brought together 

the combined experience, knowJed.ge 

and exp'ertise of many staliehol.ders. The 

book was started nearly 10 yeafs ago by 
the Collections CommIttee of the Gulfof 

Georgia cannery as a way to consolidate 

aod share the-extensive Imowled.9D that 

Society members and Parks Canada 
staff had about tho Cannery Itself and 
the wider fishing iildustl'Y. The fiNit draft 
was researched and wrltte(l entIrely by 
volunteers, Due to shifting prIorities and 

limiied resources, this Il)itlnl draftsi\t on 
a shelt for eight years, used only,by shIff 
and volunteers for trainirig or reference.. As 
the operations of the Cal'\l'lery grew, the 
awareness oftha value ofoutreachactiv.­

ties Increased and as lhe 25'~ anniversary 
of Hte Society approached, completlng 
this projectQecame.a higher priority. The 
Cannery's Collect ion'S Mar.ager took on 
the role ot project manager and worked 

with the volunteer committee, many of 

whom had been in"olved In producing 
the original drart, as well as With a pro­
fessloMI editor and an award·winning 

9raphic desig!l team. 

The commit tee established .the goals 
for the pro ject; produce a book that 
,."ould appeal to a 

br.oad audIence by 
creating a product 
tnat was editorially 

accessible~ visually 
DPpeaUn.9 and af· 
fo rda,ble to.an av­
t!raye visitor to the 

Cannery, While the 
In!tial draft formed 

the basis of this flew 

book, the process 
r.emalned inclusive 

through to comple- ~~z~i 
tlon. Sodety staff ~ 
and VOlUnteers were 

asked to share their 
favourite stories 
and artifacts f rom 

the Cannery - the 
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things they connected to most, as wel l 

65 things they felt Visitors connected 

to the mo_st. These cohrribl.ltions were 

Integrated searn\essly into the book and 

helped to (!reate a sense ot ownershlQ and 

coi'mectiol), to the final product 8mdng 

the antlre team at'thl} Cannery. 

Drafts Were Written and re~written, and 

'new set:tions were added, everything be­

Ing reylewed by yolunteersvbiect matter 

experts -every st ep of the way, Ooce the 

manuscr ipt was deemed complete by 

the yolunteer committee, the graphic 

designers worked with the Collections 
Manager to finalize the selection of ar­

Ufacts, archIVal photog raphs and o ther 

materials to illustrate the-book. This was 

aU pulled together, with further teview B,nd 

input from the oommlttee, and produced 

In time for thE! Soc1ety's 25'~~nnlversa~y. 

Since its publication. in September, the 

book has b,e!,!n widely circulated and 

initial feedback has been overwh~lmjn91y 

positive. Both Cannery visitors, who likely 
k,new very little about the fishing industry 

O( the Cannery prior to their visit. and local 

resIdent's who actually lived the storIes 

told jn the book have been ploa~ed Wlttl 

The MonsterCanner,t. Sales in the cannery 

Store have be"n iiteady 

'and COP\i'!oS hll.\ll~ beeJl dis­

~ 'ibuted, to The Vancouver 

Public LIb rary, the West 

VancoUVer library. Van­

COlever City An::hives, the 

Be proylncial Archives, The 

National Library (Library 

;!lind Archilles Cenada), the_ 

Irving K Barber Learning 

Centre at L1SC. the Cit y 

of Richmond library, the 

City ofRkhmond ArchiVes 

and local elementary·a{'1d 
secondary schools, 

This highly Informatilleand visually stun­
ning book promotes physical, Intellectual 

aop social outreach by engaging audi­

ences unabla to visit the Cannery due ro 

physlca!, geographic or other barriers.. It 

also serves 85 both a promotional tool to 

'create Interest ina yisit to the Cannery, and 

as a sauvank to help (emcmber fmd,snaro 

a .... isj t ; The Ql!ality of the book speaks 

f6r itself - it is engaging and at tractive. 

The success 'of the projecttiernoostrates 

that m useums can Mel should tet! thair 

stories outside the confines of therr-walls. 

On September 23, 2011 the Sotje tY 

celebrated its 251" An'niversary with the 

launch of tbe book. The /"fansler cannery: 

Till? ~ist6ry of-the"GIIJf,of Georg{a Cannery. 

ThIs well-attendee! event is a testament 
to how much the Cannery mean.s to the 

community to this day - it cQntinues to a 

foster a cQnnection.toSrelieston s history 

and cultivates the sense,.oF communIty 

that was responsible for saving t."le build~ 

l og before it suffered tne sC)mG fete as 

Sleves.ton's other c81'\I1eries. 
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25 YEARS, 25 OB.JECTS 

In honour of the 25'" AnnlversC!ry of the 
Gutf of Georgia CannerY Society, the 

Collections Tcam hand-pkked a serie.s 
of memorable artifacts that repres",nt 

the Cannery's HYlpot1ant contribution 

to the preservation of the West Coast 
fishing Industry, 

Each month, fQvt (lbJer.ts ;jr~rfl.rI on ~hp 

Cannerys website and !o tne ~TfCaStl re.s 

of the CoJlectlon~ display case located 
in the main Cannery lobby, 

ARCHIVALPHOTOGRAPn 
COLLEC;l'ION GOES ON·~UNE 

In September, an on-line database of over 

5,000 photographs from the Society's. 

collection went live on the gultotgeor­

glacan~ery.com website. The goals of 
thiS' multi-liear project were t o provide 

. better I?hysical and intellectual control 
of the Society's historic photograph. 

collection for both In-house exhibit and 

program development and marketing 

and commUnlc.atlons purposes, to better 
engage the publ"ic-and raise awaren(!ss 

ot the history of Canada's We,st Coast 
fishing industry, The publ1c Is now able 

to browse or search through this unique 

photogrclph collection fram their tlome 
or office ,and order prints from the C91-

lection. 

The Society has already had many op­
portunities to ma[.!e use of its digrt1za.d 
historic photograph collection in a variety 

of projects Including: the rsvitali'zatton of 

several permanent exhibj ts In the Cannery 
(Fist,tng Issues Touch Screen, Fishing In 

itle Family Album), tlie temporary exhibit 
Salmon People, the production of the 

Society's book The MonsterCannery; The 

History of the Gulf of Georgia Cannery, 
the develQpment or p romotfonal 'and 

lTIatketing mater ials and th,e fu!f!llrne{)t 

of' several outside rosearc/'l requests and 
photo tcprodugion orderS',. 

This publiCly avail able database will 
continue to grow and showcase the cur­
fent and future holdi ngs of the Soclety·s 

historic photograph coi!e:ction. 
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'SAJ.MQN PEOPLE: COAST 

SALIsJ;rFlSUING ON THE 
FRASER RIVER 

Since 2002 the Golf of Georgia Cannery 

Society has produced an annual seasonal 
el(hibit and Interpretive programmin,g 

to comprement the eXhlbft. Previous 

exhibits have Included Honf1l Wo - Uv­

ing in Harmony, WI'lat's Affo~t: A Boat 

Spotters Guide to the South Arm of the 
Fraser River; Nifty 150: Skfffs, Nets and 

GPS, ,Uprooted; A Journey of Japanese 

CiJnadian Fishin9 Famf!{es 3nd /:lead's Up.' 

A Look lit CannerY Arc/lltecture. Thcsc 
cxhLbits, Overs!!en by our Exhibi ts and 

Public Programs committee and publ ic. 
Progtams Manager, ate researched, de­

vefoped and designed in-house. 

The 2011 exhibit, Sa/mon People; explores 
the culture ,of Coast Salish f ishing on 

the Fraser River In both its historic and 

con temporary cont ext. Long before 

canneries were estal;>Hshed, Aboriginal 

peoole fished B,C:s waters. The banks 

of the Fraser River have tradit ionally 

served as Coast Salish fishing grouotls. 
The, exhibit was constructed InsIde the 

Cannery's temporary ,exhibit space and 

consIsts of artifacts from Cannery's col­
!ection, as well as artifa::ts on-loan from 

other {nstih.itions, iriter.,retive panels Tn 

both English and French, \'/Ideo clips ~nd 

sayaral activities to encourage chiltl ren to 

Interact and explore thl? el{hlblt further~ 

The: exhibit was qev!,!loped in consultation 

and with the support ofa diverse group 

ot indivIduals and organizat ions Including 
the Musqueam, Sto:io, .ond Tsawwassen 

bands, Richmond Mus,oo/T'l and Archives, 
laflg ley Centennial MU5eum, Fortlang-
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I ley Natio r1 al Historic Site, Vls,jonl<eeper To support the cxhibit, sp_ecial ~ctiv!ties 
8 1m productions and tile SImon Fraser ..... ere held for National Aboriginal Day In 

University -Teaching and learning Centre. June as Well as workshops, crafts, games 
and actiVities for children throughoUt the 

A very special part of the exhibit is a summer. Over 60 drop-in medicine pouch 

dugout canoe "hand carVed by Brit Ish Workshops were also held. The workshops 

Columbia's lieutenant·Governor Steven introduced visitors to the 'concept of a 
L. Point (Xw~ fT9~1 t~/m). former Chief talking circle, Il'lCluding drde etiquette 
ofSkowkaJe Rrst·Natlon, with theneJp of and the lmpcrta'nce ofl1stening, shanng 

master carver and KwaGulth.chief Tony and lamiHar relationships. 
Hurt (Naqudf)enkim). 

NdfllBd SI)xvylilOslel, a H'ul'q'Ulili'l1um' 

word meaning "e sa fe place to cros~ 
the river~ . the canoe was launched on 
April 10, 2010 at Ross Bay on Vancouver 

IsLand, A working river c<'\noe, the side! 
are engt'a'Jed w ith Point1s fa ther's crest 

and the c"noe has the shovel nose, eyes 
scales, and tail of the, legendary mo!\Ster 

of Chlltfwack's Cultus Laka, which Ab· 

original people called SlehktJm. 

~1Ve !lad thi! beltef for some lime l'hat If 

people see our world like a canoe - like 

we 're together - wc'rc nor mdl\~iduals In 

separ<Jle ccJ(loes.· Point said. "lWe',-e If' 

the sam<! ::anoe It's called the Earth, the 

world. Jt:S like we're trayellm9 tnrovgf> 

space. We nave to fry and \1.'Ork rogethef 

paddle In the same dlrec(ion. Maybe. we 
can accor.':lJJIIsfl somethrng." 

As a (egacy of the. 2011 temporary exhibit, 

a new school program, Salmon PeoIJ/e: 

Coast Salish Fishfn!) Educationi1,1 Pro­

gram, ~ launchep to complement tne 

prescribed learning outcomes for the 

grades 4 - 6 social studies curriculum. 

Using object-based InqUiry, students are 
encouraged to explore the significance of 

fIsh In Coust Salish culture and compare 

fishing and preservation methods. 

, 
1,t1I1"~';~I>'''''r I vi~it the 'cal1ne~, I qm inspired. 

~tl)'ri~~s;qft~[e people:who ~worked in:.,~ 
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HiSTORIES REVEALED: SALAtONCAN LABEL DEStGN AND 
CULTURE DAYS 

Diu :5'tJuloMw Ol:'!! vau.CJIJllltwm.'l!J' iliteJ'~tin,gfactl> tlooutC~n:ldi!ln histul")' dmt1ty 

b)' looldl1l; lit an bid ":llmc~a tmt lab~11 l'fow did carutM'ius reon,;!!: tbell' 11Ib.:-1~ )'I?'dl"$ 

l1"f"rc.ruc:ydin,g rrO,!;T:lu1~ COiIJ)\C inln e-t'f(·d"! which J~b~ls l1'el"rol'nr::ttf'd Cnn:,dh\1> 
.st.erei>l)'lJl,':" :t1I1'thld1 Hliw tlM e;!t.'1t\I!I\I,!I.()ICanlldll'S dlWk<!l'ltil'tol1;' IIfll1tr.\r tin t:l\lU;'!' 

As part of Culture Days, ill collaborative pan-canadian volunteer movement to raise 

the awareness, accessibilit'Y, partlc;pation and engagcm~nr of all canadians Iri the 
arts and 'cultural life of their communities, the Cannery produced II special display' 

of our extensiva and rarely seen salrnoM can label collection. Visitors. were able to 

d iscover more about how accurately salmol') can label designs refled their social 

;)nd historical contexts. Additionally. 9uesls were Invited to seek out new histories 

through particlPstlol, In can label activities and Investigation of the disillay, 

THE CANNeRY' S ReGULA~ ONGOING OFFER OF SPECIAL EveNTS, EXHIBITS, 

SCHOOL AND PUBLIC PROGRAMS CON_TINUED, INCLUDING: 

_ CMstmas at the CarinetY with a special V~jt from Santa C1aJJS, Classic Ch1"simas 

moVieS-oVId the FestJVal of frees decorated by kx:aI merchants, Tin Car. Chaneng~ 
whlchtalsed SSl pounds of food for ::neRlChmond FQOd Ban\(, Easter Scit/e('lgcr 

Hurll, Duors OPt-on Richmond StevestOil SalITlOll Fesfivdl, ParkS Day, MusIC at the 

cannery Salmon Stomp, Culture Days, Fishmg the West Coast Photqgl'<lphy ShoIw 
and Contest. Talk hke a Pirate Day, and the Haunted Cannery l'to!llloWeen Tours'_ 

_ nle Carmp.ry delivered programming pi several off'slte events and reslNals 

IhfoU9h<Jut the ~ar Including- R1ChJTtond's Wmtcffest <It the OIYJTIPlc Oval, 

Ships to Shore III Giltty PoinrPark; lhe RiChmond Manumc FcslJllal at arltDnnl8 

Hedtage: ShiPyards, Richmond Hentage "FaIr, Frngerling Fes.hval In POftMOOdy, 

ParKs Day In Stanley Park, Hyack Fesltval ~i'I New Westmm~ter, the StevestO(l 
Gral'ld Prll( of Mt:. se Freid lnp Fa.r, Be Socfal Studies. Toochers' ASSOCIation 

Conference, Provlncrallnterr'rle<hafe Te&ch~rs' ASSlXrallOll Conrerel'ce' and the­

Be New Te<lchers' COflfi:lfence\ 
I 

- Thai GeocachrM pr~ram was ¢xpanded with. the launch of a second cache 10 
the arfl'<l tholt i.Jsed to be home roCaCfr\eI'Y ~'Orkers housing, 

Geol::achcrs who track dO\yn this locat IOn Will leam more 

aboLt the lives- and liVing COf)Clllrons.ol Canrtery WOfk~rs 

_ The Cannery hosted a variety.of cort\'tnunrt)<, prlVclte and 
corporCile events throughOutlhe ye.:;r lJ)C!udlng, til!! Farm­

\find O.elence Leagu~ Droner recognlZJf'9 t-\ilro~d Steves for 
\)Is advocacy work around farmland, food secunty, ti"sherics 

and her Ilag!;!" the Sleveslon Rotary Chsb's Wine and Sea­

food Festival, the Fisherman's M~monaJ on lhe Nauonal 

Oct)' or Moum,ng for peopla rnlured and killed on the lob. the SlC!'leston High 

SOlocl Class of 1971 Reunion, aM book launches for SlevestO(), A Comrmmlty 

History by Richmond Clry Counc:;lior Bill McNulry.and Tile Good Hope (An/1ery; 

Life and Deat" at a salmo() CannetT~ 
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PARKS CI)NADA CA"PITAT. FISHING ISSUES TOUCH 

INvE STMEN 'r AT 'fIHE CANNE.RY SCREEN EXnIBIT 

Parks Canada provided the funding and 

the Cannery's Exhibits and Programs 

Committee provided the eJtpertJse for 

the development of two newpermaoont 
exhibits, as welt as an Interactive virtual 

post card kiosk, a site map brochure and 
an updated Fishing in the Family Album. 

" 

What bth~Ab{lf'lgin;i1 fo otHisheryl" WIld 
<w rdrnlt~d· what's a het'tct' j::b.olc.et"OJ· my 
f.unily? CnllOlle fish retllycust $400.0001' 

These are some of the questions raised 
in the new !=ishing Issves Exhibit at the 

Cannery, lssues fanging from conserva­

tion, the polUlcs of fish and the Pacific 
Salmon Treaty. the Aboriginal food fish­

ery and fish farms are explored through 

the eyes of a con~emed consumer, u 

cornmercfl!l l fi5herrnan~ a young Coo!lst 
SalISh woman and a fourth -generation 
Japanese--CBnadlan teenag£!(. 

• A80VEY;;K .... . 
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Designed :oappeal to a youth audience, 

th~ interactive tovch screen allows. visitors 
to r~arn Illore.about these wide-ranging 

and oomplex issues il(l(i consider how 
t heir actions playa role jn tile broader 

picture. 

EVOLu'nON OF-T IlE CANNERY 

TOUCI{-S CREB N E¥HIBrT 

&w .lhI ch.lnglS ito (h.·lncal cOllll1mniq; 
l)m!:aroulld tho:?wQJ'!d hlfJtl\!nw tIH~ evolu­
tion·oftn l:' Cat! ncry 8fiotteturc? 

Before EUfopean' settlement, gras~es 

and aldel berry covered the southern 
shore of Lulu Island. Deer were plenti­

ful , a,s were qear, b~ver~ and rnuskrat. 
Aboriglna.l groups camped along the 

shoreline to fish the -summer runs .. B~ 

tt\Q. end 'of the 19'" centUr.y, this was all 
'changing. steves ton had , ever~thing a 

successfuJ salmon cannery required; It 

W9S locate'~ at the mouth of the Fraser 

River, ao Important transpor tation cor­
ridoralready well knOwn For rts- abtindanl 

salrnollstocks. arid the local e/<p~rtise if' 
salmon canning and exportin9. tt was a 

boom time fOr steves ton anc! the need 

to (Jan mOIe salmon for eXl?ort- led to 
the conslructiol' of tho original Golf of 

GeQrgia Cpnnery 1n 1894. In 1897, the­

cannery filled almost 2.5 milljon 1 lb. 
eans O't sockeye - the largest pack , 
<;l ilY cannery In s.c. 

Through this exHibit, VIsitors can trilce thQ 

e .... olutlon of the originallS94 L·shapeci 
Cannery through. Its many alterat ions. 

deslgn~d to accommodate changing; 

processe.s and demands 

'VIRTUAL POST CARD ·KtOSK 

As part o t the Cannery's goal to extend 

t he visito r experience beyond its walls, 

and offer opporturyit!es for visitors to 
share and remember their visIt to the 

Cannery, a' virt )Jal post card kiosk· was 
installed In 2011 . -This booth allows 

guests to take their pho t o Of record a 

video and omailll to a fr iend alon9 with 

a personalized message and all image 
from the Cannery of t heir chOOSing. 

EXPLORE! V.rSITOR StT£ MA.P 

A ne.w site (Tlap for selt-guldad visitors 
was produced to heip visltors lmrnerso 

themlie(vqS IJl the,sights and sounds of' 

Canada's Wesf Coast fistling history·by 
explO?f09 aX their' own pace. 

CD",orry<.,'Ioio;l;"'il •• 
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Excellent - first visit 
butwill definitely make 
it an annual trip." 
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PARl{S CANADA MANAGtlMENT PLAN 'fABLED1:N PARL.D\M'ENT 

On Novemb~r 4 , the p~rks Canada Management'Plan for the Gulf of Georgia 
Cannery Natioflal HIstoric Site was tabled in parliament by the_Honourable Pete,r 

Kent. Minister of the Environment and Minister responsible fo~ Parks Canada, This 

is' th~ key Parks <!:anada reference document that guides declsfons and actions 

in sharlng, protecting, managin'g and operating the Cannery. The 2011 plan islhe 
third plan'for the Cannery. 

Re_cognizln9 the collaborative nature of" tlla relationship between parks canada 

and the Gulf of Georgia Cannery Socie~y" .the ,Society's input was soughHhrough­

out the management plao~lng process and shaped the development of Ihls plan 

every step of tile. ~ay, Community 'stakeholders and the public were also 'invited 
to provide input. 

lf1tegrat\ng the !:hese elements of Parks Canada's mand;lte (tlw' protectiQI1 of hen­

tage resol,lrces.,. tile facilitstlOfl of vIsitor ~xperiences and the provIsion of public 
9utreacn C!duc<ltion) this plan tndude.S soveral key strategies, 

.... WeatherIng the Storm focuses on !rnorQV\ng the .conservatfon ottQ.e. Cannery 
and its collectiOns, erls,u(lng our herItage can-be shared WIth prS-Sent af'ld future 

geneRltlOf)S. A multi-year co\!ectfoos r.,1tiOnahzationp(oJ~ct IS now I1OdarW;:iYils 
a result of fhls !:trMI!9Y • 

... The Steveston Experiehce bvdds ties b~t\'-Ie~ the-Cannery and t:ornmu[1lty. so 

botl'i Cal-) -grow t09Elther, The site iOlPnds to nurture cummt a'f'\d new relation­
Ships to eI':lharictl jj!'omdtionsaoo prO{ir'artls, rneking the Ganl'lery the a[,)cilOr of 

the 'Steves.on &Psrlen!::e' 

- Explore-the Cannery, in person C)( from a~ar, and gel' Caught up In the.Rea/ West 

Coast . thiS strategy emrts lO enSure continued connectIon y..lth the tl~rts and 

minds of Canadians through a progi'arp offer Which responds to the needs .and 
p.)(rf!r.~I)OI'l<: of V!:O;ltors. in'addlTlon to r:r~a'1n9 ne .... 1 Mnd \m;:mlllru1 ,'OU~rea(h ec!ur.<1' 

tlen opporll,J(1ibes tlnd prODUCts fot people who milY not Vlstr lh eSJte IIi person. 

- The Cannery can sometimes be mistaken for an ClGbve commercial fishing OPe 

eration. The arec1 mc1nagement approach focUsn9 Outside the Cannery Walls, 

Will ~naole the site to welcome \I!sitbrs, I'TIP(.Ove wayf10dJng "'ndbranding. and 
Inllestlg'3to1 new experiences and products outsl(Je tl1e Cannery comp~ex 

POWEn SMART PROGRAM - LED REPLACEMENT PR03ECT 

As. part of tho Cannery's commltmont to onvironmenhdly .50und businoss prac;, 
tices, the Society, with the support of the Be H¥dro Power Smart· Incentive Fvnd, 

upgraded 750 light fixtures to LEO bulbs. Not only will the replacement-of inef· 

flcient technology res~lt in signIficant enefgy savIngs, 65;000 kWh a year. it will 

also result in;Jn annuill financl~1 savings 01$4,000. 
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RECOGNITION F,ROM 'l'1Q': 

COMMUNl1'Y 

The Gulf of Geol'91a Cannery Society 

was nonoufed to be nominated for the 

Richmond Cnambcf of Commerce Busi­

ness Excdllence Award for Association of 

the Vear, and Volunteer Richmond's Nova 

star AWard wllleh honou(sorganintlons 

that have c;arfied «It their objectives with 

creativity and Innovation and responded 

to the needs of the community, 

IMFIlOV I'NGACCESS FonALL 
CANAD\itNS 

The Richmond Centre for Disability 

conduct ed a site survey at the Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery In June 2011, Tileir 

r<;port concluded, "We are pleased to 

report fha/' we found it very accessiblr!, .. 
you d(~ to be commended for your fine 

.establishment. Il Is wpnderful ta find 

people Who are tryIng to help milke 

Impro .... ement's to the already yelY hIgh 
level of a(:(;l'!ssibJllty of our City.· 

In follow up to this visit, the Cannery 

implemented several irnprovl'!meflts Imme­

diately, includIng adding an Accessibility 

pege t6 our websIte to ad~reSS'concems 

o f visitof.s of ail abilIties ""hen picirUliog a 

trip to the site. Cfl'!Bting ,a·gulde fOf'staf f 

and 'JolUnteers' on Melping peop!e with 
disabilities, creatrng a large-print guide 

for the' Salmon People exhibit available 

fortoo visually fmpaire:d and written 
transcriptions of the audio kiosks for 

the hearing Impaired. A report detail­

ing future rocommendation'S was also 

produced and will Inform futiJre eltl1lbli' 

and capital p lanning to ensure the best 

possible visitor experfence for all :guests 
at tha Canne~y> 

rr'=====n 
VlSJT"TlON 
46,469 people v;sltlXl 
In the Car1J1CfY In 
201l1f\CluOIIl9 2.992 
e(~ment .. rY '&Jld secono;\f'/ 
$\ud.l:(1t$ wtlo,par li,iP"'Wd 
in our eOUQlttooill 
programs, 1.272 E!l!Jlish 
as CI'S'econd unguo)QC 
students." 2,397 viSitors 
to the Stoveston. WJntal' 
Faqm!rs.and Ar!r.sans .. 
Marl<.et <lr'ld 11 fe(;Qfd '*.494 
on Canada Qay. 

.. 
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DONATIONS ANn SPONSORSHl"PS 

"he. Gulfof GeorgIa Ca(lnery Society grateFully acknowledges the follOWing orga­
nizations and Individuals for their generous financIal and In-kind support . 

5tO,000 • 

17.5-00 -4-

S2.'iiOC +-

$1.000 + 

$5001 

SlOO+ 

Donors 

('.I,'In;ldi.Mt lIvrim~. \"~"''').; (;.Jst;r. ..... \\,niQ,lfI Ilml • .J.!,. Ufllll'ol/-l,\tl(l!f­

Itc tt.~l1rtl t,)tl~- S:rul1t ~1*Cfltho.o.: P\ ... J 

I::C(ilu.c1JlI Ctllllmi~olt;i' , Oi,.,·,.: ft\c~SlIl·r~m. 

thmum ~)"C\-"$ wrnl ~'k;~'l5 {It';.'''~h'f11\'ti:tpl CI·tw~!\. f',ou1i,d;, ~tlll\tfl~W 

J.:llj);, 

';:it.vQ(Rkl" '~\'md 

$J,,,"V<"jHtnM&cl\imr ... M1--ndnHdJl 

M~ 1(~'tT:'lJd Cflrls M(»-Ti$.l3c::n GWIII~e)jj){'n~ 6uUt!1 

;lfI.1 RtclJm Gl'~ 

(:tt.udt"lU'~"~1J1.J.w."K,;>tlint*Il:'i('n..M¥q I~y .. b, " .. itha",1 
t.:",·~.)-i.A1n'OUlI(lIl:' Hd"u.Mcl>nn:ild.JR 1l.-4 ~~ CIH·t!~:(.·. 1)a.lo: 

1",,( ~M;:,)' ~'''''INa, D.art anA C"n.::-.'D /V",mJltl\;)J'" "w.:.Ua Oed.u 

IN~[(IND SUP.PORT .PROVIDED By: 

Axis Te<:hnical services, Canfisco, 5tcveston Community Soci!!ty, St~eston Farmers 
and Artisans Market', Saleway, rchiro japanese Restaurant, FortLang lay Nation;11 

HIstoric Site, Lan,gley Centennial Museum, Musquaam First Nation, RIchmond Mu­

seum and Archives, Port MO'ody Stati on Museum, St6:16 Res:eatch and Resource 

t-1anagorncnt Ct'otre, TSawwa$S~n First NatIon, Vislofllceepc;or Film Productions, 
Loona rd Ham, Susan Point, Debra Spanow, Leoni! Spano ..... and Harold Steves. 

Opora! 10nOll Funding for the Gulf of Georgia Cannary National Historic Site Is pro­

vided by Parks Canada. ParkS' Canacicfs support for community~based stewardship 

through Its ongoing relationshIP with the GlM o f Georgra Cannery Society ensures 

the conservation <!Ind presentation or the Gulf of Geor9ill Canne/Y as 1I IllItioflllUy 
slgn1(1'carrt place of Canadian hellt-aga. llarl{s Canada prOVIded over $' 500,000 or 
operatoonat and maintenance funding. plus caprtallnveSlYllents. program gr()nts, 

profeSSIonal and support services. In 20n this accounted for 60% of the SocietY's 
Ope(llt n9 budgct. 

A .(,<!c.».l I th~t!i. i~ fnl'he'ito-4)nu.1a;i.! mdHbl!J':> nf;tw-f1u1flJfG\_~", CilIl-Irt''"1' ~)Clen' 

whO>'" . «llUo-iSt.e1ltio\lVtmrt ;,cmtr~I:tl'!o iGh11c".o;.Ul'<Ihty til t.'\I·!>UCC"('J:$llf tJ.{umi 11 :u: !liU,' . 
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A'J'TEl'iIDANC:E BY YEAR, 2007 - 20ll 

2006 

2007 

tooa 

2009 

2010 

2011 

o 1QOOO 20QOO 

WHERE DO OUR VISITORS COME .· ROM? 

• M~tro Van,cQfJVer 4()'.'t, 

!im British Columb!a '1:1% 

• Callud;) 16~ 

Ul1lteQ Stares - MountaIn PacifiG i)% 

IE Ul\it<,'d Stztt:.5 (Other) 1':'" 

,,'If: -'.m Europe 1,,% , 
AsIa 41~, , 

D IntC'i'TlilhOft<l! (othet) ~'J>., 

48,481) 

3QooO 4.0000 

" 
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GULF OFGEORGlA CA.NN"ERY NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

ATTENDANCE BY CATEGORY 2011 

• Indi'olidual$ 11.llJ 

,llm Educational Programs ~1.63 

• Senior and OthCf Group Programs 1,181 

= ~= Farmer's Market Admi$5iOllS l2.39-1 

.. Ptornotiolla~ Admisslo(l" U.8Sl 

Sponsored and Rental Admissions 3.5'14. 

• A80"£t:'-~OnII>t~ 
~ ""or """~;,~IIII". "'~ 19. boN. 
<1tJJIIiO_/lJf 

" 
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EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM ASSESSMENT - 2011 

Tho Gulf of GeorgIa Cannery Society contif\Uously solicits feedback from teachef$ who 
partiopate In our educabonaJ programs. The following summary !s based on 70 evalu­

ations that were returned to the program staff in 20n. CopIes of complete evaiulition 
forms wIth comments are available upon reQuest. 

01. OI:crnll. hnw1\'(!uld lOU .rate this 1,rogT"41l1? 02. ffuw WOuld' Jon rllt'tlthecoQte.utofthepn)grdm·~ 

1 Z l 4 5 t 1 .J 1\ 5 

" ~" -' 0 u b ~ , -~ 6t~' 
,J;;"<;, , 

~'" 

l Q" ". "" 0% U% , 811% • ".'r , 

0 3. How would you l"oltewcpresl.mter·1>lno ..... Jedg" 
of tb.e IOl'It(:ori:1i? 04. Hf'wf'dl.'vant w:!s-thc"(!I'(lgr.un M yll'\U'curricufltm'! 

I 2 3 " :; I 2 .1 4 5 

as. Would you ~'Omn\C!I"J this 
llrog.r-:ftn to o ther ~ellchurs? OS. BU'W Jldyou hellr lIbl,uuhj!, Pr<l/{r.1m? 

\rs NO C01.U:i\GIIC I'I'EVIUllb BlWCIII11l11 \\I'IISIT£ OTIICI{ .. \ISlT 

I t' 
" 0 '., ~. ":,17 ' , 

,t 14 • " ! 
1 ~~ ;!$:, '! . .. , ';;i.e (,:-, "I 

O~ ~ ,- ' 24~ ,,% f , .. ". ':. ~ , 

07 . .I' rtJW'lun 

C,\N1'>""V ~T()IIII'S tHII1Y 1I11SINt:.s~ GU IDI:P TOUR ~AL~10N"S JPVI<NLV II-1M':IIINI: "T \\I>IIK Ut'lII:H 

" 1 + 

,," 
" 

"" 

'~,j 16 • 

'"' 

6 • 
-,!,. 

'" , 5. 

PIU'IlIUIV INT&I\~n"J"Tl' 5ECOI\;D-'RV CSL I_~L OTIIEII .. .. , , 
,2S1:oi' q;. .5. 

, 

" 
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VOLUNTEER PARTICIPATION 

The Gulf of Georg ia Cannery Soc1ety has over 60 volunteers who contribute to 

all aspects o f the site's operations. In 2011 volunteers contributed a total of 1,497 
hours o f service. 

Board fA; Committees 

Adl1linlstr<l t ioll 

Interpretation 

Collcctlol'll!>& Al'Chlves 

Sp~cil)l Events 

Gift Shop 

Catering 

o '0 

• ABOVE v..I~ __ 

JIN- doc ca""':' 
~ orltli iorC1""'...; 
"",,,,,,,.ncIbId"W,,,,,-

1loai"" Mlc "'" c.oll'<f'i' 

_ OPPOSITE RI GHT 

CI'eoO' .... """"""".haI~ 
hIw t..hl"", ""'" 1"",...­

•• ldfJ ill' " .Iv;: ...... <e<: 

.... mSolU\. 

" 

100 "0 200 300 

.. , 

'00 
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2012 BUSINESS PLAN 
HIGHLIGHTS 

lu 20U, ihe Socier), will mnint~in its focus 011 providing high 
ll"~lit)'visitol' experiellceswiliJe el>p3ndlng th~ ofter avaUable 
to 10t:11 residents, sch ool grollp~ and tcJu ril-'ts.A key addition to 

our offer this YChr ""ill be greater opportunities for visitors to 
consider contemporary issues;1I1dbowtheir pcn;ooHl choices 

affect the enviromnent. 
T1'!e Ob(el;tNesQ.Urh'ned In Ollt business J)l;Jn were devel()~dbasedon the (Piori(Jes estiJb.­
listled by the Board of Directors in consultation Iilith the staff. thfl wider priorities-orUw 
local community aMd P8rks CafllJeia, as well as !he CUf(enr social and economic:: climata 

...-OPS>QSITE RHlHl" Copres.of the c;ompieN! busine~ pjIJfl ~re avat/ .. ble upon fl!QVOSt 
l Oll 'bhlnt.ho:: .... \"lo. 

':..cIIftllo,,"~....,.,; 

'"*"100.-

W BElOW (' .... ....,... 

SEAFOOD FOR TnO'UGHT 
EXHIB.lT 

The Gulf of Georgia Cannery's 2012 ex­

hibit alms to help visitors learn about 
ocean'frlendj~ !eafood and make choices 
thi)1 hene fil Ollr w<Jt,et'\AI<lYs, The elChibit 

Is divij:led into seven sections, with each 

addressing a different question "bout 

ocean-friendly seafood; 

1. WhAtiltSust;liaabiJity! 

2 . Whlltu. hl1J1pl'.llwg ttl Oil)" witte,..,? 

3. WUd Or rolrll~1 

4 . ls th\'ff C!l1ot:P fi~h? 

5. wlt:!t'. ilHtlabclr 

6. \Vlurti~tfud·ltlure.of~1I? 

The exhibit will make use of art. film. 

video. and mult imedia clements Marine­

thomed artwork from local arti stS. win be 
o l'iplaypr) thi'QlJgtJout t hft.. ellli1b1l SpaCi\ 

Films to be screeniKf for the exhibit In­

clude Shark Water. End of the Line. and 

Sushi: A Global Calch. Videos offour Ted 
TClJks will be available. throughout the 

exhibit and visitors will have the chance 

to participate In the drscusslon through a 
discussion board, Short dramatic pisces 
w'lI add to the public program o ffer and 
a school program geared toward the 
sdence curriculum will be developed to 

fUrther the exhibit's message. 

, 
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S(J'STA1.NABLE SEAFOOD 

FESTIVAL 
BEST CATCH Mutl'i-TOtiCR 
SCREEN 

Tlie first annual Gulf of Georgia -Can- The aim of the Best Catch multi-touch 

nery Sustainable Seafood Festival will screen exhibit is to 'educate vislto_rs 
b.e launched on Sunday SeptemlSer 911'1 about making oceao: fr iendly seafood 

Fisheflnan's Park. This free community ci:loices that will support healthy wa-

eventvilil suppor! the temporary el!:t\lbit 'terways and oceans, Visitors will gain 

Seafood for T/1ought,-and will feature a better understanding ot the marine 
sustainable seafood themed cooking 

competitions, chef d emonstrations, 
jnforfTlaUon booths, entertainment, and 

c0l'I)plimentary admission to the C<lnnery. , 
Many community partners w i(1 be. Invited 

to'contrfoute and participate-in the event, 

including I09ai OceanW'lsa restaurants, 
Ocean Wise, SeaC/'Ioice, sustainable peo­
ducel'S (BCSaLmon Marketing Council, the 

Canadiar, Sablefish Association, CaJ1i3dia('l 

Padfic San;llne Association, Pacific Urchin 
Harvesters Associat ion) and loca/ con­

.servation organizations (Pacif ic Salmon 

Foundation, meat- Cdl1adian Shoreline 
C)eal'-Up, tOQ LLving Oceans SQciety, ~he 

DaY'id Suzuki fOt!ndatlon) as wall as lo-cal 

heritage and communIty Qrgafllzations 

(Steveston Historical'Soclety, Britannia 
.+erf~age Shipyards, london Farm, the 

<S'tevys::on Farmers end Artisans MerKet, 
Steves[on Community Society), 

" 

life in the Strait of Georgia and'how dif~ 

ferent fishing m'ethods affect the arNI. 
This permanent ~xhiblt wHt build on the 
reseatch and content explored in the. 

Gulf of Georg'ia Cacinery Society's ~012 

tempor"ty e)(hiblt, Seafood for Thought. 

and will c'omplcO'\ent the. Ca"nety's 

permalJent e)(hlbits that deal with local 
fish species, fishing methods and can­

,temporary- issues in the fishIng industry. 
WIl]Je 'the exhibit will be accessible to 
all vIsitors, the content and interface 
wm be designed to appeal ~o a youth 

audlenc~, [ndudlng scbool groups, and 
to complement the Seafood for Thought 

educatiofla! program. The exhibit wil l be 

In both French nnd English. 

• ABove -_"'''''UI 
:>OM!"'!" r~"'11hto 111U 
n ... hin;:,""-\\\. ... U..uI 

r"""'~~"~ 

l1wo~'lJ;Ii',,.J"'" h,f\jIo; 
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OTHER NEW EXfl1BITS AND "PROGRAMS FOR 20U iNCLUDE: 

_ The cann~ry from A-Z wh<Ch tells tlle story Of thaCannery tnrouOh the d'$~~ 
of rarcJ~ SC(':n arbfacts- and the 26 JetU!J's of t"e \'I1phabet. Tl"us clltUb,1 wllll)~ 

"va lable- boll) on-.slte and on-llne _ 

_ Taking Itslnsplfatioo from the USNab:onal Parks$eMctfs the 

Par\:(S Canadil Xplorers Program win offerC,hl!dren a2ed 6 - 11 
and Ulelr fal'ml'lli the OppOrtu(\lt)' to m.:pklreand discover tnQ. 

Oll'tnftry 1./'1 an cl,gaglng and' hm way though gameS, q~l!$ ' 

tlons &nci <lIS(:ol(e'fy actlvlN:!S, 

_ 1 !"Ie CaMety's Gif t Golde and Boy Scout Program Will $('\Sb!n 

guides CH'Id scouts to earn their heri tage bac\ge, 

... A Ilfograrn o f live demonstrations win further anlrna~Q t h~ 

canner)' during the peak surnmermonths with f')Qt m&nrlll'IQ. 

rope. f"I'Iaklng, ftsh Cleaning and o ther hands on act lVI' 185 that 

bm'19 the ~l1nery to Me 

_ The devetopm9f'll ana tnSla1tahor) of an olf·slte exhibit at Fort UH"I9hl)/ w-ll both 

nelp to promOte lhe canflelY and foster- closer WOtk,ng reliotlOl"lshlPS w.1I our 

GOlI~~Uti at othef NatlOOat Histone SiteS. 

_ The 1&\JJ'\Ch of a mlllu-<..ach~ Geoc;)che Education Pro g rilrn for ~de 11 ~ t1 
paograptly sludents ~ program's focus-Is on the ph}rs1Cilt and dJltural geog~ 

raPhy of the local area and how this geography IS Integral to both 1M do¥elop~ 

ment of the fiShI~ Industry and the developmenl of the Steve\ton community, 

_ Pfevlously successful programs. events, exhibits and DfOte<:ts wiD COI1Nlue and 

grow, lncludflQ: 

.. Tho S~Clles ton Farmers and A rt,sans Mark~t, MUsIC at tho Cell'\O~ry, lJao(s 

Open mc:hrtltu'ld, Spring Sreak Programming, EasterProgrammln,IJ, Canede 
Day Open House, FIShing the West Coast PhotO Show end ContGst.. Parlls 
Day, CultUfQ Days, Str011iflQthrol,lgh Steveslon Walk~ng 'rQIJr, 'fulk 11k!;} a 

P1rarc.Day, Haunted Cannecy foors, Christ(!'l8S in SteveS-lon YUlage Santa's 

Vl'J:lt to the ca:nnery. the Festival of rroes and CJasslc Chmamus MOVies. 

_ 1 he CannElry Store Will conhnue 10 offer Uluque a.r,~ 11J<;81lJ(QdUc.ts and 

greater serlSl! of armosphere and seamless trat\Sl\)Orl from stOte to c.:.n.,ery 

_ WOr1l WIth Cit)' of Richmond. the Sleveston Harbour AuthOn(y and thE! 

loec;l communIty 10 create a more dynamIC sense 01 pIac4I In the \tf f!& 

SUtIOUMM'l9 the cannery 

_ EhsurE: long-term sta.bdlty of the Society' by ' \"IU)' cfft\.>elOOlng aU sources 

('\~(EJV$t\Ut!, m a!ntalning a balanced bVdgcl and I~Ung In the deVelop· 

rne.nt of the Board of Directors, staN and volumeefs. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL 
OVERVIEW 

ABOUT Us 

Established in 1986, the GulfofGeorgi"a 

Cannery Society is an independent non­
profit society and registered charitY re­
sponsible for the operation of tho Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery National Historic Site. 

The Society's mandate Is to preserve 
and promote the history of Canada's 

West Coast fishing indUstry .. An elected 
volunteer Board of Directors oversees 

the site'S operation. 

After. the Gulf of Georgia Cannery ceased 

operations, the local cOmmunity-lobbied 
various levels ofgovernmerif to preserve 
the Cannery due to its sil,mfficanl' contri· 
butlon to Canadian history, In1979 itwas 

purchased by the federal government and 

transferred to ParK!> Canada. Development 

of the si te began In the eany 19905 and 
the first pha~e opEwtd to thQ public in 

1994, 46,469 p,eop le visited the Gulf of 

Georgia Cannery in 20"11. 

EX.lUBITS AND COLr.BCT10N 

Th~ Cannery was b~itt hi 1894 and was 

the largest building of its kind in Brit­

Ish Columbia. It stopped ca nning In the 
19305, but remained active as a net loft, 

fish depot and later as a herring 'reduction 
plant. l<e1' exhibits Indude a functioning 

salmon canning line that presents both 

the .socral and technological hlstory 'of 
the canning industry, a herring r~duction 

planl' and a flexible e)(hiblt space. The 

featured temporary exhibit for 2011 was 

S!,lman PeoJ)1e - an e)(ploration of toe 
culture or Coast Salish fishing in both 

its historic and contemporary context. 

The sit(l is horne to OV9rl0.000 artifacts, 

docIJmentsi,photngrapl's and books relat~ 
ing to both thG Gulf of Georgla can~ry 

specifically and the West ,O>ast fishing 

industrY ir1.gerferaL There are two diillnct 

collections on site; one be'longlng to the 

Gulf of. GeorgIa Ganl)ery Society and 

one belonging to Parks Canada. Both 
coile::tions are cared fO[ by the Society. 

]~OCA1l.l0N 

The Cannery offers a wide range of in­

teractive, school programs .. designed to 

complement tfie sodalstudles and sCI­

ence curricula for students In ,grades K-7 

and for English'Cls a Second langu.age 
programs. 2,991 students vrsited the, 

Cannery to p<lrtkipate in our programs 
in 2011, 
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SCIJOOL AND :P UBUC P ROGRAMS 

The, Cannery OffC?tSl a· WIde range o f Int~ractfVc school p~dgtilms designed to 

complem~nt the 'sodal studies and science. curri cula for stude(its in s rades K·7 

apd for English as a Second l anguage programs, 2,991 studQowylsited the Can · 
nery to partIcipate in our programs io 2011 • 

.. Salmoll's Joutney (Graoes K-2) explores the s.alrnon life cycle 

- Cannery Quest (Grades .3-5) lovestJgat!<s the ~Iuttor, of-thE! salmon canning 
process over tl'ie,{Oth..cent\..lry. 

-- Fis11y 8IJs1ness; A Century of Change (Grades 3-5) l!)ttoQoces stl!depts to tru;. 
lilstdry of the loca: fiShing ind!Jstry, 

..... cannery Srorie.s (G/"lildes 4~6), Introduces stvclants to Ule nlu\tICUIt"urat hl~1:ory 
of S.C.'s l"ishl(lg l(1dustry, 

- -Machines at Work{Gradc 5) expjotes how simple and COI'l'Ipovnd machInes Work"~ 

- Des Poissons etdes Conserves (Grades 4·7) bnf\9s the French laflguage to life 
' oiJts!de the classroom.. 

- Srrolflng Through Steveston Wd1king Tour (Gt(ldftS S-I2. ESL) brings Ganeda's 

social hlstofY to Ufe ttv"Ough a unique walking tourtha\ weaves. its-iN<'I)! through 
a cef\~ury of laughter an:d h<Jrdshlo In Stelle-stan. 

- Seafbod for ThougM (G'rades 5-8) uses dramatic techniques l'O analyz,e tM 
ma .... lne food. web and compare ff.$t"lIf\9 methods to flnd the best cl'lOltes fot 
fhel'ftS,p.lv~and U)Olt FamIlies 

_ Salmon Peoplln Coast Salish Ashing (G~ad.es 4·6) uses object-ba!';ed II1qwry to 

exploflnhe Imporfa.hce of flSll, the fishing ~thods and preserv3bon rechi '\l qi.l~ 

of antIS/'! Columbia's COOst Salis" p~ple. 

- My Monster Cannery and 8:C.~~ Flst!i/lg Hr'story ~duca.llon Kits bring tbeGult of 

.Georgia CanoCl(Y Info the cta5sroom. The kits Contain artifacts, historical ,"1)oto~ 

grap,hs and activities that are- adaptable for differenf.Qrade levels. 

The CanncJ)< offers a varle.ty' of interpreb've 
PTQg'rarns for the,generil[ pubflc jncluding 

tours of th~ canning Une and herring re­

dUction-plaN, drop-in children·s activities, 
Mu!tc fit the Cannery <en outdoormu!ic 
series). Strolilng through Steveston (a 

walking tour of the. ... 1l!age of Steveston), 

FishIng the West Coa1t' (an annual pho­

tography ~ontest and exhibition), pnd 

Haunted Cannery Halloween. tours and 

Christmas al th~ Cannery. 

" 

Both scfJool groups -pnd the general public. 
can aJso watch the 20·rni.riu te Joumey 

Through nm~ film In the B'oller House 
Theatre, The-fIlm provides ar, overview of 

the hi!tofY o f f ishing In the region from 

ti'aditional FIrst Nations' /ishing tecn!'liques 

to the ch1) lIenges of comm~rclal fishing 

at the end of the 20'" century. 

The Cannery'S" l n terpr~bve programs are 
aVilJiable In Path French arid English, 

)U OPr'OSITE RIGHT 

YL<iI!». Jlo<Cuno..,.: 
f""",~,\Ir. 

I 
~-
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ADMISSLON RATES AND HOURS 

in 2012 the Cannery will be open to. tne 
publlc r(om 10 AM-S PM daily, 

Admission rate are; AQuits $},80, Senior~ 

$6.55, Youth S-.5,9O, Family S19.fiO 

Admfssi6n is fr'ee tor Society memb(lrs 

Clod children under 6, 

FUNDTNG 

The Gu!f of Georgia Cannery Society 

receives funding under a contract for 

services from Parks Canada to support 

the site's operations. Additional funds 
am generated throu9h admission fees, 

memberships, gift shop sales, site rental!, 

grants, sponSOfships and fundralslng," 

MEMBERSHIP ·AND 

SUPPORTE~.s 

The Soclety currently has over 300 in­

dividual and corporate members. Mem­

bership rates are $18 for individuals, $30 

for families, $15 for seniors al')d $50 for 

corporations and organizations. 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8896 

REVENUE ANTICIPATION BORROWING (2012) BYLAW NO. 8896 

The Council of the Cio/ of Richmond enacts as fo llows: 

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 fann of obligation to he 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 fann 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. AlllUlpaid taxes and the taxes of the current year (2012) when levied or so much thereof as 
may be necessary shall , when collected, he 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 1 1 2012 

SECOND READING .IIIN 1 1 2012 

THIRD READING JIJN 1 1 2012 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

35 15103 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVEO 
foroont.ntby 

origlnatinll 

'''' 
APPROVED 
for lellallty 
by Solloifor 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8822 (RZ 11-588990) 

10391 FINLAYSON DRIVE 

Bylaw 8822 

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 followiog area and by designating it SINGLE DETACHED (RSlIB). 

P.I.D.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 "llichmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
8822" . 

FIRST READING NOV 1 4 2011 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON DEC 2 0 2011 

SECOND READING DEC 2 0 2011 

THIRD READING DEC 2 0 2011 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED ~J::::UN-,-,,2_1-=-20_12 ____ _ 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

331S982 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED a 
APPROVED 

by~rector 

~f 
V 
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