sa84% Richmond Agenda

Finance Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, February 6, 2017
Immediately following the open General Purposes Committee meeting

Pg. # ITEM

MINUTES

FIN-4 Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Finance Committee held
on January 3, 2017.

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION

1. 2016 INVESTMENT REPORT
(File Ref. No. 03-0900-01) (REDMS No. 5281001 v. 3)

FIN-8 See Page FIN-8 for full report

Designated Speaker: Venus Ngan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the report titled 2016 Investment Report dated January 11, 2017, from
the Director, Finance, be received for information.

2.  REVENUE ANTICIPATION BORROWING (2017) BYLAW NO. 9674
(File Ref. No. 03-0900-01; 12-8060-20-009674) (REDMS No. 5280973 v. 2)

FIN-14 See Page FIN-14 for full report

Designated Speaker: Venus Ngan
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Finance Committee Agenda — Monday, February 6, 2017

Pg. #

FIN-18

FIN-200

FIN-203

5290951

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Revenue Anticipation Borrowing (2017) Bylaw No. 9674 be introduced
and given first, second and third readings.

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES IMPOSITION BYLAW NO. 9499
(File Ref. No. 03-0900-01) (REDMS No. 4757567 v. 11)

See Page FIN-18 for full report

Designated Speaker: Venus Ngan

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Development Cost Charges (DCC) Imposition Bylaw No. 9499 be
introduced and given first, second and third readings.

2017 HOME OWNER GRANT ANALYSIS
(File Ref. No. 03-1240-01) (REDMS No. 5284981)

See Page FIN-200 for full report

Designated Speaker: lvy Wong

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the report titled 2017 Home Owner Grant Analysis dated January 11,
2017, from the Director of Finance, be received for information.

ANALYSIS OF VARIABLE RATES FOR RESIDENTIAL CLASS
(File Ref. No. 03-1240-01) (REDMS No. 5290608)

See Page FIN-203 for full report

Designated Speaker: vy Wong

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the staff report titled Analysis of Variable Rates for Residential Class,
dated January 13, 2017, from the Director of Finance, be received for
information.
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ADJOURNMENT
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Finance Committee
Tuesday, January 3, 2017

5271842

It was moved and seconded

That the report on Financial Information for the Richmond Olympic Oval
Corporation for the third quarter ended September 30, 2016 from the
Controller of the Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation be received for
information.

CARRIED

RICHMOND OLYMPIC OVAL - 2017 ANNUAL OPERATING AND

CAPITAL BUDGETS
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 5257684)

It was moved and seconded

That the report on the 2017 Annual Operating and Capital budgets for the
Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation from the Controller of the Richmond
Olympic Oval Corporation be received for information.

CARRIED

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION

FINANCIAL INFORMATION - 3RD QUARTER SEPTEMBER 30,

2016
(File Ref. No. 03-0905-01) (REDMS No. 5206270 v. 3)

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled, “Financial Information — 3rd Quarter
September 30, 2016,” dated November 10, 2016 from the Director, Finance
be received for information.

CARRIED

PROVINCIAL TAX DEFERMENT PROGRAM
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 5261230)

A revised copy of the staff report titled “Provincial Tax Deferment Program”
was distributed (copy on file, City Clerk’s Office).

Ivy Wong, Manager, Revenue, reviewed the Provincial Tax Deferment
Program, noting that 2017 property assessments values have increased an
average of 42.37% for single-family homes compared to 22.33% for stratified
homes, with an overall average increase 35.21% in the city. She added that
the disparity of the average increase in property assessment values will result
in an increase in property tax for single-family homes and a decrease in
property tax for stratified homes

Staff noted that as a result of the average increase in property assessment
values, some properties will not qualify for the Home Owner Grant Program.
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Finance Committee
Tuesday, January 3, 2017

5271842

In response to a query, staff confirmed that residential school tax rates are set
by the Province and have increased an average of approximately 4.14%
annually.

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) the impact of the increase in property
assessment values on the Provincial school tax allocation for properties,
(i1) increasing the qualifying threshold for the Home Owner Grant Program,
and (iil) potential negative effect of deferring property taxes on a property’s
equity, especially on property owners new to the real estate market.

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That staff be directed to make people aware of the Provincial Tax
Deferment Program as a means of reducing the current financial
burden for seniors and families with children, as well as providing
information regarding assessment appeals;

(2)  That staff be directed to analyze the benefit and the possibility of
having more than one residential tax rate to deal with the valuation
disparity between strata and single family detached residential
properties;

(3)  That a letter be written to the Premier of British Columbia, Minister
of Finance, and local MLAs, requesting the Province make changes
to the Home Owner Grant program and school tax allocation
program to provide a more fair and equitable system of property
taxation in BC; and

(4) That a letter be written to the Premier of British Columbia, Minister
of Finance, and local MLAs, requesting the Province increase the
2017 Home Owner Grant threshold to reflect the substantial
increases in assessments of principal residences in Metro Vancouver.

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued with regard to
the property assessment appeal process and the types of individuals that may
benefit from the Provincial Tax Deferment Program.

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

CONSOLIDATED 5 YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN (2017-2021) BYLAW

NO. 9663
(File Ref. No. 03-0985-01) (REDMS No. 5252435)

It was moved and seconded
(1) ~ That the Consolidated 5 Year Financial Plan (2017-2021) Bylaw No.
9663 be introduced and given first, second, and third readings; and

(2)  That staff undertake a process of public consultation as required in
Section 166 of the Community Charter.

CARRIED
3.
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Finance Committee
Tuesday, January 3, 2017

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:59 p.m.).

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Chair

5271842

FIN -7

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Finance
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Tuesday, January 3,
2017.

Evangel Biason
Legislative Services Coordinator
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Staff Report
Origin

This report provides an overview of the City’s investment position for fiscal year 2016.
This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #7 Strong Financial Stewardship:

Maintain the City’s strong financial position through effective budget processes, the
efficient and effective use of financial resources, and the prudent leveraging of economic
and financial opportunities to increase current and long-term financial sustainability.

7.1.  Relevant and effective budget processes and policies.
7.2.  Well-informed and sustainable financial decision making.
7.3.  Tranmsparent financial decisions that are appropriately communicated to the public.

7.4.  Strategic financial opportunities are optimized.
Analysis

The City’s investment book value was approximately $980 million as of December 31, 2016.
During the year, the investment portfolio earned approximately $19 million which equates to an
annual interest yield of approximately 2.0%.

The City’s investment portfolio holds the City’s working capital that is required to pay for ongoing
operating expenditures and it is also comprised of unspent capital funds relating to the timing of
project implementation, uncommitted reserves, deposits, development cost charges and other
sources that will be expended in future years.

Permitted Investments

Under Section 183 of the Community Charter, a municipality may invest money and is not
immediately required in one or more of the following:

(a) securities of the Municipal Finance Authority;

(b) pooled investment funds under section 16 of the Municipal Finance Authority Act;

(c) securities of Canada or of a province;

(d) securities guaranteed for principal and interest by Canada or by a province;

(e) securities of a municipality, regional district or greater board;

(f) investments guaranteed by a chartered bank;

(g) deposits in a savings institution, or non-equity or membership shares of a credit union;

(h) other investments specifically authorized under this or another Act.

Investment Objectives

In accordance with Investment Policy 3703, the City’s primary investment objectives are:
1. Compliance with statutory requirements;
2. Preservation of capital,
3. Maintenance of adequate liquidity;
4. Taking into account the above constraints and requirements in maximizing rate of return.
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City’s Investment Strategy — 2017 and beyond

The City's investment portfolio will continue to be affected by the current interest rate
environment. As investments that were purchased in the past gradually mature, the City will be
reinvesting its funds at the prevailing market interest rate which is lower than our existing portfolio
yield. Despite the interest rate challenge, the City will prudently assess its short-term and long-
term cash flow requirements and will continue to reposition and rebalance its investment portfolio
to achieve policy compliance and yield optimization.

Yield enhancement strategies will continue to play a key role in the City's investment portfolio.
Conditions remain favourable to emphasize on short to medium term deposits instead of exposing
the City's investment portfolio to the volatility and the low return of the fixed income/bond market.
The short to medium term investment mandate will provide the required level of liquidity (for
capital requirements) and maximize available yield in the current interest rate environment.

Forthcoming Legislation and Banking Industry Changes

There are two major changes in the banking industry that staff is continuing to monitor.

1. Bail-in Legislation

During the global financial crisis, some financial institutions were considered “too-big-to-fail”” and
were bailed-out by large scale government support. There was widespread concern about taxpayers
funding the rescue of these institutions and that government intervention to prop up a failing company
can foster moral hazard by incentivizing companies to take more risks and investors to act less
diligently or cautiously.

In June 2016, the Government of Canada Parliament passed Bill C-15 which includes provisions to
create a bank recapitalization regime (also known as bail-in legislation), where certain liabilities of
a distressed financial institution are converted to equity.

The potential impact of this legislation to the City (and to all other BC municipal governments)
could mean that bank investment that is current permitted under the Community Charter may no
longer be considered principally guaranteed due to its convertible feature. As such, municipal
governments may need to shift their investment holdings to only federal issues, provincial issues
and short term deposits which offer lower yields and limited offerings, thereby resulting in reduced
investment income and creating budget concerns.

City staff are monitoring the development of the legislation and is waiting the Department of
Finance of Canada to release the related publication, which is scheduled to be available in
February 2017. The City will continue to assess the impact of the legislation and will act
accordingly to ensure investment activities will continue to comply with statutory requirements.
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Staff Report

Origin

The City has an existing credit facility agreement with its bank and is seeking Council’s annual
authorization through adoption of Revenue Anticipation Borrowing (2017) Bylaw No. 9674
(Attachment 1). The credit facility will be available in the form of up to $3,000,000 in standby
letters of credit, demand promissory notes or bank overdraft, up to $4,500,000 in leasing lines of
credit and up to $2,000,000 in commercial credit card.

Analysis

The $9,500,000 credit facility arrangement aforementioned meets the definition of revenue
anticipation borrowing as per Section 177 of the Community Charter. Under Section 177,
Council may, by bylaw, provide the authority to borrow money that may be necessary to meet
current lawful expenditures and to pay amounts required to meet the City’s taxing obligations in
relation to other local governments or public bodies. If money is borrowed pursuant to a revenue
anticipation borrowing bylaw, any money to be collected from property taxes must be used to
repay the money borrowed.

The maximum amount of borrowing allowed for revenue anticipation borrowing is the sum of
the unpaid taxes for the current year and the money remaining due from other governments (e.g.
payment in licu of taxes and grants). Therefore, the bylaw amount of $9,500,000 is well below
the limit imposed under Section 177 of the Community Charter.

The purpose of obtaining the $3,000,000 operating lines of credit is to ensure that the City has a
secondary source of credit in place to protect its bank accounts from the unlikely event of going
into an overdraft position. Staff regularly monitors the City’s cashflow position to prevent the
possibility of having to draw down on the credit facility. The purpose of obtaining the
$4,500,000 leasing lines of credit is to ensure that a leasing facility is available in the event it is
required. Both types of credit facilities, if they remain unused, will be free of charge for the City
to maintain. The purpose of obtaining $2,000,000 limit in commercial credit card is to provide a
convenient and cost-effective method of procuring and paying for low value goods and services.
The commercial credit card facility is also free of charge if payment is received within three days
after the statement date.

With the City’s solid financial position, the City has never utilized these credit facilities since
they were established. The purpose of maintaining these credit facilities is to ensure that they
will be available in the unlikely event that funds are required to meet short-term operational cash
flow needs.
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Staff Report
Origin

During the September 26, 2016 Council Meeting, Council endorsed the staff report titled
Proposed City-Wide DCC Capital Programs (2016-2041) and Updated City-Wide DCC Rates
dated August 25, 2016 from the Director of Finance, as the basis for further public consultation
in establishing the updated DCC Bylaw.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goals #3 — A Well-Planned Community:
3.1  Growth and development that reflects the OCP and related policies and bylaws.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goals #7 — Strong Financial Stewardship:
7.1 Relevant and effective budget processes and policies.
7.2 Well-informed and sustainable financial decision making.

7.3 Transparent financial decisions that are appropriately communicated to the public.
Background

The City’s current Development Cost Charges Bylaw was amended and adopted by Council at
the September 14, 2009 Council Meeting and the amended DCC rate bylaw became effective on
September 15, 2010.

At the February 11, 2014 Council Meeting, Council adopted the following resolution in relation
to the Hamilton Area Plan Update Report:

That staff bring forward amendments to Development Cost Charges Imposition Bylaw
8024, no later than 20135 in order to add Hamilton Area Plan DCCs to the City-wide
DCC review process.

In response to the above Council referral and to follow the DCC Best Practice Guide published
by the Development Finance Review Committee which states that major amendments to the
DCC bylaws should be completed at least once every five years, staff have performed a major
DCC bylaw amendment which involves a full review of the DCC methodology including the
review and update of:

e Underlying DCC assumptions;
Broad policy considerations;
Development projections:
DCC program costs;
Timing of proposed capital projects;
Addition of new projects to the DCC program; and
Deletion from the DCC program of those capital projects that have been completed or are
no longer required.
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The primary concerns expressed by the industry groups were:

1.
2.
3.

The proposed increases in DCC rates are substantial, which affects housing affordability.
They prefer to see the DCC rate increase being phased in over a period of 3 years.

The 1-year in-stream protection provision under the Local Government Act does not provide
enough time for developments to get to the building permit issuance stage for the more
complex developments.

They have concerns that both Metro Vancouver DCC and Municipal DCC increases will put
a large burden on new developments.

Uncertainty of how senior government policies and foreseen changes in the political climate
would affect the housing market.

UDI’s comments and NAIOP’s comments are included in Attachment 3 and Attachment 3.1 of
this report. Staff response is found in Attachment 4 and is summarized as follows:

Staff Response

1.

Proposed increases in DCC rates are substantial.

The costs in the current DCC program were determined prior to 2008. Since then, land and
construction costs have increased significantly. The proposed DCC rates are increasing by
between 17% and 59% for the various development types for the first time in the past 8
years, while in comparison the average home resale value of Richmond has increased by
almost 150% during the same timeframe.

Despite the corresponding market increase in costs components within the City’s DCC
program, no adjustments had been made to either the DCC program or the DCC rates for the
past 8 years. The City therefore has to make this adjustment to truly reflect the current cost
of providing the required capital infrastructure to support growth.

To help mitigate rate increases in future DCC bylaw major amendments, staff will ensure the
DCC bylaw will be updated annually by the consumer price index as set out in the Provincial
Regulation: Development Cost Charge Amendment Bylaw Approval Exemption Regulation
130/2010. The annual DCC update should help mitigate DCC rate increases in future major
DCC amendments.

Proposed DCC rate increase to be phased over a period of 3 years.

UDI has requested that the new DCC rates be implemented in phases over 3 years to allow
the development industry to adjust plans and cost structures of their projects. NAIOP has
made a similar request over phasing of the proposed DCC rates.

Phasing of the DCC rates was proposed as an alternative to Council in the staff report titled
Proposed City-Wide DCC Capital Programs (2016-2041) and Updated City-Wide DCC
Rates dated August 25, 2016 from the Director of Finance. The phasing option was not
recommended on the basis that the administration requirement to implement the immediate
roll out of the proposed rate (without phasing) is far more simplified than a phased approach
for both the City and the development industry. Phasing of the rates will only further
prolong the cost adjustment period, causing the City’s DCC program costs to continue to be
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behind the true cost of providing the required capital infrastructure, which is currently over 8
years behind.

In addition, benchmark analysis shows that the resulting cost burden impact (DCC dollar as a
percentage of average home price) to developers will be favourable for both single family
homes and townhouse when compared to historical ratios. The DCC as the percentage of
home sale price ratio for apartments will increase slightly under the proposed rate but it is
still considered favourable when being compared to the same ratio of comparable
municipalities.

To ensure that growth fairly pays for growth, staff recommend no further delay in
implementing the new rates and thus recommend that the proposed DCC rates be rolled out
in full without phasing. This one-time adjustment as proposed is equivalent to an average of
approximately 3.5% annualized rate increase per year for the past 8 years, where DCC rates
paid by developers had remained unchanged despite the substantial increase in market value
of land and construction costs in delivering the DCC capital projects.

3. In-Stream Protection for 12 months is not enough.

The industry was first made aware of the City’s intention to update its DCC rates when
Council made a referral to update the DCC rates upon adoption of the Hamilton Area Plan on
February 11, 2014. Assuming that the final adoption date of the proposed DCC Bylaw No.
9499 (which is still subject to Inspector’s Approval) will be in Spring 2017, the industry has
in essence been given over 3 years of notification period since the DCC rate update referral
was made in early 2014. Along with the 1-year in-stream protection for qualifying
applications under the Local Government Act, this will provide an additional year of
protection to the development industry before the new rates become effective. Thus, it was
determined that further or extended grace period is not warranted.

Staff have reassured thevdevelopment industry that, similar to the previous DCC Bylaw
update in 2009, City staff will form cross functional groups to ensure all qualified in-stream
applications will be processed and expedited within the grandfathering provision period.

4. Both Metro Vancouver DCC and Municipal DCC increases will put a large burden on new
developments.

Metro Vancouver’s DCC program includes capital infrastructure costs for treatment plants
and sewer inceptors that receive flows from municipal trunk sewers. Their collection from
growth is independent from that of the City’s DCC’s and any such changes in Metro
Vancouver’s DCC are mandated by the regional government that is beyond the City’s
control. Both Metro Vancouver and Richmond are required to update their outdated capital
program costs to reflect the true cost of providing the required capital infrastructure to
support growth.
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5. Uncertainty of how senior government policies and foreseen changes in political climate
would affect the housing market.

Should conditions exist in the real estate market that would change and affect future land
values and/or construction costs, any such cost adjustments would be reflected in the annual
DCC update when such market adjustments would be embedded in the referenced consumer
price index. In addition, annually staff will review the impact to the DCC program costs and
if significant events occur that warrant a major DCC review, staff will reflect these market
changes and will present to Council at a minimum once every 5 years or more often as
deemed appropriate.

Next Steps

Once the proposed DCC Bylaw is approved by Council for first, second and third readings, the
DCC Bylaw and all supporting documentation (including the 2016 DCC Update Report in
Attachment 5 which validates that all the works performed by staff to support the proposed
major DCC amendment are done in accordance with legislation) will be submitted to the
Ministry of Community, Sport & Cultural Development (“Ministry”) for review and statutory
approval.

If the Ministry recommends changes to the DCC Bylaw, staff will need to revise the bylaw and
re-present it to Council for approval. The DCC Bylaw, if approved by the Ministry, will be
presented to Council for final adoption.

Implementation Guidelines

Sections 511 and 568 of the Local Government Act that provide in-stream protection to
subdivision applications and precursor applications (e.g. rezoning application, development
permit application, building permit application) for a period of one year from the effective date
of the adopted DCC bylaw.

To qualify for in-stream protection (i.e. in order for the development to be grandfathered to the
current DCC rates instead of the new DCC rates in the amended DCC Bylaw), prior to the
effective date of the DCC bylaw, the subdivision applications or the precursor applications must
have been submitted in satisfactory form to and accepted by the City, and that all application fees
have been paid.

For in-stream applications to be grandfathered, the subdivision must be completed within 12
months after the bylaw is adopted. For in-stream precursor applications, the building permit
related to these applications must be issued within 12 months of the effective date of the bylaw
in order for the grand-fathering provision to be applicable.

Under the legislation, if any of the above applications are submitted to and accepted by the City
after the effective date of the adopted DCC bylaw, the application will be subject to the new
DCC rates (i.e. not eligible for in-stream protection).

4757567
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Attachment 1

CITY OF RICHMOND

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES IMPOSITION

BYLAW NO. 9499

EFFECTIVE DATE -
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CITY OF RICHMOND

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES IMPOSITION
BYLAW NO. 9499
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3 City of
222, Richmond Bylaw 9499

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES IMPOSITION BYLAW NO. 9499

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

PART ONE: GENERAL PROVISIONS

1.1

1.2

4661434

Establishment of Development Cost Areas

1.1.1

For the purposes of imposing development cost charges, the City is not
divided into areas, except in respect of supplementary development cost
charges for development in the Alexandra area as shown on Schedule A.

Imposition of Development Cost Charges

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.2.3

In accordance with Division 19, “Development Costs Recovery”, of the Local
Government Act, development cost charges are imposed for the purpose of
providing funds to assist the City in paying the capital costs of providing,
constructing, altering or expanding sewage, water, drainage and highway
facilities, other than off-street parking facilities, and providing and improving
park land to service, directly or indirectly, the development for which the
charge is being imposed. Subject to the provisions of subsection 1.3.1 of this
Bylaw and in accordance the Local Government Act, development cost
charges are imposed on every person who obtains:

(a) approval of a subdivision of a parcel; or

(b) a building permit authorizing the construction, alteration or extension
of a building or part of a building that will, after the construction,
alteration or extension, contain one or more self-contained dwelling
units, as established in accordance with section 561(6) of the Local
Government Act.

Every person who obtains approval of a subdivision of a parcel or a building
permit must pay development cost charges in accordance with Schedule B
and Schedule C if the supplementary development cost charges apply.

Where a type of development is not identified in Schedule B and Schedule
C, the development cost charges for the most comparable type of
development, as determined by the City, are fo be used to determine the
amount payable.
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1.3

1.4

4661434

1.2.4

For developments with two or more types. of developments, the
development cost charge payable shall be calculated separately for each
portion of the development contained in the building permit or subdivision
application in accordance with the development cost charges for each
development type in Schedule B and Schedule C.

Exemption from Development Cost Charges

1.3.1

The development cost charges imposed under section 1.2 apply only to the
extent specified, and are subject to the restrictions specified the Local
Government Act. In accordance with provisions of Section 561 of the Local
Government Act, development cost charge is not payable if any of the
following applies in relation to a development authorized by a building
permit;

(a) where the permit authorizes the construction, alteration or extension
of a building or part of a building that is, or will be, after the
construction, alteration or extension, exempt from taxation under
Section 220(1)(h) or Section 224(2)(f) of the Community Charter,

(b) where the aggregate value of the work authorized by a building
permit does not exceed $50,000; or

(c) where the area of the self-contained dwelling unit in a building
authorized under a building permit is no larger in area than 29
square metres and the unit is to be put to no other use other than a
residential use in those dwelling units.

Payment of Development Cost Charges

1.4.1

14.2

The development cost charges imposed under subsection 1.2 must be paid
to the City in full as follows:

(a) in the cases of the single family or major industrial subdivision of a
parcel, at the time of the approval of the subdivision;

(b) for all cases other than that described in subsection 1.4.1(a), at the
time of the issuance of the building permit.

Development cost charges that would otherwise be payable in full at the
times specified in subsection 1.4.1 may be paid by instalments in accordance
with all terms and conditions of the Development Cost Charge (Instalments)
Regulation (B.C. Reg. 166/84) of the Local Government Act.
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PART TWO: INTERPRETATION

21 All terms in this bylaw will follow the Richmond Zoning Bylaw, except otherwise

defined herein:

APARTMENT

'BUILDING AREA (BA)

BUILDING PERMIT

4661434

means a residential dwelling unit which is or will be
situated in a building consisting of two or more
dwellings in which the dwellings are arranged in any
horizontal or vertical configuration and have access
from a common interior corridor. This also includes
congregate housing which is a multi-unit residential
building that contains two or more independent or
semi-independent units which shall be supplemented
by professional medical care, lay supervision and care,
communal dining facilities and housekeeping services.

means the total area of all storeys measured to the
outer limits of the building, which is the sum of:

(i) The floor area of the building(s) on-site used'for
Floor Area Ratio caiculations as defined in the
Richmond Zoning Bylaw; plus

(i) All common utility areas provided for the building,
such as mechanical, electrical, telephone, cable
and district energy utility rooms, electrical and
mechanical conduit shafts etc.; plus

(i) Al common service rooms provided for the
building, such garbage and recycling rooms and
storage rooms etc.

But excludes the sum of:
a) Bicycle parking rooms; plus

b) Vehicle parking, circulation and loading areas;
plus

c) Covered open areas of the building(s) on the
site intended to provide public access to
commercial spaces (i.e. covered areas such
as verandas, colonnades etc.)

means permission or authorization in writing by a
building inspector under the current Building Regulation
Bylaw of the City to perform construction regulated by
such bylaw.
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CITY

- COMMERCIAL

CONSTRUCTION

COUNCIL

DEVELOPMENT(S)

INSTITUTIONAL

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT

MAJOR INDUSTRIAL

4661434

means the City of Richmond and includes the land, air
space and surface of water which comprise the City of
Richmond.

means all developments zoned commercial and all
developments having commercial uses undertaken in
buildings or on land where zoning designation is other
than commercial. Commercial use means the carrying
on of any business, including the sale or provision of
goods, accommodation, entertainment, meals or
services, but excludes indusirial uses, as defined in the
Richmond Zoning Bylaw.

means to build, erect, install, repair, alter, add, enlarge,
move, locate, relocate, reconstruct, demolish, remove, |
excavate or shore. '

means the Council of the City.

means approval of a subdivision of a parcel or the
issuance of a building permit for which a development
cost charge may be imposed, as defined in the Local
Government Act.

means development whichis created and that exists
by law or public authority for the benefit of the public in
general, and includes public hospitals, public and
private schools, and facilities used primarily for public
services.

means development zoned industrial, general, except
where the use is other than industrial, general as
defined in the Richmond Zoning Bylaw.

means the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C. 2015 as
amended from time to time.

means development zoned industrial, heavy, except
where the use is other than industrial, heavy, as
defined in the Richmond Zoning Bylaw.
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Bylaw 9499

PARCEL

RESIDENTIAL

RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW

SINGLE FAMILY

SQUARE FOOTAGE OF
DWELLING UNIT
(sq. ft. of DU)

TOWNHOUSE

meané a lot, block, or other area in which land is held, or
into which land is legally subdivided.

means development of a parcel which falls under
residential zoning as defined in the Richmond Zoning
Bylaw, including congregate housing, but excludes
nursing homes and rest homes, which are deemed to be
institutional development.

means Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, as amended
from time to time.

means single residential detached housing that has a
maximum of one principal dwelling unit and a
secondary suite or coach house as defined in the
Richmond Zoning Bylaw. This rate also applies to
each dwelling unit of two-unit dwellings as defined in
the Richmond Zoning Bylaw.

means the total floor area of the building or structure
contained within the exterior face of the structural
system of the exterior and basement walls and, where
applicable, the centre line of the common walls dividing
the dwelling units and shall include all the internal walls
within each dwelling unit excluding parking areas, crawl
spaces, balconies, canopies, terraces and sun decks.

refers to the definition of Housing, town, of the
Richmond Zoning Bylaw.

PART THREE: PREVIOUS BYLAW REPEAL

31 Development Cost Charges Imposition Bylaw 8024 and all amendments thereto is
hereby repealed except to the extent that sections 511 and/or 568 of the Local

Government Act apply.

PART FOUR: SEVERABILITY AND CITATION

4.1 The provisions of this bylaw are severable, and if for any reasons, any part, section,
subsection, clause, or sub-clause, or other words in this bylaw are found to be invalid
or unenforceable by the decision of a Court of competent jurisdiction, such decision
does not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this bylaw.

4661434
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SCHEDULE A to BYLAW NO. 9499
CITY MAP AND ALEXANDRA AREA

Bylaw 9499

S~
- 7 v ———
[¢] = Y
PECY Ul [0 [§
a |2 |
8 5 192415 UCJOUOR
Q. )
Yvi13d 2 j
T 1M UOJSOAS i
m.. _mu. ﬂ% AemubiH uolsoasls z w Z ]
8l = = o £ - i
m m 2 . TV O . SO |
z <| 2 FTRT[E g reodswemim |8 |m |8 | 2
o A 0] o o o m a < a xr ﬁ.ﬂ
®» .0 0 m ' o @ &
1] (3 =3 g S
A o g - S VR Ty 5 ¥ >
2 ] § |o ProdsKUE ° R 2
o o [+% hm o S
] ng
2 = Q.
g peoy {epunid H &
puowyory| [& L “
* i
” SRUSAY SIIIAUEID i
z _ ..
o ARMUBIH JOJSUIWISAAN
2 L/ ).
Cwl .
o
16 AemuyBiy 0PI
p peoy Nv.cm
aBpug
owsuig
pecy a|qued 7/
=
N\ : T ] Nl
N ~ 3 v abpu
) peoy podebplg pug
D™ 2 Keron podiry
S 2 o leuoneuayul
s N JOANOOURA
56 BUI
AgvNung 19548 intiy
¥ N
HINNODINVA \
abpug j9as JyBiuy X

FIN - 33

4661434




Bylaw 9499 8

SCHEDULE A to BYLAW NO. 9499
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Metro Vancouver DCC increases:

Metro Vancouver is also in the process of increasing their Development Cost Charges, and are aiming for
board approval in Spring 2017. These charges, when compiled with local municipal charges, will put a
large burden on new developments, and ultimately homebuyers. We ask that all rate increases, such as
affordable housing contributions and district energy costs, be examined holistically to determine their
combined impact on the market.

DCC Rates:

Richmond’s existing DCC rates across all asset classes are already high when compared to other
municipalities, as noted in the presentation slides from the November 3™ DCC public meeting. UDI
members feel the proposed rates are too high and will discourage development, particularly in the
industrial sector. The existing industrial rates were already more than double the rates of most other
municipalities in Metro Vancouver. The proposed increases (to $11.33/sq ft) will make Richmond’s
industrial DCC rates triple what they are in other comparable municipalities.

We ask that the industrial rates be re-examined and adjusted, and would also appreciate a justification
as to why Richmond’s industrial development cost charges already far exceed neighbouring
municipalities. Industrial properties already pay high property taxes, and the City should be carefui not
to overburden and discourage development of this sector which directly provides jobs and stimulates
the local economy.

Finally, we would be interested to see a breakdown of how DCCs collected from various asset classes are
attributed to specific projects in the DCC program. If you could provide a table that indicates which asset
classes fund which projects that would be appreciated.

We look forward to continuing to work with the City of Richmond on this issue and others.

Best Regards,
Anne McMullin

President and CEO
Urban Development Institute.

S:\Public\POLICY\MUNICIPAL LIAISON\Richmond\Letter re Richmond DCCs December 2016.docx
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Director of Finance, but these options were not endorsed by Council. It was determined that
phasing of the rates will only further prolong the cost adjustment period, causing the City’s DCC
program costs continued to be behind the true cost of providing the required capital infrastructure,
which is currently over 8 years behind.

It should be noted that the proposed DCC rates are increasing by between 17% and 59% for the
various development types for the first time in the past 8 years, while in comparison the average
home resale value of Richmond has increased by almost 150% during the same timeframe. This
one-time adjustment as proposed is equivalent to an approximately 3.5% annualized rate increase
per year for the past 8 years, where DCC rates had remained unchanged despite the substantial
increase in market value of land and construction costs in delivering the DCC capital projects,

Three years lapsed since Richmond Council made its first staff referral to update the DCC rates in
February 2014. Also taking into consideration that additional time will be required to obtain approval
from the Province before bylaw adoption, along with the mandatory 12-month in stream protection
available to qualified in-stream applications. This extended notification period of over four years since
2014 represents ample of time for the development industry.

As was discussed during the focus group meeting on October 18, 2016, that similar to the previous
DCC Bylaw update in 2009, City staff will form cross functional groups to ensure all in-stream
applications will be expedited and processed in prioritized manner to ensure the applications that meet
the in-stream protection requirements will be processed within the grandfathering provision period.
Metre Vancouver DCC Increases

Metro Vancouver’s DCC program includes capital infrastructure costs for treatment plants and
sewer inceptors that receive flows from municipal trunk sewers. Metro Vancouver’s collection
from growth is independent from the City’s DCC’s. Any such changes in Metro Vancouver’s DCC
are mandated by the regional government that is beyond the City’s control. Your response also
raises concerns over other municipal rate increases such as affordable housing and district energy
costs. This concern has been forwarded to the appropriate staff in those areas for their
consideration. DCC’s, in accordance with the Local Governiment Act, are calculated based on a
defined formulae and can only be charged and used on specific works such as roads, drainage,
water, sewerage, park acquisition and park development. DCC must be assessed and charged
based on existing DCC legislation to ensure that growth properly pays for growth.

DCC Rates
Staff are aware that commercial and industrial developments play an important role in creating
employment and stimulating the local economy.

During the process in deriving the proposed DCC rates, staff assessed the applicability of parkland
DCC’s to non-residential land use. The assessment has resulted in the non-residential park
acquisition DCC rate and the park development DCC rate being reduced by 82% and 69%
respectively from the current rates, . The decreases in the park DCC rates were offset by the
increases in other DCC components. As mentioned previously, the overall DCC rate increase was
primarily attributed to Richmond’s high land costs (associated with parkland acquisition and road
dedications) and increased DCC project costs, It is worth mentioning that Richmond’s
construction costs of capital infrastructure is typically higher relative to other comparing
municipalities because of its unique soil conditions and dewatering requirements. The proposed
changes in DCC program costs and growth projection assumptions have caused the overall increase
in DCC rates for all development types.

5280191
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City of Richmond
Transportation DCC Program

<ol 2018 Land 2018

_ Benefit to New.

Old Project | New Project oot Dissripon Pioject Lacation Project Location oo | construction 2078 Total Costs ; | Beneit 00Tt 1o Moy Hinicios) ':"““‘ DCC Recaverable 1;:::':““‘;"‘;;‘;;'
Code Code. i Primary Roadway Cross.Sireet of Road Seament thoveands) | Estimatein | (inthousands) ; Factor e P Bl i thaarde) | (n thousands) i & N
S ) thousands) External Net Project {in thousan ’s gn thousans l‘)‘, : {in: thousands).
sl S Funding Costs s i
A9P13 cw.o1  (Roadworks - Local, Residential Cosa-Lyporta Road atsura st ta No 4 Rd 847 547 347 95% 544 $0.44 343.80 277
oW-54 dworks - Left turn bay [Aiderbridge Wey [Akierbridge Way (E/8) at May Drive 5353 343 343 55% 326 5528 $322.98 $20.38
CW-53 |Randworks - Laft tusn bay [Adertridge Way [Atterridge Way (E/8) at MoCleliard Rd $34 343 343 5% 5326 $3.26 $322.28 52035
CW-50__|Traffic Signal - New [Alderbridge Way [Aidarbridgs Way at May Drive $103 193 183 5% 5183 $1.63 $183.28 $11.47
CW48 [Traffic Signal - Naw [Akterbridge Way Way ot MoClefland Road $193 53 153 95% 5183 3182 181,28 51147
TW-55_ [Roadworks - OFf Street bike way idge Way [Aldetbridge Way Bike Lane Niside 3208 209 5208 5% 518 5188 516,60 $12.44
CW-56 - O#f Straet bike way [Atderbridge Way [Aiderbridge Way Bike Lane Sisida 5208 209 5208 5% 3188 BE) $196.60 31244
New cc1 Zm"w‘“k" Urban Greemway inch S/W and |, 1. beidge Way Garden City Rd to Minoru Bivd 4,322 54,322 34322 5% 54,108 541,06 $4,085.28 3257.18
New 22 Sidewalk Wiy fnoru Blvd to Elmbridgs Way 5738 5738 5738 5% 701 F701 654,47 5553
APY - 07 ~Sidewalk [Atdesbridge Way No 4 Rd to Fisher D 5448 S48 $a45 5% 3424 5424 $419.88 52658
GEN-12 Gen-06 ::t:’r‘:’:‘k“d Crouswalk Improvement Arteriat Road Crosswalk Improvement Program various Locatians $7,500 37,500 $7.500 5% 37,125 §71.25 $7,053.75 $448.25
22002 CC-3__ [Roadworks, Widen to 4 lanes Beckwith 5t Gireat Canadian to Major-22-1 s 1%  s49 55,983 35,953 5% 35684 $56.64 35,626.06 35,85
New 1%} Widan to 4 lanes Beckwith 5t [No. 3 Road to Great Canadian Way §3,385 53,265 33,285 55% 3,121 §3t.21 $3,086.64 755,48
A13P29 cw-03 s":;;“;’\"'ks' Collectar, Commercial Cross- g, o1 ra Netson R to Graybar Re $15,007 515,007 57503 7,509 5% 57,128 $71.28 $7.056.83 $448.45
At3P4 CW-04 ::;?ﬂ"r"“’ks‘ Collector, Commercial Cross- 1y o)l pg Savage Road to No 7 Rd $14,955 514,955 514,955 95% 514,208 $14208 5$14,085.50 $889.85
A12P20 Cw- 05 Roadwarks - Arterial, Undivided, Widening {Bridgeport Rd St Edwards to Knight St $1,507 $1,507 31,507 B5% $1,432 51432 $1.417.78 $B9.69
33012 s g‘;:a;’g‘"k" Extension of Major Street, withlp, 1 rd Alderbridge Way to Lestie Rd s 500  siem 56,737 6,797 95% 36,400 384.00 $6,336.11 $400,85
28011 cc6 g‘;:g;’;’“‘ Extension of Major Street, withly o pa Combie Rd to Capstan Way / SexsmithRd | 5 4,000] 54,384 58,474 58,474 5% 38,050 $80.50 $7.969.63 $504.18
31013 ccy  |Roadworks, Widen, Add cycling Lanes, new | gy Cambie Rd to Lestie Rd 5 7,120 $4,459 $11,579 311,579 5% 311,000 $110,00 $10,885.85 $6B5.94
33020 ccg  |Roadworks, Widen, Add cycling Lanes, new . e ko Brown Rd to Hazelbridge Way s 2,450 51,601 54,051 34,051 85% 33,846 $38.48 $3,808.61 $241.01
A1P25 CW- 06 ::;z"’:’"‘s - Local, Residential Crass- Browngste Rd No 3 Rd to Hezelbridge Way 3162 5182 $162 95% 5173 3173 $170.95 $10.81
32001 cc9 5‘:?:;’;2;‘“'3““ Major Strest Segment o neate Rd River Parkway to No. 3 Road 5 8,180 $1,587 59,767 30,787 95% 59,278 $92.79 39,185.86 $581.14
33001 £c-10 gf\:;’w"”"’ Urban Greenwiay ncl /W and 1 i a Garden City Rd to No. 3 Road 5909 5909 3908 95% 5663 $6.69 3854.73 $54.07
32002 et :::‘::::’ks' Major street w/median in new | yie rd River Parkway to No. 3 Raad $ 3,080 5279 53,159 53,350 95% a0t $a1.91 $3,150.57 $199.89
28013 cc2 SR;’;"W“" Widen, Add cycling Lanes, new | way River Parkway to Garden City Re 5 8,300 $3,658 511,958 $11,358 5% 311,360 311360 $11,248.42 $71150
GEN-05 CW- 07 - Sidewalk Way - Sidewalk Alderbridge to Elmbridge Way $519 5519 $519 95% 5483 $4.83 $468.26 $30.89
CC5-2_ [Trafllc Signak- Upgrads City Cantre Trafflc Signal Program [Varlaus tocatlans in City Centre $5,600 55,600 5,500 o5% 35,320 353,20 $5,265.60 $333.20
CCS-1__[Trafic Signak New. City Centre Traffic Signal Program Variaus locations in City Centre $18,095 $18,005 $18,085 5% $17.195 $171.90 $17,016.35 $1,076.65
CCS-3__|Traffic Signak and 4in leg City Centre Traffic signal Upgrade Program Varios tocations in City Centra 3960 3560 3060 85% 3912 58.12 50288 $57.12
9011 CC13__ [Roadworks, Cycling Lanes Cock Rd Garden City Rd to No. 3 Road $3,325 3,308 3,325 o5% 33,169 531,55 $3,127.23 §197.84
4010 cc4 'é;:ﬂ":’;"ks’ Extension of Major Street, with}. ., rd Alderbridge Way to Lansdowne Rd s 0] 52,23 518,506 318,586 5% $17,656 517656 $17,479.80 $1,105.85
New [S4E Cyeling Lanes Cooney Rd Granitie Ave ta Lansdowne Rd 54,193 54,193 $4,193 5% 53,983 53983 $3,.943.49 $249.48
A12P39 cw- 08 ::;:,‘:"r'_ks - Local Residential Cross> |0, way Capstan Way to Sea island Way $1,501 54,501 $1,50¢ 95% $1.426 $14.25 $1,411.37 $89.29
GEN-04 Gen-02 gf::r':‘:“"a“’““““ Improvement Cycling Infrastructure Improvement Program various locations 37,500 57,500 57,500 95% §7,125 $71.25 $7053.75 $446.25
CW-03__ |Roadworks - Overpass Structure over Crossing Pedastrian Ovarpass: No 2 Foad No 2 Raad $500 5500 §500 5% 5475 5475 $470.55 535,75
Roadwarks - Collector, Residantal, Gross- )
A9P12 Q=10 s Ferndals Road Garden City Rd to No 4 Rd 700 5700 sTon 5% s885 $6.65 $658.14 $41.64
ABP5 CW-11 Roadworks - Arterial, Undivided, Widening |Francis Road [No 3 Road to Garden City Road $2,163 $2,163 §2,163 95% §2,055 $20.55 $2,034.25 $128,70
AT3P30 w1z |Roadenes Local, C @l Jeraserwood Way Dyke R to Boundary Rd $10,509 510,509 $10,509 95% 59984 599.84 $9,863.84 362529
GENDS T 13 ~ Sidewalk Garden City Sea Hiand to Camble Rd 853 5853 5853 5% 810 3810 502,37 $5075
Roadworks, Ped/cyc crossing
4020 CC-16  [enhancements, on Garden City, between [Garden City g lderbridge Way to Westminster Hey $300 $300 5300 95% 3285 $2.85 $262.15 $17.65
Atderbridge and Westminster
CW-52__[Roadworks - Left turn bay Gacden City Rd [Garden Ciy {515 at Fulive Lesle Rd $343 §34 5343 5% §326 5326 332228 52038
CW-51__ Roadworks - Left turn bay [Garden City Rd Garden City {5/B) at Orlin Rd 5343 5343 5343 5% $326 53.26 $322.28 $20.35

FIN - 92




City of Richmond
Transporiation DCC Program

016

Benefit to New

T

. Total Municipal

, . L 2098 Land | . Muntcipal Assist |
Old Project |:New Project: Project Location Project Location Construction :|2016 Total Costs Benefit: ; DCC Recoverable
Project Discription . Cost{in o - Developmant: Factor 1% 2 Respansibility
= Cod Code’ Primary Roadw: Cross-Street or Road Segmant Estimate (in i thousands] Facto: " (S thiousands N
o i e ; T ey : o mm,’sa,',\d,‘) thnnsnnd(;) ! : ) External - | Net Project - (in u‘,""""d” (in thousands) ! e ! o]/ lin thousands)
Funding Costs’
Roadworks, Ped/cyc crossing
28034 CC-18  [enhancements, on Garden City, between  |Garden City Rl Sea Island Way ta Cambie Rd $300 5300 3300 5% $285 $2.85 $282.15 $17.85
Sea lsland and Cambie
A0PS CW-14__|Roadworks - Adarial, Divided, Widening __|Garden City Ad Westminster Hwy to Granville Ave 33210 3,210 33,210 95% $3,050 $30.50 $3018.33 $191.01
Roadworks, Ped/cyc crossing
9028 cc17 lenhancements, on Garden City, between  [Garden City Rd jWestminster Hwy to Granville Avenue $300 $300 3300 95% $285 52,85 528215 $17.85
and Granvilte
5001 cc9 E‘:::::;’;‘ Upgrade Cycling, Add Urban |\ oy Dinsmore Bridge to River Parkway s151 $151 $151 95% 3144 31.44 $142.10 58.99
5003 cc20 Zﬁ:"”‘"k" Urban Greenway incl S/W and oo, 4 g Elrbridge Way to Westminster Hwy $526 s526 $526 5% $500 35,00 $494.67 $3130
8001 ccat g{’v“:w"rk” Urban Greenwiay incl S/W and o,y pa Granvilte Avenue to Westminster Hiy 1,819 1,819 31,818 5% 31,728 $17.28 5171052 $108.21
Roadwarks, Ped/cyc crosing
5029 cc-22 enhancements, on Gilbert Road at Gitbert Rd Cansdowne Rd $300 $300 5300 85% 3285 3285 3282.15 $17.85
|Lansdowne
Roadviorks, Widen to 4 tanes, Upgr. )
5002 ccz3 ! Gitbert Rd River Parkway to Elmbridge Way s 2910)  $1,704 54,614 84614 95% 34,383 $43.83 $4,339.47 527453
| Cycling, Urban Greenway
9Pt oW- 15 - Arterlal, Undivided {widening} |Granvilie Ave (Garden City Rd to Na 4 Rd 52,854 52,884 52,884 95% $2740 s27.40 8271247 $171.60
New cc4 s:’\:’w"'k" Urban Greenway frct S/W and o e avenue Garden City Rd to Gilbert Rd $3,049 $3,049 53,049 B5% $2,897 52897 $2,867.81 3161.42
71007 CC-25__|Roadwarks, Urban Gresnway Great Canadian Way fchwith SE to River Rd 594 %54 354 55% 530 50.90 566,68 561
ATP3Z_| CW-1B ~Collector, G H Way Cambie Road to Browngate 3126 5126 5128 5% $720 $1.20 511258 $750
28024 cc26 2::::\’:{'5:‘ Extend Minor Street - |Hazelbridge Way Icapstan Rd to Sexsmith Rd $1,948 §1,948 $1.948 95% $1,851 318,51 §1,800.32 $115.92
A3 T 15 Bike Lane Tacombs Rd Hey to Bathgate 564 564 64 5% 360 5060 $50.83 .78
GEN05 W20 Sidevalk Jacombs Road Jacombs Rd: Cambie Rd to Bathgate R $225 225 5225 5% 5214 5214 31154 $13.38
M0 | cweay  [Roadworks - New Local Kenox Rd o & Rd to Ho 7 Rd 59,076 59,076 59,078 a5% sa622 $66.22 $8.535.51 $530.89
A10p26 cW-22  [Roadworks - Local, Commercial, Widening [Kwantien 5t Aldterbridge Way ta Alexandra Rosd 2503 5508 $3,101 $3,101 o5% 52,09 $20.46 $2,816.38 $184.50
4013 77 |Roadworks, Cycling, Urban Greanway _|Lansdowne Ra Garden City Rd to No. 3 Road s 3570]  sa,797 $6,367 $6,367 95% $6,048 $60.48 5,988,017 $378.83
Roadworks, Extend Major Street, Include )
5016 cc-28 Cycing, Urban Greenway Lansdowne Rd Gitbert Rd to Minoru Blvd S 7,540 $3,306 310,846 $10,848 95% $10,303 5103.02 510,200.44 $645.32
7 €25 |Roadworks, Cycling, Urban Gresnway ___ |Lansdowne Ra inoru Bivd to No- 3 Road §  2810] 51060 53,870 $3470 5% 33676 $36.76 $3,639.63 230,25
Rondworks, Extend Major Street, Include
so12 CC30 o g, Uroan Gresmuny Lansdowne Rd [River Parkway ta Gitbert Rd s o310f s457 54,708 34,708 85% 34473 $44.73 5442778 260,12
Roadworks, Widen, new S/W, Bicycle )
33023 cc-31 Friendly Street (Shared Lanet Lestie Rd Brown Rd to Garden City Rd $ 520 $2,352 $2,872 32,872 5% $2,728 $27.28 $2.700.68 $170.86
. Roadwarks, Reatign and upgrade, Bicycle
33021 R ey St (sared ) Lestie Ra Brown Rd to Hazelbridge Way 3 s10)  §,483 51,973 51973 5% $1,875 $18.75 $1,855.76 $117.40
33022 ccaz  |Roadworks, Sidevialk Improvements, Lestie Rd Hazelbridge Way to No. 3 Road $619 5619 3819 95% 3568 3568 3562.28 $38.84
Bicycle Friendly Street - - !
Roadworks, Widen, new 5/W, Bicycle )
012 CE ey Street (Shared Lane) Lestie Rd River Parkway to No. 3 Road s 2,810]  su152 $4,962 4,962 85% 54714 547,14 $4,666.37 $205.21
R4 CW-23__|Rosdworks - New Lowal, Full Lynas Lane Extansion Granville Ave to Lynnwoad Dr 51,621 1,621 1,621 5% $i,540 $15.40 5152462 336,45
Gen-09__|Major on lmp Major on lmp various locations 25,6000 525,000 25,000 9% 523,750 $23750 52351255 $1,487.50
Gen-07__ |Minor Traffic Safety Improvements IMinor Traffic Safety Improvements Various tocations 1,000 $1,000 51,000 95% 3850 §9.50 594050 §55.50
. Roadworks, Extend Major Street, Include ], . .
5021 O | iine, Urbean Creanmey Minoss Bivd blderbridge Way to River Parkway s om0 s188 510,266 $10,286 95% $9,752 567.52 $0,654.95 $610.81
17003 CC-38__[Roadworks, Sidewalk Improvements Minoru Bivd [Blundell Road to Granvilie Avenue 563 5683 3683 5% ) $6.40 $642.11 54062
New ccay Cycling, Urban Greenway inary Bivd Granville Avenus to Alderbridge Way 1,492 $1,452 1,452 5% §1,417 51417 140282 $66.75
Roadworks - New Local, - —
A15P1 W24 et Consiretion Mitchell Rd Tipping Rd ta east 84502 $4,502 4502 95% 4217 $42.77 3423430 5267.67
Neighbourhood Cenfre Active ;
NSC-5 [Transportation Improvements Centre Active Tr City 53,839 $3.638 $3,639 85% $3,457 $34.57 52,422.38 321851
Neighbourhood Centre Active
N5C-7 Transportation improvements Cenlre Aclive Camble $5503 $5,503 35,503 55% §5,228 §52.28 $5,175.37 $327.42
GEN-D | GenD3 _|Neighbourhoad Traffic Calming Program Traffic Calming Program arfous focations 54,000 34,000 4,000 5% $3.600 $36.00 53,762.00 $238.00
Al3p9a | CW-25  [Rosdwaris - Arterial, Undivied, Widening |Nalson Rd Westminster Hwy to Blundelt Rd sa418 54,416 32,208 $2,208 o5% 52,007 52097 $2,078.45 $131.37
A::pi’ Cw-26  [Roadworks - Arterial, Undivided, Widening {No 2 Road Widening Steveston Hwy to Dyke Road 50 95% 30 50.00 $0.00 50,00
A7P2 w127 \I}wo:m:;ks - Minar Arterlal, Commercial, No 5 Rd ;::Dbson Rd {formeriy Hartnelt Rd) to Dyke $2.208 52,249 2,248 05% 52,437 52137 $2.115.45 $120.89
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City of Richmond
Transportation DCC Program

: : o . 2015 o ! |
- o i ' . it tal
Old Project | New:Project Project Discrl fion.. Project Lovation: Project-Logation’ : 22;:‘;:“ Gonstruction ' [2015 Total Gosts: Benefit ’;::3:::::’ M"';:’:'::" :,’:‘s nee 2k
Code’ Code - , : F : Primary.Roadway.: - Cross-Sireef or Road Segment: th d Estimate (in: | (in thousands), e Factor. i th P ds) s {in thousands) | in th
7 it : 2 e : H : ousands) thousands) External Net Project (10 thousands) (in thousands) R [in.thousands)
: Funding Costs’ :
A1P12 cw-28  |Roadworks - Arerlal, Undivided, Widening |No 6 Rd Bricgeport Rd to Cambie Rd 34077 54,017 34,077 5% 3,873 338,73 $3.834.52 524250
A1P13 W29 |Roadworks - Arterial, Undivided, Widening |No 6 Rd Cambie Rd ta Hwy 91 $889 5809 5889 B5% 5845 38.45 $835.56 35292
A1P7 CW-30  {Roadworks - Arterisl, Undvided, Widening |No 6 Rd Triangle Rd to Stevaston Hwy 2,420 $2,429 52,429 5% $2,307 $23,07 $2,284.26 $144.51
Roadworks, Realign and upgrade - Urban
33005 Cco  [Greeoway Incl S/W and Blvd west side. | 4 ooy Alderbridge Way to Cambie Rd 5894 5894 3894 85% 3649 38,49 5840.84 353,19
{include future widening for raised
bikelane on wast sidel
4005 cc4t Urban Greenway fnct S/W and | 5 poag Aderbridge Way to Westminster Hwy 5608 $608 3608 a5% 577 $5.77 571,60 $36.16
Blvd, west side
Roadwarks, Reatign and upgrade - Usban
28002 ccqy  [Oresowayincl S/Wand Bid west side. Y gy Bridgeport Road to Cambie Rd 5 1,700 51,760 53,460 $3,460 95% $3,287 $32.87 $3,253.81 5205.85
{inctude future widening for raised
bikelane on west side}
21011 Ce4y  [Roadworks, Realign and upgrade (Future | 5 p oy Bricgeport Ruad to River Rd s 90| 51,834 52,014 52,814 5% 52473 $28.73 $2.648.10 516740
widening / realignment)
9002 e :‘l":";f:s‘:'s;'e"“" Greenway fncl S/Wand |\ 3 poad Granville Avenue to Westminster Hwy 51,381 1,301 31,381 85% $1312 $taa2 $1,209.18 38219
33025 ccq5  [Roadworks, Realien and upgrade to major o 4 gg Brown Rd to Odlin Cr. s a0 52,938 511,538 $11,538 95% $10,961 $109.61 $10,851.20 $686.49
street with cycling
33026 Cep  |RoRdworks, Realign and upgrade to major |y, py Garden City Rd to Odlin Cr. s 2,00 5300 52,310 52310 95% $2,184 $21.94 $2,472.46 $137.44
street with cycling
MP1D cw-3q  |Roadvorks - Local, Residential Cross- Princess t, Princess Lane, London Rd area Princess St, Princess Lane, London Rd area 3567 5567 35567 5% 3539 3539 $533,14 $33.73
section Construiction
Gen-08__|Project Partnership Funding Project ip Funding various locations $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 5% 59,500 §95,00 $9,405.00 $505.00
28017 cc4s f::y‘i’;",”‘" Major straet w/median in neW |y, parkway Cambie Rd to Capstan Way 5 5,930 54,589 10,519 310518 95% 39,993 509,93 59,893.53 $625.91
New cc49 S;:Z';:’f‘ Road extension to ftertm o, o b toway cambie Rd ta Capstan Way 7,29 $7,290 37,280 95% 56,926 360.26 $5.856.25 $433.76
New CC-50 5:::;;""' Major street w/median 10 new o poriway Cambie Rd to Gilbert Rd 8,414 58,414 38,44 5% 37,004 §79.94 §7.912.70 $500.65
New cc-st f;“"i‘:‘r’z” Road extension tointerim o, - parkway Cambie Rd to Gilbert Rd 11,300 511,300 $11,300 95% $10,738 $107.35 $10,627.65 $672.35
6003 cc-52 ?::‘i’;’:r’k" Major street w/median in new |o. o oo way Gilbert Rd to Hotlybridge Way 52,187 52,187 52,487 95% 52078 32078 $2,056.87 $130.13
6005 ccos3 ﬁ:’:ddl:’:'k" Widen to 4 lanes + cycling + oc o poriway Hottybridge Way to No. 2 Road 53,507 §3,507 53,587 5% 53,408 $34.08 $3,374.03 5213.45
New CW-32__|Land Acq (CP Road) River Parkway No 2 to Capstan Way 515,200 §0 $15,200 §16,200 5% $14,440 514520 $14,205.60 80440
AT2pg TW-33 - Sidewalk River Rd Sidewalk No 4 Ref to Shell Rd 51,751 §1,751 51,751 95% $1,663 51663 §1,646.42 5104.16
- Lozal, Ct
A13P9 .34 [ROEReS savage Rd Knox Way to River Rd $1,401 51,401 1,401 5% 1,331 #1331 51317.35 38334
21014 €54 ecling Widen to 4 lanes, Shared it R Beciwith 5t to Eridgeport Road $1,512 1,512 81512 95% $1,436 51438 $1,422.05 $88.96
21013 cCes5 z;:l‘:“wg"'ks' Extension of Major Street, with|c it Rd Beckwith 5t to Charles 5t $1,139 51,139 $1.139 95% 31,082 $10.82 $1,071.61 $67.79
28021 2 i Widen, Add cyciing Lanes, DeW | vith kd Sea istand Way to Capstan Way s 3,850 $3,321 7,471 $7.471 95% $6,812 368,12 $6,743.88 342665
AlPIS CW-35  [Roadworks - Arterial, Undivided, Widening [Shell Rd Bridgeport Rd to Cambie Rd $11.672 $11,072 11,872 5% $11,279 $112.79 $11,165.83 $706.40
At2p4 cw-36 - Arterial, Undivided, Witening ~[Shell Rd Bricgeport Re to River Rd 84834 54,934 54934 5% 54,687 546,67 $4,640.10 $299.55
A11P16 CW-37  [Roadviorks - Arterial, Undivided, Widening [Shell Rd Cambie d to Alderbridge 3251 $251 $251 95% 5238 $238 $236.12 81494
A8Pa CW-38  |Roadworks - Arterial, Undivided, Widening [Shell Rd (west) Williams Rd to Steveston Hey 85,844 55,844 35,844 a5% 85,551 $85.51 $5,495.89 3347.69
GEN-0S Gen-03 [Sidewalk, annual program Sidewalk, annual progrem :::':;’;“"‘"“ {non-development 5,000 35,000 35,000 95% 34750 $47.50 $4,702.50 5297.50
33035 ccs7 :::z‘;’::‘:l’ Extend Minar Strest - Sorenson Cr [Alexandra Rd to Leslie Rd 5987 $987 3907 5% §338 59.38 $928.45 55874
Roatvworks - Local, Residential Cross- "
A9P19 CWe 30 | oo South MeLennan east-west ring road $3010 33,601 $6,811 38611 5% 8,471 564.71 $6.408.08 $405.28
A3P13 CW-4p  |RoRdworks - Arterlal, Rural Undivided, o, oot Hwy widening iy 99 to Palmberg Road 58,028 58,028 58,028 5% sT827 $78.27 $7550.44 $477.67
Widering 4
GEND3 Gend1 [Traffic signal Program Traffic Signal Program various locations $25,000 525,000 §25,000 §5% $23,750 $237.50 §23512.50 §1,467.50
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CITY OF RICHMOND

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES IMPOSITION

BYLAW NO. 8024

EFFECTIVE DATE — FEBRUARY 27, 2006

CONSOLIDATED FCR CONVENIENCE ONLY

This is a consclidation of the bylaws below. The amendment bylaws have been combined with
the original bylaw for convenience only. This consolidation is not a legal document. Certified
copies of the original bylaws shouid be consulted for all interpretations and applications of the

bylaws on this subject.

AMENDMENT BYLAW

Bylaw 8060
Bylaw 8049
Bylaw 8396

2729228

EFFECTIVE DATE

July 24, 2006
July 1, 2007
September 15, 2010

The Revised Schedules B, C, D, and E come
into effect on September 15, 2010 (unless an
applicant agrees in writing that Schedules B, C,
D, and E should come into effect on an earlier
date).
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City of Richmond , Bylaw 8024

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES IMPOSITION BYLAW NO. 8024

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

PART ONE: GENERAL PROVISIONS

1.1 Establishment of Development Cost Areas

1.1.1

For the purposes of imposing development cost charges, the City is not divided into
areas, except in respect of supplementary development cost charges for
development in the Alexandra shown on Schedule A.

1.2 Imposition of Development Cost Charges

1.21

1.2.3

1.2.4

in accordance with the provisions of Section 933(1) of the Local Government Act,
development cost charges are imposed, subject to the provisions of subsection
1.3.1, on every person who obtains:

(a) approval of a subdivision of a parcel; or

{b) a building permit.

Every person who obtains approval of a subdivision of a parcel or a building permit

must pay development cost charges on the following basis:

(@) for residential development in accordance with Schedule B

(b) for commercial development in accordance with Schedule C

{c) for light industrial development in accordance with Schedule D

(d) for major industrial development in accordance with Schedule E,

(e) for development in the Alexandra area, supplementary development cost

charges in accordance with Schedule F.
Where a type of development is not identified in subsection 1.2.2, the development
cost charges for the most comparable type of development are to be used to
determine the amount payable.

Schedules A, B, C, D, E and F are attached and form a part of this bylaw.
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Bylaw 8024 2

1.3 Restrictions on Requirement to Pay Development Cost Charges

1.3.1 The development cost charges imposed under section 1.2 apply only to the extent
specified, and are subject to the restrictions specified in Division 10 of Part 26 of the
Local Government Act.

1.4 Due Date For Payment of Development Cost Charges

1.4.1  The development cost charges imposed under subsection 1.2.1 must be paid:
(a) in the case of the subdivision of a parcel, prior to the approval of the
subdivision; and

(b} in the case of a building permit, prior to the issuance of the huilding
permit.

PART TWO: CALCULATION VARIATIONS

2.1 Parcels Covered By Water

2.1.1 For the purposes of calculating those portions of development cost charges based
on a per acre rate, the acreage to be used in the calculations must include any
portions of the parcel or parcels being subdivided or developed which are covered
by water.

2.2 Combination Developments

2.2.1 In the case of an application for building permit for a combination of both residential
development and commercial development, the development cost charges are to be
calculated as the sum of: h
(a) for the residential development the applicable rate muitiplied by the number of

square feet; plus
(b) for the commercial development the applicable rate multiplied by the number of

square feet.”

2.3 Marinas
2.3.1 Liveaboard Marinas

In the case of a marina designed and intended solely for the moorage of floating
homes, development cost charges are calculated on the basis of the residential
development charge specified in Schedule B, except for the drainage portion of the
development cost charges which are calculated at the rate for commercial
development specified in Schedule C, applied to the total square footage of the land
used in conjunction with the marina.

2729228
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Bylaw 8024

2.3.2 Other Marinas

In the case of a marina other than a marina designed solely for the moorage of
floating homes, development cost charges are calculated as the sum of:

{a) for the water area, the square foot rate for a one storey commercial building
with a building area equal to the total area of all floats, wharves, docks, piers,
and buildings on the water lot being used for the marina; plus

{b) for any land area used in conjunction with such marina, the applicable square
foot rate for commercial development based on the number of storeys
multiplied by the total building area on the land.

PART THREE: INTERPRETATION

31 in this bylaw, unless the context requires otherwise:

BUILDING

BUILDING AREA

BUILDING PERMIT

ciTYy

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

CONSTRUCT/CONSTRUCTION

COUNCIL

DEVELOPMENT

DWELLING, ONE-FAMILY

means a structure or portion of a structure, including
foundations and supporting structures for equipment or
machinery or both, which is used or intended to be used for
supporting or sheltering a use, occupancy, persons, animals,

or property.

means the total area of all storeys measured to the outer
limits of the building, but does not include any area of a
building used exclusively for parking.

means permission or authorization in writing by a building
inspector under the current Building Regulation Bylaw of the
City to perform construction reguiated by such bylaw.

means the City of Richmond and includes the land, air space
and surface of water which comprise the City of Richmond.

means development of a parcel which falls within the Class
6 designation in the BC Assessment Authority Prescribed
Classes of Property Regulation and includes institutional
development.

means to build, erect, install, repair, alter, add, enlarge,
move, locate, relocate, reconstruct, demolish, remove,
excavate or shore.

means the Council of the City.

means approval of a subdivision of a parcel or the
issuance of a building permit as specified in Section 932
of the Local Government Act.

means a detached building used exclusively for residential
purpose, containing one dwelling unit only with a maximum
of two kitchens.
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Bylaw 8024

INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

MAJOR INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT

MULTI-FAMILY DWELLING

PARCEL

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

STOREY

STRUCTURE

TOWNHOUSE

27209228

means any development which is created and exists by
law or public authority for the benefit of the public in
general, and includes public hospitals, public and private
schools and churches.

means development of a parcel which falls within the Class
5 designation in the BC Assessment Authority Prescribed
Classes of Property Regulation.

means development of a parcel which falis within
the Class 4 designation in the BC Assessment Authority
Prescribed Classes of Property Regulation.

means a building containing two or meore dwelling units, but
not including a townhouse.

means a lot, block, or other area in which iand is held, or into
which land is legally subdivided.

means development of a parcel which falls within the Class
1 designation in the BC Assessment Authorily Prescribed
Classes of Property Regulation, but excludes nursing homes
and rest homes, which are deemed to be institutional
development.

means that portion of a building which is situated between
the top of any floor and the top of the floor next above i,
and if there is no floor above it, that portion between the
top of such floor and the ceiling above it, provided that for
the purposes of calculation of the number of storeys a
mezzanine is to be considered to be one storey.

means all or part of a construction, whether fixed to,
supported by, sunk into, or located in, land, water or
airspace, and includes freestanding sign structures over
3.0 m in height and supporting structures for such signs, and
includes a sewage holding tank, but excludes landscaping,
paving, a fence, or a retaining wall under 1.0 m in height.

means a building containing two or more dwelling units,
where each unit has a separate entrance at the first level.
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Bylaw 8024

PART FOUR: PREVIOUS BYLAW REPEAL

4.1 Development Cost Charges Imposition Bylaw No. 7676, adopted on May 25, 2004, is
repealed.

PART FIVE: SEVERABILITY AND CITATION

5.1 if any part, section, sub-section, clause, or sub-clause of this bylaw is, for any reason, held
to be invalid by the decision of a Court of competent jurisdiction, such decision does not
affect the validity of the remaining portions of this bylaw.

5.2 This bylaw is cited as “Development Cost Charges Imposition Bylaw No. 8024
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Bylaw 8024

SCHEDULE A to BYLAW NO. 8024

Page 2 of 2
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Bylaw 8024

SCHEDULE B to BYLAW NO. 8024

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES - RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Single-Family Dwelling

Servicing Type rate per lot
Road Works $6,183.85
Drainage $3,777.61
Water Works _ $ 71254
Sanitary Sewer $1,811.99
Parks Acquisition $8,715.47
Parks Development $ 3,658.07
TOTAL $24,859.53
Townhouse
Servicing Type rate per square foot of the building area
Road Works $ 2.97
Drainage $ 1.62
Water Works 3 046
Sanitary Sewer § 1.18
Parks Acquisition § 5.67
Parks Development $ 238
TOTAL $14.28
Multi-Family Dwelling
Servicing Type rate per square foot of the building area
Road Works $ 396
Drainage $ 115
Water Works $ 048
Sanitary Sewer § 1.21
Parks Acquisition $ 584
Parks Development § 245
TOTAL $15.09
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SCHEDULE C to BYLAW NO. 8024
DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES - COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

Servicing Tvpe rate per square foot of the building area
Road Works $ 7.89
Drainage $ 1.13
Water Works $ 0.18
Sanitary Sewer $ 046
Parks Acquisition $ 1.10
Parks Development S 046
TOTAL $11.22

SCHEDULE D to BYLAW NO. 8024

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES - LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

Servicing Type rate per square foot of the building area
Road Works $ 5.64
Drainage $ L12
Water Works $ 0.18
Sanitary Sewer $ 046
Parks Acquisition S L10
Parks Development $ 046
TOTAL $ 8.96

SCHEDULE E to BYLAW NO. 8024

DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES - MAJOR INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

Servicing Type rate per acre of gross site area
Road Works § 29,440.83
Drainage § 34,396.09
Water Works $ 3,932.04
Sanitary Sewer % 999915
Parks Acquisition § 4275.10
Parks Development $ 1,794.35
TOTAL 3 83,837.56

2720228
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Bylaw 8024 10

SCHEDULE F to BYLAW NO. 8024

SUPPLEMENTARY DEVELOPMENT COST
CHARGES IN ALEXANDRA AREA

In addition to the development cost charges applicable city-wide in Richmond, development
in the Alexandra Area shall pay the following development cost charges:

Multi-Family Dwelling

Servicing Type rate per square foot of the building area
Roads $3.14
Storm Drainage $0.36
Water $0.07
Sanitary Sewer $0.15
Parks Acquisition $3.41
Parks Development $0.43
TOTAL $7.56
Townhouse
Servicing Type rate per square foot of the building area
Roads $2.35
Storm Drainage $0.51
Water $0.07
Sanitary Sewer $0.15
Parks Acquisition $3.31
Parks Development $0.42
TOTAL ' $6.81

Commercial Development

Servicing Type rate per square foot of the building area
Roads : $6.26
Storm Drainage $0.35
Water $0.03
Sanitary Sewer $0.06
Parks Acquisition $0.64
Parks Development $0.08
TOTAL $7.42
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, City of

&7 | Report to Committee
+82¢ Richmond P

To: Finance Committee Date: January 11, 2017

From: Jerry Chong File:  03-1240-01/2017-Vol
Director, Finance 01

Re: 2017 Home Owner Grant Analysis

Staff Recommendation

That the report titled 2017 Home Owner Grant Analysis dated January 11, 2017 from the
Director of Finance be received for information.

Jerry Chon
Director, Finance
(604-276-4064)

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

A—

Zoe

REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT/ INITIALS:
AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE \DU‘)

WVED BYfAO
P B2 § )

i
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January 11, 2017

Origin

Staff Report

-0

Significant increases in recent assessment values have caused great concerns to property owners

who feel their property may no longer qualify for a home owner grant. To address these

concerns, the Province has recently raised the grant threshold to $1.6 million. This report will
analyze the affect the threshold increase has on Richmond residents.

Analysis

In 2016, the Home Owner Grant (“HOG”) threshold was set at $1.2 million. This means

residential properties valued at up to $1.2 million will be eligible for the full grant of $570 or

$845 if the property owner is 65 years of age or older. For properties assessed above the

threshold, five dollars was reduced for every $1,000 above the threshold. The $570 grant was
eliminated at $1.314 million and the $845 grant was eliminated at $1.369 million.

With the HOG threshold increased in 2017 to $1.6 million, the same rules apply and the $570
grant will be eliminated for properties valued at $1.714 million or greater and the $845 grant will
be eliminated for properties valued at $1.769 million or greater.

The following tables provide breakdowns of the number of grants available to the various types
of Richmond properties in 2016 and 2017:

HOG Eligibility - Strata

HOG Eligibility - Single Family Detached ("SFD")

Full Reduced | No Grant ;-t?;?; Full Reduced No Grant | Total SFD
2016 38,939 52 79 39,070 13,706 2,404 6,149 22,259
2017 (31.2M) | 40,222 193 146 40,561 3,210 3,545 15,905 22,660
2017 (31.6M) | 40,475 40 46 40,561 12,247 3,151 7,262 22,660
HOG Eligibility - Strata HOG Eligibility - Single Family Detached ("SFD")
Total
Full Reduced | No Grant Strata Full Reduced No Grant | Total SFD
2016 99.66% 0.13% 0.20% 100% 61.58% 10.80% 27.62% | 100.00%
2017 ($1.2M) 99.16% 0.48% 0.36% 100% 14.17% 15.64% 70.19% | 100.00%
2017 ($1.6M) 99.79% 0.10% 0.11% 100% 54.05% 13.91% 32.05% | 100.00%

Over 99% of the strata units in Richmond will be eligible for a home owner grant in 2017. The
increase in threshold had little effect on the HOG eligibility for strata units. In 2016, 99.66% of
the strata units in Richmond qualified for a full grant. Had the 2017 threshold stayed the same at
$1.2 million, 99.16% of the units would qualify for a full grant; a reduction 0.5%. With the
threshold increased to $1.6 million, 99.79% of the strata units will qualify for a full grant. This
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City of

Report to Committee

2 Richmond
To: Finance Committee Date: January 13, 2017
From: Jerry Chong File:  03-1240-01/2017-Vol
Director, Finance 01
Re: Analysis of Variable Rates for Residential Class

Staff Recommendation

That the staff report titled Analysis of Variable Rates for Residential Class, dated January 13,

F

] erry Chong
Director, Finance
(604-276-4064)

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Ao

REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT /
AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE

INITIALS:

A@ED BY XX
1

l —
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January 13, 2017 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

At the January 3, 2017 Finance Committee, Council directed staff to analyze the benefit and the
possibility of having more than one residential tax rate to deal with the valuation disparity
between strata and single family detached residential properties.

Analysis

Background

According to the Completed Roll, in 2017 average single family detached (“SFD”) properties
increased in value by over 40% while strata condominium units increased on average over 17%.
The average increase for the residential class as a whole is 35.21%. Given that the City
calculates a single tax rate for the residential class based on the average assessment, there will be
a shift in the overall residential tax burden from strata units to SFD properties.

Legislation

Assessment classes in BC are regulated under the Assessment Act. All municipalities are
required under Section 197 of the Community Charter to set one tax rate for each assessment
class. The Charter allows municipalities to set multiple tax rates within an assessment class to
raise revenue for different purposes, but the relationship between the different class rates must be
the same for all purposes. The current Charter does not give authority to municipalities to set
different rates for sub-classes within an assessment class.

Statistics

The following tables breakdown the residential class assessment into residential strata, SFD, and
other. The category of other which includes rental apartment complexes, vacant land,
Agricultural Land Reserve (“ALR”) properties, and residential farms make the separation of the
residential class more complex.

Total Residential Assessment Value

Residential Strata SFD Other Total
2014 14,801,559,102 26,798,544,100 2,864,108,038 44,464,212,240
2015 15,471,757,802 28,773,994,500 3,156,718,964 47,402,471,266
2016 17,341,268,006 33,027,122,200 3,058,920,264 53,427,310,470
Est 2017 21,928,327,006 47,568,845,600 3,851,259,098 73,348,431,704
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Percentage of Total Residential Assessment
Residential Strata SFD Other Total
2014 33.29% 60.27% 6.44% 100.00%
2015 32.64% 60.70% 6.66% 100.00%
2016 32.46% 61.82% 5.73% 100.00%
Est 2017 29.90% 64.85% 5.25% 100.00%

Since 2014, total SFD values in Richmond have increased by 4.58% from 60.27% of the
residential class value to 64.85% while residential strata values have decreased by 3.39% from
33.29% of the residential class value to 29.90%.

The following table provides the average change in value per residential sub-class:

Average Value Per Residential Sub-Class
Residential Strata SFD Other
2014 406,123 939,311 1,295,977
2015 410,795 1,008,269 1,585,494
2016 438,964 1,160,068 1,512,071
Est 2017 534,798 1,667,152 1,896,238

In the years since 2014, on average, a SFD property increased in value by $727,841 from
$939,311 to $1,667,152 or 77.49% while residential strata units increased in value by $128,675
from $406,123 to $534,798 or 31.68%.

Multiple Residential Tax Rates

There are a number of arguments for and against multiple residential rates. Over the years, a
number of municipalities have suggested multiple residential rates in order to address taxation
issues in their municipality.

In 2003, the City of Parksville brought forward a resolution to the Union of BC Municipalities
(“UBCM”) requesting the Province to review variable residential tax rates because they felt it
was unfair for strata units to have to pay the same rates as single family detached homes. Their
argument at the time was that strata units are responsible for more costs such as the operations,
maintenance and replacement of infrastructure within their properties and therefore, the City
would like to look at the possibility of charging a lower rate to strata units. This resolution was
not endorsed by UBCM members.

In 2016, The City of Langley brought forward a resolution for “Varied Tax Rate for the
Residential Class” to UBCM. Similar to the issue in Richmond, this resolution addressed the
fact that assessment values for SFD homes have increased significantly more than strata
properties in the past years. The City of Langley’s resolution was to have the Province of BC
amend the Assessment Act and the Community Charter to allow the residential class to be split
into two distinct residential classes so that a different rate may be applied to each type of
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residential property to more equitably share the tax burden between single family residential
properties and the multifamily residential strata properties.

This resolution was not endorsed by UBCM members and the comment from the UBCM
Resolutions Committee was that the potential impact is far reaching and could trigger a

proliferation of classes and sub-classes. Resolutions for variable residential rates have been
submitted to UBCM in 1988, 1995, 2002, 2003, and 2016 with little support from UBCM

membership.

There are many arguments in support or against multiple residential tax rates. Some of the

arguments are:

For:

Against:

e Multiple rates allow municipalities to redistribute tax
burden as Council deems fair for their community. It
will enable the City to help mitigate extreme
fluctuations in property taxes to the individual
property owners.

¢ Since SFDs have increased in value significantly
more than strata properties, multiple rates would
allow each sub-class to maintain their tax burden
ratio from the prior year and not receive any
significant tax increases or decreases.

e Assessment value increases are gains on paper and
cannot be realized until the future when the property
is eventually sold. Seniors on fixed income will find
it difficult to pay current tax increases. If Council
can set variable rates, it would help reduce taxes for
seniors in SFDs.

¢ Maintaining or increasing the tax burden to strata
properties would have little impact to this subclass as
most of the new growth in the City is in strata units.
With additional growth, strata units should be taking
on a larger share of the tax burden since the burden
can be spread amongst more units.

¢ Multiple rates can help many working families who
have been in the City for over 20 years. Many have
purchased bungalows at the tiine based their
affordability for working class families. The recent
increase in value for older bungalows and resulting
increase in tax burden will be extremely difficult for
these owners who are still dependent on their
employment income and are not old enough for the
regular tax deferral program and no longer have
children in school to qualify for the family with
children deferral program.

Once the precedent is set for multiple tax rates,
Council may be faced with increasing number of
requests from different lobby groups, all seeking
special tax treatment for their cause or for their
neighbourhood. Multiple tax rates cannot alleviate
the valuation disparity within neighbourhoods.

SFD property values have increased significantly,
giving these property owners added wealth. Even
though the wealth will not be realized until the
property is sold, the property owner has significantly
increased their net worth. Since property tax is a tax
on wealth, more expensive properties should pay
more in taxes. Seniors living in SFDs on fixed
income have the option of deferring property taxes
until they realize the gain upon sale of the property.

In trying to redistribute tax burden between SFD and
strata properties, additional inequities will be created
and unintended parties may reap the benefit or be
penalized:

o SFD property values have significantly
appreciated because there have been sales of
similar properties in the neighbourhood at higher
prices. If the tax rate was set so that SFDs pay
based on a reduced tax burden, the new
purchasers who were instrumental in setting the
higher market prices will also pay less in taxes.

o  With the high price of detached homes, many
strata units are occupied by young families and
working couples who may not have the financial
resources to pay higher taxes.

Strata property owners have lost value in the real
estate market in comparison to SFDs. In 2014, SFDs
were 2.32 times the value of an average strata unit

5290608 FIN - 206




FIN - 207



	Agenda Cover Sheet - Finance - Feb. 6, 2017
	Minutes - Finance - Jan. 3, 2017
	#1 - 2016 Investment Report
	#2 - Revenue Anticipation Borrowing (2017) Bylaw 9674
	Bylaw 9674

	#3 - DCC Imposition Bylaw 9499
	Att. 1 - Bylaw 9499
	Att. 2 - Summary of Amendments to the DCC Imposition Bylaw 9499
	Att. 3 - Letter from UDI
	Att. 3.1 - Letter from NAIOP
	Att. 4 - Staff Response to UDI
	Att. 5 - 2016 DCC Update Report

	#4 - 2017 Home Owner Grant Analysis
	#5 - Analysis of Variable Rates for Residential Class



