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ITEM

General Purposes Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, November 19, 2012
4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes
Committee held on Monday, November 5, 2012.

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

RICHMOND CELEBRATES SCOTIABANK HOCKEY DAY IN

CANADA 2013
(File Ref. No. 11-7400-20-HDAY1/2012) (REDMS No. 3685824 V/.6)

See Page GP-11 for full report

Designated Speaker: Cathryn Volkering Carlile

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
That:

(1) the City contribute up to $58,000 from the Major Event Provisional
Fund for the Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in
Canada event at the Richmond Olympic Oval on February 9, 2013;
and
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General Purposes Committee Agenda — Monday, November 19, 2012

Pg. # ITEM

(2) that the City’s budget for the 2013 Hockey Day event be included in
the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-2017).

2. RICHMOND OLYMPIC EXPERIENCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

COUNCIL LIAISON
(File Ref. No. 01-0005-01/2012) (REDMS No. 3702547)

GP-17 See Page GP-17 for full report

Designated Speaker: Jane Fernyhough

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That a Council Liaison be appointed to the Richmond Olympic Experience
Advisory Committee as outlined in the staff report from the Director, Arts,
Culture and Heritage Services dated November 6, 2012.

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

3. 2013 UTILITY BUDGETS AND RATES
(File Ref. No.: 03-0970-01/2012) (REDMS N0.3699344 v.3)

GP-21 See Page GP-21 for full report

Utility Budget Section Charts
Water Services

Sewer Services

Drainage and Diking

Solid Waste and Recycling
Total Recommended 2013 Utility Rate Option

Designated Speaker: Suzanne Bycraft

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
That:
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General Purposes Committee Agenda — Monday, November 19, 2012

Pg. #

3704929

ITEM

(1)

)

(3)

the 2013 Utility Expenditure Budgets, as outlined under Option 3 for
Water, Sewer, Drainage & Diking, and Option 2 for Solid Waste &
Recycling as contained in the staff report dated November 14, 2012
from the General Managers of Finance & Corporate Services and
Engineering & Public Works, be approved as the basis for
establishing the 2013 Utility Rates and for preparing the 5 Year
Financial Plan (2013-2017) Bylaw;

the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, Engineering &
Public Works be authorized to negotiate and execute an amendment to
Contract T.2988, Residential Solid Waste & Recycling Collection
Services, to:

(@) include acquisition, storage, assembly, labelling, delivery, replacement
and related tasks for the carts and kitchen containers associated with an
expanded yard trimmings/food scraps recycling program at a one-time
cost of up to $3 million (excluding HST);

(b) add yard trimmings/food scraps collection and large item pickup
services to townhomes with blue box service, effective June 3,
2013;

(c) add collection of yard trimming/food scraps using City-provided
carts and large item pickup services to residents in single-family
homes effective June 3, 2013;

(d) revise the annual contract amount to approximately $5,788,664
(depending on contract variables such as inflationary and unit
count increases), effective June 3, 2013;

(e) extend the term of the contract to December 31, 2017;

the existing agreement (dated September, 2010) with Neptune Technology
be extended for one year, ending December 31, 2013, using the 2010 unit
rates with an adjustment made for the HST to GST/PST conversion
effective April 1, 2013.

ADJOURNMENT
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Date:

Place;

Present:

Abscnt:
Call to Order:

3701065

RiChmond Minutes

General Purposes Committee

Monday, November 5, 2012

Anderson Room
Richimond City Hall

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Linda Bames
Councillor Derck Dang
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor I.inda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded

That the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes Committee held on
Mounday, October 15, 2012, and of the meeting of the Special General
Purposes Commiitfee held on Monday, October 22, 2012, be adopted as
circulated.

CARRIED
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, November 5, 2012

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DEPARTMENT

2013 COUNCIL AND COMMITTEE MEETING SCHEDULE
(File Ref. No. 01-0105-00/V0l0)) (REDMS No. 3632263)

It was moved and seconded

That the 2013 Council and Conunittee meeting schedule, attached to the
staff report dated October 3, 2012, from the Director, City Clerk’s Office, be
approved, including the following revisions as part of the regular August
meeting hreak and December holiday season:

(1) That the Regular Council Meetings (open and closed) of August 12,
August 26, and December 23, 2013 be cancelled;

(2)  That the August 19, 2013 Public Hearing be re-scheduled to Tuesday,
September 3, 2013 at 7:00 pm in the Council Chambers at Richmond
City Hall.

The question op the motion was not called, as a brief discussion ensued
regarding the past practices for scheduling Committce nmeetings and the first
Public Hearing meeting following the August meeting break.

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

MILLENNIUM KARAOKE LTD. UNIT 201 - 4451 NO. 3 ROAD

LIQUOR PRIMARY APPLICATION
(File Ref. No. 12-8275-05/2012) (REDMS No. 3684558)

It was moved and seconded

That the application by Millennium Karaoke Ltd., for a Ligquor Primary
Licence at 4451 No. 3 Road Unit 201, in order to offer liquor service, be
supported and that a letter be sent to the Liguor Control and Licensing
Branch advising that:

(1)  Council recommends the issuance of the proposed licence based on
the lack of community responses received and that the operation will
not have a significant negative impact on the community.

(2)  Council's comments on the prescribed criteria (set out in section
10(3) of the Liquor Control and Licensing Act Regulations) are as
Sollows:

(a) The location of the establisiiment is zoned Auto-Oriented
Commercial (CA) and the proposed use was reviewed and
conforms to the regulations for the area;

(h) The proximity of the proposed location fto other social or
recreational and public buildings was considered. There are no
public schools or parks within a 50 metre radius of (e

2.
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General Purposes Committee

Monday, November 5, 2012

)

(%)

(c)

(d)

(e)

proposed liquor primary location;

That a LCLE application for a 100 person capacity operation,
with liquor service howrs of 2:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. Monday to
Sunday, be supported. Suppor! for a 150 person capacity
operation is not given;

The number and market focus or clientele of liquor primary
license establishmenis witlhin a reasonable distance of the
proposed location was considered;

The potential for additional noise in the area if the application
is approved was considered;

As the operation of ihe establishment as a liguor licensed
establishment might affect nearby residents, the City gathered the
view of the residents as follows:

(a)

(b)

As per City Policy, residents, property owners and businesses
within a 50 metre radins of the subject property were contucted
by letter detailing the application and were provided with
instruction on how comments or concerns could be submitted;

In addition, signage was posted at the subject property and tiiree
public notices were published in a local newspaper. This
signage and notice provided information on the application and
instruction on how community comments or concerns could be
submitted.

Council’s comments and recommendafions respecting the views of
the residents are as follows:

(a)

There were no responses to all public notifications and based on
the lack of any responses received from the community, Council
considers that the application is acceptable to tlhe majority of the
conununify and residents and businesses in the nearby area.

CARRIED

ENGINEERING & PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

COMMUNITY CHARGING INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING
AGREEMENT
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3683961)

GP -7



General Purposes Committee
Monday, November 5, 2012

It was moved and seconded

That the City enter info an agreemen{ with the Fraser Basin Council in
respect (o funding for the installation of ten community charging stations as
described in the staff report titled Community Charging Infrastructure
Funding Agreement, from the Director — Public Works Operations and on
the lerms and condifions set out in the staff report, including specifically
that the City grant an indemnity o Fraser Basin Council for any losses that
the Fraser Basin Council may suffer in relation to tlheir connection with
this project.

CARRIED

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

SPONSORSHIP ARRANGEMENTS AT CITY SUBSIDIZED EVENTS

POLICY
(Filc Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3441015)

A discussion ensued among members of the Committee and Vem Jacques,
Senior Manager, Recreation Services about:

. the circumstances which lead to the Counct) direction to develop a
policy on sponsorship arrangements for community events which
receive subsidized rates;

s  the working group which was comprised of various stakeholders. It was
noted that the majority was in favour of addressing restrictions on all
services through the proposed Policy, while some were of the opinion
that only hotel accommodations needed to be addressed;

. concems about how the proposed policy may be perceived as “dictating™
how groups such as the Aquatics Centres make sponsorship deals; and

e concems related fo how the current trend allows the sponsors (o
determine restrictions and other defails for an event rather than the
organizers.

Jim Lamond, 8820 Ash Street, provided details related to the event which
originated the creation of the proposed Spomsorship Arrangements at City
Subsidized Events Policy. A copy of Mr. Lamond’s submission is on file at
the City Clerk’s Office.

A brief discussion also ensued about the penalties outlined in the proposed
policy.
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, November 5, 2012

It was moved and seconded

Thut the proposed Sponsorship Arrangements at City Subsidized Events
Policy as presented in Attachment One of the staff report dated October 16,
2012 from the Senior Manager, Recreation, be approved.

CARRIED
OPPOSED: CllIr. McNulty

COUNCIL / SCHOOL BOARD LIAISON COMMITTEE

CHILD POVERTY ISSUES & INITIATIVES IN THE RICHMOND

SCHOOL DISTRICT
(File Ref. No.)

[t was moved and seconded
That Richmond City Council consider:

(1)  That the report fo the Richmond Board of Education titled Child
Poverty Issues and Initiatives in the Richmond School District, duted
September 17, 2012 from the Assistant Superintendent be referred to

staff:
(a) for analysis; and

(b) to examine what Is being done at the City and at the School
District, including comments from the Richmond Children’s
First, Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee and
the Poverty Response Commitiee and report to the appropriafe
City Committee; and

(2) That staff report back to the Council / School Board Liaison
Committee by Spring 2013.

The question on the motion was not called, as staff was requested to liaise
with Richmond Children First about a program that the organization has
already started working on that is relevant to Child Poverty Issues and
Initiatives.

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

SOCIAL SERVICES WELLNESS PROGRAMS IN ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL GYMS
(Filc Ref. No.)

Councillor Linda Barnes provided background information, and noted that
this initiative will not impact the existing agreement with the Board of
Education, rather it will broaden the access to the facilities.
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, November 5, 2012

It was moved and seconded
That Riclunond City Council consider:

That staff explore opportunities for Richmond non-profit social
service agencies Lo provide recreation opportunities under the current
City / School District agreement and report back to the Council /
School Board Linison Committee.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
[t was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:31 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the General
Purposes Comimittee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Monday,
Noveinber 5, 2012.

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Shanan Sarbjit Dhaliwal
Chair Executive Assistant
City Clerk’s Office
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Report to Council

ichmond
To: General Purposes Committee Date: October 31, 2012
From: Cathryn Volkering Carlile File:  11-7400-20-
General Manager, Community Services HDAY1/2012-Vol 01
Re: Richmond Celeprates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada 2013

Staff Recommendation

That:

. The City contribute up to $58,000 from the Major Event Provisional Fund for the
Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada event at the Richmond Olympic
Oval on February 9, 2013, and

2. That the City’s budget for the 2013 Hockey Day event be included in the 5 Year
Financial Plan (2013-2017).

Llatl

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

Att. |
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Finance =
Intergovernmental Relations and Protocol Unit EI/ 7 (/L/@ &
Communication o s -
Recreation Services g o 'Ck &
Richmond Otympic Oval g —_
Law & Community Safety B/
REVIEWED BY SMT INmaLs: | REVIEWED BY CAO INMALS:

AN
SUBCOMMITTEE /ﬁj St{ é’]/
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November 1, 2012 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

On February 11, 2012 Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada was held at the
Richmond Olympic Oval with the City of Richmond listed by CBC as an official ‘Satellite
Location’ for the nationwide event.

Attendance at last year’s event was estimated at 16,000 with millions more getting a glimpse of
the Oval in its ‘natural sporting state’ via national media coverage. Highlights of the event
included a Cclebrity Ball Hockey Game including appearances by several popular NHL
Vancouver Canucks Alumni, the first ever Pacific Intemational Junior Hockey League (PIJHL)
hockey game to be held at the Oval between the Richmond Sockeyes and North Delta Devils,
NHL Hall of Fame trophies and exhibits, plus a large number of interactive games,
demonstrations and exhibits.

The content of this report addresses Council Term Goal Numbers 3.4 and 3.8:

Goal 3.4 “Update the City’s economic development strategy, ensuring sport hosting and
evenls are u part of it. As part of this initiative, ensure the updated strategy is
proactive and cleur on what kind of City we aspire fo be, and what kind of
businesses we want to attract and retain.

Goul 3.8 Develop a “Stuy cation” appeal for the City and Region”

The purpose of this report is to outline the opportunity to host a second Richmond Celebrates
Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada at the Richmond Olympic Oval on February 9, 2013.

Analysis

The City, in partnership with the Richmond Olympic Oval has commenced planning for another
“all things hockey under one roof” event on Saturday February 9, 2013 at the Richmond
Olympic Oval. The City of Richmond will be the event executive producer and an event
planning team is comprised of City and Oval staff. “Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey
Day in Canada” is expected to draw attendance of 16,000, simuilar to the inaugural 2012 event.
The event falls on the new Family Day long weekend and will be a perfect opportunity for
fampilies looking for activities to fill the long weekend.

The goals of the event are to promote hockey as a national passion, encourage and promote
physical activity and weliness, promote the Oval as a cenfre of wellness and sport, expose
Richmond to a national audience as a centre of excellence for wellness, sport and community
engagement and to build on the City’s growing festival and event program.

The Oval and plazas will again come alive with a wide variety of games. exhibits and interactive

displays celebrating hockey in all its forms with fun experiences for hockey players, families and
fans.

3685824
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November 1, 2012 -3-

This is a spectator event with participatory activities including:

¢ Ball hockey, table hockey, floot hockey, ice hockey, and road hockey. Visitors will
experience the Oval in its natural sporting phase as all three zones on the Activity Level
will be utilized as well as the plaza. Local hockey associations and teams will be invited
to participate to ensure there is strong community engagement and support for the event.

o The Oval’s two ice rinks will feature a variety of hockey games, demonstrations and
clintes, including a Vancouver Canucks Alumni game, while a large “road hockey”
tournament is being planned for the Oval’s riverfront plaza.

e - Montreal Canadiens legend Guy Lafleur will make a special appearance at the event. He
will take part in free public autograph signing sessions for the public as well as meet and
greet sesstons for our sponsors and VIP guests. Additionally, a selection of Canucks
Alumni would be available for public and private autograph sessions plus media
Interviews.

e An addition to the free event this year, will be a paid, ticketed hockey game between
NHL alumni of the Vancouver Canucks vs. a team/group (yet to be determined) featuring
many of the Canucks most famous players from their magical playoff run in 1994. The
Alumni event will be hosted by the Richmond Olympic Oval with an anticipated gate of
1000 spectators. Ticket prices are recommended to be set at $15 with 10% of gross
proceeds ($1,500) going to the Richmond KidSport charity.

o TFloor hockey competitions, hockey skills games, demonstrations and other interactive
programs are being planned for the Oval’s court and track zones to emphasize the legacy
commitment to support sport, recreation and wellness. The track zone will also feature
several performances for the band Odds (the Vancouver Canucks house band during
games).

¢ Discussions are underway with a major hockey trade show organizer to stage an
exhibition and marketplace of hockey memorabilia and collectibles. Further donations to
Richmond KidSport will come from a silent auction of a selection of these memorabilia
and collectibles. Additionally, local and professional coaches will run a varicty of sport
clinics, providing unique and exciting learning opportunities for dozens of local sports
teams.

Due to the Canucks Alumni game, media coverage of the 2013 event is expected to meet or
exceed that of last year. Though not an official host of Hockey Day in Canada on CBC, the CBC
has confirmed they will send a camera 1o provide taped updates of the event to the national
audience. The Alumni game will be timed to ensure we receive national media coverage
throughout prime time viewing that day. CBC has confirmeed that they will be broadcasting
Hockey Day in Canada on February 9, 2013 regardless of whether the NHL remains in its
current lockout situation. This is expected to increase prominence on that day.

3685824
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November 1, 2012 -4 -

Producing this event in 2013, is part of a strategy to become the main host of Hockey Day in
Canada 2015 on CBC, featuring a day-tong national broadcast of live hockey related segments
from the host city, plus a variety of satellite host cities across Canada, and games involving all
seven of Canada’s teams in the National Hockey League.

The main host for Hockey Day in Canada 2013 is Lloydminster, Alberta and the 2014 host will
be chosen from Eastern Canada. 2015 represents the first opportunity to become the main host
city. Richmond will be bidding on this event.

City Council Hosted Reception

Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada 2013 provides substantial leverage to
advance the partnership opportunity and media exposure for the City. Richmond has the
opportunity to invite community sport organizations, community leaders, Hockey Day and City
sponsors, local and potential business partners, media and government leaders and others to
continue to advance long-term City objectives for partnership development.

To accomplish this, two Council hosted components are planned, a celebrity ball hockey game
and a community receptiox:

e The ball hockey game would mark the opening of “Richmond Celebrates Scotiabank
Hockey Day in Canada” and be an opportunity for interested council members, the
media, community leaders, sponsors, retired professional hockey alumui, government and
business, and local sport enthusiasts to participate in a short game. Mayor Brodie would
drop the first puck.

o The ball hockey game will be followed by a reception for invited guests in the Legacy
Lounge. The Legacy Lounge will be set up to host a buffet style reception for about 140
guests from the community as well as other key strategic partners and sponsors. Alumani
from the Canucks will also be present at this reception. The reception will have a small
formal component to include introductions and recognition of key guests, event sponsors,
as well as highlighting some of the recent successes of Richmond hockey teams.

Community Involvement

The staff organizing team will again be working closely with local community groups including
RACA, the Richmond Sockeyes and the Richmond Olympic Oval to develop the Richmond
Celebrates Scotiabank Hockey Day in Canada 2013 program. The Richmond Sockeyes have
already agreed to shift their Pacific International Junior Hockey League game versus the
Aldergrove Kodiaks from Minoru Axenas to the Oval on the day of the event. Richmond Arenas
and the Oval staff will be working with Richmond Minor Hockey Association, Seafair Minor
Hockey Association and the Richmond Ravens girls® hockey team, who all participated in the
event in 2012, (o ensure they are actively involved again in 2013, This will allow more than 100
local youth to participate in games, demoustrations, skills clinics and other on-ice and off-ice
activities. A sizeable contingent of local volunteers will support the event. In addition,
community partners will be invited to the City’s reception.

3635824
Rewvised Nov [. 2012 GP - 14



November 1, 2012 -5-

Financial Impact

The financial impact to the City will not exceed $76,500 in event, hosting costs, marketing and
other related costs. City funding is available in the Major Event Provision ($58,000) and current
Operating Budget ($18,500). Funding in the amount of $69,000 will be obtained from external
sources, including ticket and sponsorship revenues and the remaining funding of $22,500 is
covered in the Oval's budget. Any surplus from the event will be transferred back to the Major
Event Provision.

Conclusion

This truly Canadian event at the Richmond Olympic Oval is a great opportunity to showcase the
legacy format of the Oval to the community and the region. It also provides community
engagement and partnership enhancement opportunities through a celebrity ball hockey game
followed by a Councit hosted reception for key community partners. Local community groups
will be involved in the program as well as creating opportunities for many community
volunteers. If approved, City staff will begin planning for the Council reception at this event and
make plans for providing in kind City services to support this event.

Cathryn Volkering Carlile
General Manager, Comnmunity Services
(604-276-4068)

3685824
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November 1, 2012 -6-

Afttachment 1

Scotiabank Hockey Day In Canada
Budget
February 9, 2013
REVENUE/FUNDING
Internal Sources
City of Richmond
Major Event Provision 58,000
City Budget 18,500
M 76,500
Oval
Marketing 12,500
Sport 10.000
3 22,500
Total Internal 3 99,000
External Sources

Sponsors 52,000
Ticket Sales 15,000
Booth Rentals 2,000
Total External $ 69,000

TOTAL S 168,000
EXPENSES
Programming 72,500
Infrastructure and Furniture Fixtures & Equipment 32,500
Marketing 25,000
Production 19,475
External Workforce 7.000
Traffic and Parking 9,500
Safely, Security and Risk 2,025

TOTAL $ 168,000
Net Ay -

1688824 '
Revised Nov 1, 2012 GP - 16



< J ade Fernyhou:

Report to Committee

Rlchmond
To: General Purposes Committee Date: November 6, 2012
From: Jane Fernyhough File:  01-0005-01/2012-Vo!
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage C1
Re: Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee Council Liaison

Staff Recommendation

That a Council Liaison be appointed to the Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee
as outlined in the report from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services dated November

6,2012.
,r?/, )

/ DL‘-’) 7/ "1
Director, Arts Culturg and/}{entage
(604-276-4288)

e

Att. |

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

b .
_ /(:/C/(,C A Cc /(

REVIEWED BY SMT INMIALS:
SUBCOMMITTEE

R

REVIEWED BY CAO IITIALS: '
OK
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November 6, 2012 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

At the City Council meeting of October 22™, 2012, Council endorsed the project concept and
design for the Richmond Olympic Experience (ROE) at the Richmond Olympic Oval (ROO). At
the General Purposes meeting prior to the Council meeting the CAO suggested that an Advisory
Committee be created to provide input to the development and operation of the ROE. This
report provides information on the Advisory Committee and requests a Council liaison be
appointed to this committee.

Analysis

The ROE is a multifaceted experience integrated into and around the ROO. While this is a
project of the Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation (ROOC) and managed by a Project Team
there are many aspects of the project operation and development that could benefit from the
expertise provided by a broad based Advisory Committee. Attached for information is a draft
Terms of Reference that will be considered by the ROOC Board (Attachment 1).

Areas envisioned that an Advisory Committee could have input into include:
¢ Providing advice with respect to concepts, components and materials;
¢ Operational considerations such as pricing strategies and tour options;
e Marketing and promotion strategies;
¢ Subject matter for future temporary exhibits;

e Assisting with connecting with private collectors and athletes;
o Telling the story of the History of Sport in Richmond
¢ Building community connections to the ROE

Members of the Committee should come from a variety of backgrounds such as business, sport,
tourism and atfractions, arts and culture. It is also recommended that the committee include a
Council hiaison.

Financial Impact
There is no financial impact to this recommendation.
Conclusion

A Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee made up of members from a variety of
backgrounds can provide valuable assistance to the development and ongoing success of the
ROE both in the community and as a tourist destination. A City of Richmond Council liaison
ensures connection between the ROE and Cityouncil. It is recommended that a City
Coyncillor be appointed to the Advisory Comimittee.

¥

Dir
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Attachment 1

Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation
Terms of Reference for the Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee

Committee Name: Olympic Experience Advisory Committee (the “Committee”)
Responsible To: Olympic Experience Project Team (the “Project Team”)
Purpose:

The Committee reviews and makes recommendations to the Project Team on technical and
operational matters related to the Olympic Experience Project as requested and/or required
with a particular emphasis on facilitating the creation of a world class Olympic experience.

1. Provide advice with respect to concepts, components and materials, as needed or as
requested;

2. Provide assistance with connecting with private collectors and athletes;
3. Provide advice with respect to future Olympic Experience operational considerations;
4. Provide advice on marketing and promotion as required;
5. Provide advice on specific matters related to the Olympic Experience such as identifying
and connecting with sponsors; '
6. Provide advice and assistance with telling the story of the History of Sportin Richmond;
7. Provide input into subject matter for future temporary exhibits.
Term:

The term of this Committee shall be from January 1, 2013 to October 31, 2014.

Composition:

The Committee shall be cpmposed of five members, a majority of whom are neither officers nor
employees of the Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation (the “Corporation”), and one of whom
will act as the Chair of the Committee (the “Committee Chair’). The Committee Chair is

appointed by the CEO of the Corporation.

The members of the Committee are appointed by the CEO and serve until such member’s
successor is duly appointed or until such member’s earlier resignation or removal.

The Richmond Olympic Oval CEO will be an exofficio member of the Committee.
The Project Team assigned by the CEO will support the Committee.
A City Council Liaison will be appointed annually to the Committee by Richmond City Council.

Members will be chosen from a variety of backgrounds including, but not limited to, business,
tourism and attractions, and will also include an Olympic athlete.

Page 1 of 2

GP -19

3703918



Richmond Olympic Oval Corporation
Terms of Reference for the Richmond Olympic Experience Advisory Committee

Meetings and Reporting:

Meetings of the Committee are held as required and at the call of the Committee Chair as
reguested by the Project Team.

The Committee may meet either in person or by telephone, and at such times and places as the
Committee determines.

A quorum of the Committee is a majority of the members of the Committee.
The Committee reports to the Project Team through the Project Team fiaison.
Other Resources:

QOutside Advisors

City of Richmond: City staff have expertise in various aspects of this project and will be made
available to the Committee and project, as required or needed.

Exhibit Designers: The Project Team has retairied outside advisors for the primary purpose of
exhibit design, development and construction.

The Olympic Museum: The Project Team has curatorial and museum expertise available
through the Olympic Museum in Lausanne.

Olympic Museums Network: -Through the Olympic Museums Network, the Project Team has
established contacts for advice and assistance in creating and operating an Olympic Museum.

Canadian Olympic Committee: The Project Team has established liaisons from the Canadian
Olympic Committee to deal with both the acquisition and displays of artifacts and the approvals
needed with respect to branding and use of the Olympic Marks (i.e., Olympic Rings).

Code of Conduct

Olympic Experience Advisory Committee members are expected to be respectful towards each
other and work cooperatively.

Olympic Experience Advisory Committee members are drawn from a broad spectrum of
community interests. The expectation is that each member will conduct themselves in the best
interest of the Corporation.

If there is a conflict of interest, it will be up to the member to remove himself or herself from
the discussion.

Page 2 of 2
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City of Richmond Report to Committee

Re:

To cf —“Rev 19 /12

General Purposes Committee Date: November 14, 2012
Andrew Nazareth File:  03-0970-01/2012-Vol 01
General Manager, Finance & Corporate

Services

Robert Gonzalez, P. Eng., General Manager,
Engineering & Public Works

2013 Utility Budgets and Rates

Staff Recommendation

That

1.

3699344

the 2013 Utility Expenditure Budgets, as outlined under Option 3 for Water, Sewer, Drainage &
Diking, and Option 2 for Solid Waste & Recycling as contained in the staff report dated
November 14, 2012 from the General Managers of Finance & Corporate Services and
Engineering & Public Works, be approved as the basis for establishing the 2013 Utility Rates and
for preparing the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) Bylaw;

the Chief Administrative Officer and General‘Manager, Engineering & Public Works be authorized
to negotiate and execute an amendment to Contract T.2988, Residential Solid Waste & Recycling
Collection Services, to:

i) include acquisition, storage, assembly, labelling, delivery, replacement and related tasks for
the carts and kitchen containers associated with an expanded yard trimmings/food scraps

recycling program at a one-time cost of up to $3 million (excluding HST);

ii) add yard trimmings/food scraps collection and large item pickup services to townhomes with
blue box service, effective June 3, 2013;

iii) add collection of yard trimming/food scraps using City-provided carts and large item pickup
services to residents in single-family homes effective June 3, 2013;

iv) revise the annual contract amount to approximately $5,788,664 (depending on contract
variables such as inflationary and unit count increases), effective June 3, 2013;

V) extend the term of the contract to December 31, 2017.
the existing agreement (dated September, 2010) with Neptune Technology be extended for one

year, ending December 31, 2013, using the 2010 unit rates with an adjustment made for the HST
to GST/PST conversion effective April 1, 2013,
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Staff Report
Origin

This report presents the recommended 2013 utility budgets and rates for Water, Sewer, Drainage and
Solid Waste & Recycling. The utility rates need to be established by December 31, 2012 in order to
facilitate charging from January 1, 2013.

Analysis
Key issues of note pertaining to the utility budgets in 2013 include:

e Metered rates have increased due to a number of variables. The primary driver relates to a
revenue reduction due to an increasing number of residents converting from the flat rate to the
metered rate, which requires redistribution of fixed water and sewer system costs.

o  GVS&DD sewer operating and maintenance costs are increased significantly, or by
approximately 10% for costs relating to various projects including the Iona and Lions Gate
Treatment Plant upgrades, twinning of the Gilbert/Brighouse trunk and various other
infrastructure growth and maintenance programs. This increase represents a $1.576 m increase
which must be collected via the sewer utility rate.

o  GVWD (Greater Vancouver Water District) regional water rates are increased in 2013 — 1.2%
(from .5980 per cubic metre to .6054 per cubic metre (blended rate)). The increase is
significantly less than previous forecasts as a result of lower debt charges due to Metro
Vancouver’s debt management strategy.

e  GVS&DD debt costs are reduced significantly or 55% ($1.1 m) as a result of debt repayments.
As debt costs are recovered through property taxes, utility rates will not be affected. However,
these savings will be realized through a reduction in the sewer debt levy on property taxes.

e  Metro Vancouver solid waste tipping fees have remained at $107 per tonne as a result of
stabilized waste flows at regional disposal facilities.

A significant component of utility budget relates to infrastructure planning to replace ageing/deteriorating
municipal infrastructure. As noted in the “Ageing Infrastructure Planning — 2011 Update” report
presented to Council on June 27, 2011, increases in the annual capital funding contributions for sanitary
and drainage are required, whereas the required annual capital replacement funding contribution for water
has been met. The annual required contribution for sanitary is $6.2 million, whereas the current funding
level is $4.25 million. The annual required contribution for drainage is $9.8 million, whereas the current
funding level is $6.77 million. The annual water reserve contribution is $7.5 million and is sufficient at
this time to meet reserve funding requirements. Therefore, no increase in the annual reserve contribution
for water is proposed. The 2013 budget figures outlined represent options for infrastructure replacement
increases in drainage and sanitary only.

Recognizing the challenges of increasing costs outside of the City’s control and those associated with
maintaining City infrastructure, staff have presented various budget and rate options for 2013. The
budgets and rates are presented under three different options. Option 1 presents the minimum increases
necessary to meet those demands placed on the City by external or other factors outside of the City’s
direct control (e.g. regional or other agency increases, contractual obligations, plant growth, fuel,
insurance, etc.) based on the same level of service. Options 2 and 3 present various actions the City can
take to either lessen or increase the budget and rates depending on the varying circumstances and needs
within each budget area. The various options are presented for each of the utility areas in the following
charts;

3699344 G P - 23



November 14,2012

e Water

e Drainage & Diking

e Sewer

e Sanitation & Recycling

The concluding summary of proposed rates for 2013 is shown on pages 18.

Water Services Section Chart

"2013 Water Budget Optlons

i R T ' 2013 Optzonl : : 2013. 0ptton3 S
- Key Budget Areas: 0 2012 Base Level A e Non-Dlscretwnary - Recommended:
S I Budget Non;Dlsereﬂqnary ‘ Increases Pl “:Same as Option 2"
“Inereasés.;i “inerease.to Toile o with Reduction'to:"
N Rebate &Flushzng | Metering Program.
...... Progyam T P L N
Operating Expenditures $7,614,400
e 2012 OBI Adjustment $30,400
s  Salary $47,500 $77,500 $77,500
e  PW Material/Equipment/ $27,300 $27,300 $27,300
Monthly Vehicles
e Internal Shared Costs $17,300 $17,300 $17,300
e Power Costs/Contracts $8,300 $8,300 $8,300
e  Postage/Safety $9,900 $9,900 $9,900
Certifications
Toilet Rebate Program $100,000 $0 $50,000 $50,000
GVRD Water Purchases (MV) $21,205,100 $189,900 $311,000 $311,000
Capital Infrastructure $7.550,000 $0 $0 $0
Replacement Program
Asset Management System
Firm Price/Receivable $1,748,200 $13,000 $13,000 $13,000
Residential Water Metering $1,600,000 $0 $0 ($200,000)
Program/Appropriated Surplus
Overhead Allocation $864,000 $0 $0 $0
Total 2012 Base Level Budget $40,712,100 $313,200 $514,300 $314,300
Total Incremental Increase
Revenues:
Apply Rate Stabilization Fund (8750,000) $0 $0 $0
Investment Income (8427,000) $0 $0 $0
Firm Price/Receivable Income (81,748,200 ($13,000) ($13,000) ($13,000)
Meter Rental Income ($1,176,200) ($18,200) ($18,200) (818,200)
Miscellaneous Revenue (810,000) 80 80 50
Provision (Toilet ($100,000) $0 (8201,100) (8201,100)
Rebate/Flushing)
Provision (OBI Adjustment) (830,400) $30,400 $30,400 $30,400
Net Budget $36,470,300
Net Difference over 2012 $312,400 $312,400 $112,400
Base Level Budget

A description explaining the increases and budget reductions in each of the areas identified above is

described below.
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Operating Expen ditures

Salary costs are increased associated with anticipated wage settlements as part of the non-discretionary
Option 1 costs. Salary costs are increased under Options 2 and 3 as part of a recommended enhanced
flushing program. It is proposed to offset these cost increases via a corresponding offset from provision
funding. Public Works materials, equipment and vehicle costs are increased as a result of external cost
factors, such as vendor increases. Internal shared costs relate to anticipated salary adjustments to support
the Public Works Patroller program. Power costs are increased per BC Hydro costs and contracts are
increased associated with the water metering program. Postage and certification costs are increased for
the mail out of the annual utility bill and to meet new certification requirements under the Drinking Water
Protection Act.

Toilet Rebate Program

Option 1 retains the current funding level of $100,000 for 2013. However, due to the success of this
program, it is recommended under Option 2 (and 3) that the rebate funding level be increased by $50,000
to a total of $150,000. It is further recommended to offset this increase through a corresponding offset
from the Water provision, thereby having no impact on the water rates.

This program is one of the key markedly successful water conservation programs for existing apartments,
townhomes and single-family homes. This program includes a rebate of $100 per toilet, with a maximum
allowable rebate of $200 per household replacing a 6 litre (or more) toilet with a 4.8 litre or 4.1 litre/6
litre dual-flush (or less) toilet. To date in 2012, approximately 1,320 (1,045 in 2011) toilet rebates have
been issued, at a cost of approximately $132,000 ($100,000 in 2011). As this program is funded from the
water provision, there is no net impact to the water rate charged since there will be a corresponding
increase in the amount of money applied from the provision account.

GVRD Water Purchases — Metro Vancouver

Metro Vancouver has advised that water rates increased 1.2% for 2013,0r from .5980 per cubic meter to
.6054 per cubic meter. This is less than prior projections due to declining debt charges. This assumes a
certain degree of risk in terms of water consumption, which can be impacted by swings in the weather,
Option 1 includes costs relating to the Metro Vancouver water rate increase only.

Enhanced Flushing Program: Options 2 and 3 include an increase for water consumption as part of a
recommended enhanced flushing program. This program, if approved, would be implemented over a 5
year period commencing in 2013 for unidirectional flushing to remove sediment accumulations due to a
lack of filtering from some Metro Vancouver sources. This 5-year program will provide flushing of the
City’s entire system to reduce instances of dirty water complaints. At the end of the 5-year program, it is
anticipated that Metro Vancouver will have completed their phased program to filter all water supplied to
Richmond, hence the flushing program will no longer be required. The increased cost associated with this
program is recommended to be completely offset through a contribution from the Water Provision
account, thereby having no impact on the water rates.

Water Consumption Levels: The City has implemented a number of water conservation initiatives which
have reduced consumption over several years. While very successful, we have reached the point where
our overall water consumption has now flat-lined despite population growth. Going forward, we can
expect consumption to increase over time commensurate with population growth.

Capital Infrastructure Replacement Program

There are no increases proposed under any of the options for contribution to water capital infrastructure
replacement. This is due to the fact that the annual capital contribution for water-related infrastructure
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replacement has reached $7.5 million, which meets and exceeds recommended funding levels (the
remaining $50,000 is earmarked for future upgrade/replacement of the asset management system). Per
the June, 2011 “Ageing Infrastructure Planning — 2011 Update” report, the minimum required annual
funding for Water is $7 million. A reduction in the annual funding contribution is not recommended due
to anticipated growth in water infrastructure over the next few years. Staff will continue to undertake
further assessments to determine infrastructure replacement requirements going forward and identify any
recommended changes to the annual contribution, if required.

Residential Water Metering Program

Currently, $1.6 million is allocated annually to the residential water metering program. Expenses in 2011
were approximately $1.75 million and to date in 2012 are approximately $1.6 million, The proposed
budget under Options 1 and 2 maintains the allocation at $1.6 million to allow for further expansion of the
residential metering program. Option 3 includes an option to reduce the metering program by $200,000
(or to $1.4 million). While this will reduce available funding for water meter installations, staff feel this
reduction can be accommodated in light of the significant progress that has already been made in meter
conversions, i.e. 68% of single-family households and 32% of multi-family households have meters
installed. In addition, funding is available via accumulated funding balances from prior year’s programs.
As such, Option 3 is recommended. If Option 3 is approved, the 2013 capital program for water metering
would be set accordingly and this amount would be incorporated into the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-
2017) Bylaw.

Multi-Family Water Metering Program: The City’s multi-family water metering program has been very
successful. To date, the City has received approval from 104 volunteer complexes (comprising 6,637
multi-family dwelling units) to install water meters. Of these, 87 complexes have been completed (5,674
units), including 33 apartment complexes (3,999 units) and 51 townhouse complexes (1,373 units). These
voluntary installations will continue to be funded through the water metering program funding allocation,
to a maximum of the funding level approved by Council.

Volunteer Single-Family Water Metering Agreement. The existing 3-year agreement with Neptune
Technology Group to manage the Volunteer Single-Family Water Meter Program (3793P) expires on
December 31, 2012. The agreement allows for extension and staff recommends, as part of this report,
that the agreement be extended to December 31, 2013. The existing unit rates will be used with an
adjustment made for the HST to GST/PST conversion, effective April 1, 2013.

Meter Rate

From inception, the water meter rate has included an incentive to encourage those on the flat rate to
switch to meters. For example, the flat rate charge to residents in single-family homes with no meter
reflects more than double the consumption than that of a resident on a water meter (550 m’ vs average
270 m®). In other words, the estimates of water consumption for flat rate customers is considerably
higher than average metered customers as an incentive to move more residents toward metering.

However, as more residents have switched to meters, this results in a higher than relative increase in the
flat rate charge to compensate for the lost revenue. The proposed meter rates continue to offer that
incentive over flat rate customers, however, the meter rate is increased by a higher percentage in 2013 in
order to begin closing the current gap that exists to move toward a more accurate reflection of the costs
associated with providing high quality potable water. Eventually, as more residents switch to meters and
there are fewer flat rate customers, the meter rate will need to increase more substantially to create greater
equity and sharing the burden of costs for all programs (i.e. capital replacement). The charts presented in
this report detail both the impact of the budget increases on meter and flat rate customers in 2013 for
clarity and comparison between metered vs. flat rate customers.
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Water Rate Stabilization Contribution

A rate stabilization fund was established a number of years ago by Council to help build a fund to offset
the anticipated significant spikes in regional water purchase costs. These increases were anticipated due
to Metro Vancouver infrastructure upgrades associated with water treatment and filtration requirements.
The base level budget currently reflects a $750,000 draw down from the water rate stabilization fund.
The proposed budget under all options maintains the $750,000 stabilization fund application.

As of October 15, 2012, the water stabilization account has a balance of $6,686,313 and any surplus is
appropriated to this account at year end.

Regional Issues

The Regional District increases are for the drinking water treatment program. Metro’s current 5-year
projections for the regional water rate are outlined as follows:

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Projected Metro Vancouver Water Rate/m’ $.6054 $.7000 $.7720 $.8220 $.8600
% Increase over Prior Year 1.2% 15.6% 10.3% 6.5% '4.6%

Staff note that capacity exists within the existing rate stabilization fund to manage/level out required rate
increases due to significant variations in Metro Vancouver increases.

Impact on 2013 Water Rates

The impact of these various budget options on the water rates by customer class is as follows. The first
chart shows the various options for meter rate customers. The second chart shows the options for flat rate
customers. As noted in the “Meter Rate” section above, the impact to metered customers is increased by
a larger percentage overall than flat rate customers due to the need to phase out the incentive program as
more residents transition to meters.

The impact of the Water budget options on metered customers is as follows. There is no change in the
rates between Options 1 and 2 since cost increases under Option 2 are offset by a contribution from the
water provision account for a net zero impact. Option 3 represents a reduced charge due to the proposed
reduction in the annual metering program allocation.

013 Water Net Meter Rate Options =~ KSR
12013 Rate Optlons which Include S
Increase Identtf ed Below in Italics K
I eI Ol ROt BRER I | HEari ‘ ' o Recommended'
Customer Class 7.0 |7 2012 Rates ;| 2013 “Optwn 1 Ratev': 2013 Optwn:Z Rate 2013 Option 3 Rate
Single Family Dwelling $271.57 $292.64 $292.64 $291.02
(based on avg, 270 m°) $21.07 $21.07 $19.45
Townhouse $161.93 $174.50 $174.50 $173.53
(based on avg. 161 m®) 812,57 $12.57 811.60
Apartment $132.77 $143.07 $143.07 $142.27
(based on avg. 132 m’) $10.30 $10.30 $9.50
Metered Rate ($/m°) $1.0058 $1.0839 $1.0839 $1.0778
$.0781 $.0781 $.0720
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Similarly, the impact of the Water budget options on the flat rate customers is as follows.

201 3 Water Net Flat Rate Options'
e L 2013 Rate Options which Include
Increase Identtﬁed Below in Italics
: S | " Recommended;::
Customer Class 510 [ 2012 Rates | 2013 Optlon 1 Rate 2013 Option 2 Rate | 2013 Option 3 Rate

Single Family Dwelling $559.36 $581.22 $581.22 $577.95
$21.86 $21.86 §18.59
Townhouse $457.90 $475.79 $475.79 $473.11
$17.89 $17.89 $15.21
Apartment $295.07 $306.60 $306.60 $304.87
$11.53 $11.53 $9.80

The rates outlined in the above tables are net rates. Due to the bylaw provisions which provide for a 10%
discount if utility bills are paid within a specified timeframe, the net rates shown will be increased by
10% in the supporting bylaws to provide for the discount incentive while ensuring cost recovery for the
net budget requirement.

Advantages/Disadvantages of Various Options

Option 1

e Represents the minimal increase necessary to sustain operations, while maintaining business as usual.

e Provides for a continued $1.6 million annual contribution to the residential water metering program to
continue expanding this program.

e Maintains the contribution from the rate stabilization fund in the amount of $750,000.

Option 2

e In additional to the minimal increases necessary to sustain operations, includes funding increases to
the toilet rebate program ($50,000) as well as funding for a new program for watermain flushing
(~$151,100). These increases are offset by an equal contribution from provision, thereby having no
impact on rates.

e Maintains the contribution from the rate stabilization fund in the amount of $750,000.

Option 3

e Represents a $200,000 reduction in the residential water metering program, reducing the annual
funding for this program from the current budget level of $1.6 million to $1.4 million. This reduction
will reduce the funding available for this program but, at the same time, helps to mitigate the impact
of rate increases.

¢ Maintains the contribution from the rate stabilization fund in the amount of $750,000.

Recommended Option

Staff recommend the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 3 for Water Services. This allows for an
increase to the toilet rebate program (offset from provision funding) as well as an expanded flushing
program to remove sediment in water lines as the first of a 5-year enhanced program (also offset from
provision funding). This option results in a reduction in the meter program funding (from $1.6 million to
$1.4 million) to help reduce the impact on water rates. Staff consider this program funding reduction can
be accommodated with no negative impact to the metering program. If approved, the 2013 capital
program for water metering would be reduced accordingly and this amount would be incorporated into
the 5 Year Financial Plan (2013-2017) Bylaw.
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Sewer Services Section Chart

201 3 Sewer Budget - Optwns

-2013: Option 3

LI ‘ 2013 Optwnl 2013 Optmn ik
. . Key Budget Are 201 2 Base Level i Non-Dzscretzonary | Recommended;:: -
Budget. "Non—_Dzscretzonary Swith Partial: . Non-Discretionary
SR :Ingreases i ($200 000) Increase with:$500,000:
R e Capztal Drawdown: from
S Rate Stabilization
Operating Expenditures $4,575,037
o  Salary $25,100 $25,100 $25,100
e PW Equipment/Monthly $39,400 $39,400 $39,400
Vehicles
e  Postage/Internal Shared $6,600 $6,600 $6,600
Costs
. Power Costs $12,800 $12,800 $12,800
GVS&DD O&M (MYV) $15,774,400 $1,576,500 $1,576,500 $1,576,500
GVS&DD Debt (MV) $1,999,200 ($1,082,400) ($1,082,400) ($1,082,400)
GVS&DD Sewer DCC’s (MV) $1,000,000 $0 $0 $0
Capital Infrastructure $4,306,400 $0 $200,000 $0
Replacement Program/
Asset Management System
Firm Price/Receivable $576,400 $3,500 $3,500 $3,500
Overhead Allocation $498,200
Operating Debt $157,800
Total 2012 Base Level Budget $28,887,437 $581,500 $781,500 $581,500
Total Incremental Increase
Revenues:
Apply Rate Stabilization Fund $0 $0 (8500,000
Debt Funding ($42,600) $0 $0 $0
Investment Income ($166,000) $0 $0 80
Firm Price/Receivable Income (8576,400) (83,500) (83,500) (83,500)
Property Tax_for DD Debt (MV) (81,999,200) $1,082,400 $1,082,400 31,082,400
GVS&DD Sewer DCC Levy to (81,000,000 $0 $0 $0
Developers (MV)
Net Budget $25,103,237
Net Difference Over 2012 Base $1,660,400 $1,860,400 $1,160,400
Level Budget

A description explaining the increases and budget reductions in each of the areas identified above is

described below.

Operating Expenditures

Salary costs are increased associated with anticipated wage settlements. Public Works equipment and

vehicle costs are increased as a result of external cost factors, such as inflationary increases. Postage and
internal shared costs are increased for the mail out of the annual utility bill as well as increases to support
the Public Works Patroller program. Increases in power costs are due to hydro increases to operate pump
stations, and are outside of the City’s control.
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GVS&DD O&M (Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District Operating and Maintenance
Costs) — Metro Vancouver

Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District operations and maintenance charges are increased by
approximately $1.576 million, or 10%. These costs relate principally to the operation of the Lulu Island
Wastewater Treatment Plant, since these costs are borne entirely by Richmond. Other projects of specific
interest to Richmond include the Gilbert/Brighouse Trunk Pressure Sewer twinning project, Digestor No.
3 at the Lulu Island Wastewater Treatment Plant as well as ammonia removal to improve wastewater
treatment quality at the Lulu Island Treatment Plan.

GVS&DD Debt (Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District Debt)

GVS&DD debt costs are reduced 54% per Metro Vancouver in association with debt reduction. These
costs are recovered from property taxes and, therefore, do not benefit the sewer utility rates charged.
There will, however, be a corresponding reduction in the amount recovered from the sewer debt levy on
the property tax bill ($1,082,446) for regional sewer debt.

The overall/combined net impact of regional costs (operating/maintenance and debt) to the City is 2.8%;
however, since operating and maintenance costs are recovered via utility rates, this portion has a more
significant impact on sewer rates.

Capital Infrastructure Replacement Program

Options 1 and 3 maintains the annual contribution to the sewer infrastructure capital replacement program
at $4.25 million (the remaining $50,000 portion is earmarked for future upgrade/replacement of the asset
management system). The “Ageing Infrastructure Planning — 2011 Update” report noted that the annual
funding contribution for sewer to sustain the current infrastructure is $6.2 million, a $1.95 million
shortfall. Option 2 includes an option to increase the contribution by $200,000 for a total of $4.45
million. Given the impact on the sewer rates, staff recommend the funding level be maintained at current
levels or $4.25 million annually at this time given the Metro Vancouver cost increase.

Sewer Rate Stabilization Contribution

As with the water budget, there is a sewer rate stabilization fund that was established a number of years
ago to offset any significant spikes in regional sewer treatments costs. The sewer levy stabilization
account (as of October 15, 2012) has a balance of $5.2 million.

Options 1 and 2 maintain the status quo where no funding is applied from the sewer rate stabilization fund
to offset rates. Option 3 includes a proposed $500,000 draw down from the rate stabilization fund in
order to mitigate the impact of regional rate increases on the sewer utility rate. If selected, this amount
will become part of the base level revenue portion of the budget, so will impact the rates in future years
by this amount when the stabilization funding is no longer available.

Regional Issues

The main budget drivers impacting the projected increase in Metro Vancouver costs include a variety of
capital infrastructure projects, such as the Gilbert/Brighouse trunk pressure sewer and digestor at the Lulu
Island treatment plant; various treatment plant upgrades (Iona, Lions Gate, etc.); and various
infrastructure upgrades and capacity improvements. While Metro Vancouver projections indicate a 5%
blended overall increase (combined debt reduction and operating cost increase), staff estimate the regional
impact on rates to increase an average of 8% per year in accordance with trends in regional operations and
maintenance costs, which are recovered through utility rate charges.
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Impact on 2013 Sewer Rates
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The impact of these various budget options on the sewer rates by customer class is provided in the table
which follows. The first chart shows the various options for meter rate customers. The second chart
shows the options for flat rate customers.

The impact of the Sewer budget options on metered customers is as follows:

vvvvvv , g . Recommended
Customer Class 112012 Rates .| 2013 Option 1 Rate - 2013 Optwn 2 Rate 2013 Option '3 Rate
Single Family Dwelling $225.10 $255.42 $257.26 $250.75
(based on avg. 270 m®) $30.32 $32.16 $25.65
Townhouse $134.23 $152.30 $153.41 $149.52
(based on avg. 161 m3) $18.07 $19.18 $15.29
Apartment $110.05 $124.87 $125.77 $122.59
(based on avg. 132 m’) 814.82 $15.72 $12.54
Metered Rate ($/m3) $0.8337 $.9460 $.9528 $.9287
$.1123 $.1191 $.0950

The impact of the Sewer budget options on the flat rate customers is as follows:

2013 Sewer Net Flat Rates Options =~
© 22013 Rate Options whzch Include
llncreaSe Identtfed Below in Italzcs .
EEE DT T I O I N R I N T IR Recommended
Customer Class’ 2012 Rates 2013 Optlon I Rate .| 2013 Optmn 2 Rate | 2013 Option 3 Rate’
Single Family Dwelling $360.23 $392.81 $395.82 $385.38
332,58 $35.59 $25.15
Townhouse $329.60 $359.41 $362.16 $352.61
$29.81 $32.56 $23.01
Apartment $274.51 $299.34 $301.63 $293.68
$24.83 $27.12 $19.17

The rates outlined in the above tables are net rates. Due to the bylaw provisions which provide for a 10%
discount if utility bills are paid within a specified timeframe, the net rates shown will be increased by
10% in the supporting bylaws to provide for the discount incentive while ensuring cost recovery for the

net budget requirement.

Advantages/Disadvantages of Various Options

Option 1

e Represents the minimal increase necessary to sustain operations, while maintaining business as usual.

e Does not meet the City’s long-term infrastructure plan to increase the capital program for replacement
of aging infrastructure. Capital replacement remains fixed at $4.25 million for 2012. The objective is
to build the annual infrastructure replacement for sewer to $6.2 million, representing an annual $1.95

million shortfall.

Option 2

e Represents the minimal increase necessary to sustain operations, while maintaining existing service

levels.
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e Increases the annual contribution for capital infrastructure replacement by $200,000, or to $4,456,400
to begin closing the current gap that exists for replacement of sewer infrastructure, i.e. reduces the
gap to $1.74 million (from $1.95 million).

Option 3

e Represents a lower cost option in light of the proposed $500,000 draw down from the sewer levy
stabilization account thereby minimizing the impact of regional increases on the sewer rate.

e Does not meet the City’s long-term infrastructure plan to increase the capital program for replacement
of aging infrastructure. Capital replacement remains fixed at $4.25 million for 2012. The objective is
to build the annual infrastructure replacement for sewer to $6.2 million, representing an annual $1.95
million shortfall.

Recommended Option

In light of the considerable impact of the Metro Vancouver operations and maintenance charges, staff
recommend the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 3 for Sewer Services.

Dralnage and Diking Section Chart

2013 Dramage and Diking Net Rate Options

2013 Rate Options. which Include g
IncreaSe Identzf fed Below in Italtcs S
R ] TR I F MO e [  Recommended.:
S Utility Area G 2012 Rates: i 2013 Optton T Rate 2013 Optton 2 Rate 2013 Option 3 Rate:
Drainage $100.31 $100. 31 $105.31 $110.31
Diking $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
Total Drainage & Diking $11031 $110.31 $115.31 $120.31
Increase Over 2012 80 $5.00 $10.00

As noted previously within the water and sewer sections, the above rates are net rates and will be
increased by 10% in the rate amending bylaws in accordance with the bylaw early payment discount
provisions.

Background

Drainage - In 2003, a drainage utility was created to begin developing a reserve fund for drainage
infrastructure replacement costs. The objective as outlined in the “Ageing Infrastructure Planning — 2011
Update” report is to build the fund to an anticipated annual contribution of approximately $9.8 million,
subject to ongoing review of the drainage infrastructure replacement requirements.

As adopted by Council in 2003, the rate started at $10.00 (net) per property and is increased an additional
$10.00 each year until such time as the $9.8 million annual reserve requirement is reached -- expected to take
approximately 6 more years. The net rate in 2012 was $100.31 resulting in approximately $6.77 million
being collected towards drainage services. The options presented above represent no increase under Option
1, approximately one-half of the increase under Option 2, and the full increase of $10.00 under Option 3 per
prior Council approvals. The recommended increase under Option 3 will result in approximately $8.13
million in annual reserve contributions for drainage. A continued increase in capital contributions for
drainage is recommended in light of the importance of drainage infrastructure in Richmond.

Diking — An annual budget amount of approximately $600,000 was established in 2006 to undertake
structural upgrades at key locations along the dike, which equated to a $10.00 charge per property.
Continued annual funding is required to facilitate continued studies and upgrades as identified through
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further seismic assessments of the dikes. No increase in the $10.00 per property rate is proposed for
2013. This will result in revenues of approximately $737,000 in 2013, based on total estimated

properties.

Recommended Option

Staff recommend the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 3 for Drainage and Diking Services.

Solid Waste & Recycling Section Chart

ecycling Budget - Options

Base Level Budget

2013 Solid Waste & R g
‘ e e - oOptionl . Option 2 Option 3
:Key Budget Areas |- 2012 Base Level | Non-Discretionary -*| ' Recommended: - "|' -Same as Option'2:
; : SR Budget siiiniiIncreases ‘| iExpanded Organics with Existing -
e fEma Program/Large . Drawdown from
Item Collection Provision:'
Salaries $2,001,000 $56,700 $56,700 $56,700
Contracts $4,922,900 $169,000 $583,500 $583,500
Equipment/Materials $372,500 $16,000 $47,800 $47,800
Metro Disposal Costs (MV) $1,815,900 ($76,500) ($125,300) ($125,300)
Recycling Materials Processing $1,121,100 ($77,400) ($26,400) ($26,400)
Container Rental/Collection $162,300 ($15,000) ($15,000) ($15,000)
Operating Expenditures $141,600 $200 $6,700 $6,700
Program Costs $197,100 $5,300 $5,300 $5,300
Agreements $167,400 $3,900 $3,900 $3,900
Rate Stabilization $138,700 $0 $0 $0
Total 2012 Base Level Budget $11,040,500
Total Incremental Increase $82,200 $537,200 $537,200
Revenues:
Apply General Solid Waste & (8192,100) (84,600) $106,600 $0
Recycling Provision
Recycling Material ($786,800) $3,400 85,400 33,400
Garbage Tags (817,500) $0 $0 $0
Net Budget $10,044,100
Net Difference Over 2012 $83,000 $649,200 $542,600

A description explaining the increases and budget reductions in each of the areas outlined above is

outlined below.
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Salaries

Salary cost increases are associated with anticipated wage settlements under all options.
Contracts

Contract costs under Option 1 relate to non-discretionary increases for solid waste and recycling
collection services as outlined in Council-approved agreements. Option 2 (and Option 3) includes an
increased level of service to the community commencing June, 2013 for organics and large item pick up
services as outlined in a September 4, 2012 report (Attachment 1) as noted in the following section.

Additional Level of Service for Food Scraps/Large Item Collection Program: The report referenced in
Attachment 1 was considered by Council at their September 24, 2012 meeting at which the following
resolution was approved:

“That

1. the new and enhanced recycling program service levels, effective June, 2013, outlined in Option
2 of the staff report from the Director, Public Works Operations be referred for consideration as
part of the 2013 utility and capital budget processes to:

i) add a new level of service for food scraps and organics collection services using City-
provided wheeled carts for all multi-family townhome residents currently receiving the
City’s blue box collection services;

ii) provide wheeled carts to all residents in single-family households for the storage and
weekly collection of food scraps and organic materials;

iii) provide kitchen containers for the temporary storage of food scraps/organics to all
residents in single-family and townhome units who currently receive the City’s blue box
collection services;

2. a large item pickup program, limited to four items per household per year, as outlined in Option
2a) of the staff report from the Manager, Fleet and Environmental Programs, be considered as
part of the 2013 utility budget process for implementation in June, 2013 for all single-family and
townhome residents in conjunction with the proposed expanded food scraps/organics recycling
program; and

3. staff review and report on potential options for food scraps and organics collection services for
residents in multi-family dwellings and commercial businesses.”

As outlined in the September 4, 2012 staff report, the services outlined above would be provided through
a contract amendment and extension to the City’s existing service provider, Sierra Waste Services Ltd.,
under Contract T.2988 as this approach provides economies of scale for optimal pricing. Therefore, a
contract amendment and extension to December 31, 2017 are recommended as part of this report. The
current annual contract value of approximately $4,932,000 would be increased to approximately
$5,788,700, subject to contract variables such as annual unit count and inflationary increases.

To expedite implementation of this project in order to meet the proposed June, 2013 implementation date,
it is further recommended that the contract amendments under T.2988 include one-time services and costs
associated with the acquisition, delivery, replacement and other tasks for the carts and kitchen containers
required for the expanded program, at a cost of up to $3 million, exclusive of HST. Total capital costs
associated with this project are $3.25 million and were approved by Council at their November 13,2012
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meeting as part of the “2013 Capital Budget” submission. Funding for the capital portion of this project
is from the general solid waste and recycling provision, which was established a number of years ago for
recycling program enhancements such as this. This fund will have approximately $4.75 million
remaining after purchase of the carts and other components associated with implementation of the
expanded organics/food scraps recycling program.

If this program expansion is approved, it is further recommended that a cart replacement fee cost of
$25.00 be included in the rate amending bylaws for residents requesting a change in their cart (size,
suitability, etc.) The fee would only be charged post-implementation phase in situations where a cart has
already been provided (not to new residents, etc.).

Utility Budget Impact. The total increased annual operating cost of this program is $950,000, as outlined
in the original September 4, 2012 staff report. The costs reflected in the budget outlined above have been
pro-rated to correspond with the proposed June, 2013 start date, and represent approximately $550,000
for 2013.

Equipment/Materials

Material costs are increased associated with demand requirements under Option 1. Increased costs under
Option 2 (and 3) include equipment cost increases as an ongoing annual allowance for replacement of
carts due to wear and tear (breakage, damage, etc.) as well as to accommodate growth under the proposed
organics/large item collection program expansion.

Metro Vancouver Disposal Costs (MV)

The regional tipping fee is unchanged in 2013, i.e. remains fixed at $107 per tonne. Regional waste
volumes have stabilized, therefore, Metro Vancouver’s solid waste program costs are sufficiently offset at
the $107/tonne amount. As such, an increase in the tipping fee is not required. Waste disposal charges
are reduced in 2013 as a result of anticipated reductions in total waste disposed associated with improved
waste reduction and diversion programs. Disposal costs are further reduced under Option 2 (and 3) due to
the fact a higher volume of food scraps/organic waste is expected to be diverted froin waste disposal
under the proposed organics/large item collection program expansion.

The City’s Green Can program has helped to significantly reduce disposal tonnages, helping to minimize
total disposal costs. For example, had the Green Can/organics program not been introduced to divert more
waste from garbage, the metro disposal costs noted above would have been an estimated $350,000 higher.

Regional tipping fee projections have been reduced compared with prior projections due to adjustments in
waste flows and timing associated with capital programs. Following are the current 5-year projections
from Metro Vancouver:

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Projected Metro Vancouver Tipping Fee/Tonne $107 $108 $119 $137 $151
% Increase over Prior Year 0% 9% 10% 15% 10%

Recycling Materials Processing

Recycling materials processing costs are reduced associated with adjustments to corresponding tonnage/
volumes received for processing under Option 1. The reduction is not as great under Option 2 (and 3) due
to the proposed organics/large item collection program expansion resulting in more materials, i.e.
organics/food scraps — being diverted from the disposal stream to the processing stream. Note, however,
that Metro Vancouver disposal costs are further reduced under this option.
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Container Rental/Collection & Operating Expenditures

Container rental and operating expenditures are adjusted slightly to align with servicing requirements.
Annual operating expenditures under Option 2 (and 3) are increased associated with anticipated cart
replacements under the proposed organics/large item collection program.

Program/Internal Costs & Agreements

Program costs are increased due to Patroller Program costs and agreement costs are increased slightly
based on the consumer price index contractual increase with Vancouver Coastal Health Authority for the
City’s public health protection service agreement.

Revenues — General Solid Waste & Recycling Provision

There are only minor balancing adjustments to the amount applied against the overall budget from the
general solid waste and recycling provision under Option 1.

The decreased amount under Option 2 is reflective of the fact that the townhouse Green Cart Pilot
Program would cease at the end of May, 2013 if the decision is made to transition to a permanent, full-
scale and expanded organics/large item collection program commencing June, 2013. Under this
expanded program, costs will be assessed to all those eligible for the services as opposed to being offset
via a contribution from the provision (as was done for participants in the Green Cart Pilot Program due to
the temporary nature of the program).

Option 3 retains the current drawdown amount from the provision ($192,100) to mitigate the cost impacts
of the expanded program to residents. As the cost increases are within that previously anticipated, Option
3 is not recommended.

Recycling Material Revenues

Revenues from the sale of recycling commodities are increased slightly to align with amounts received
over the course of the year. The City bears the market risk and therefore benefits from any increases in
recycling commodity markets. On the flip side, should revenues be below expectations, the City would
be required to absorb the loss. As such, revenue amounts shown are estimates only. Revenues from the
sale of recycling materials are applied against expenditures to help offset rates.

Impact on 2013 Rates

The impact of the budget options to ratepayers is provided in the table which follows. It should be noted
that the cost increases in 2013 associated with the expanded food scraps/large item pick up program are
pro-rated to correspond with the June, 2013 implementation date.
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R e 2013 Rate Opttons whlch Include

SR Increase Identified Below i m Italzcs
‘ R 2| Recommended:. S
""" Customer Class | 2012 Rates 2013 Option'l Rate | 2013 Option'2 Rate, | 2013 ‘Optibh 3 Rate
Single Famxly Dwelling $241,95 $242.40 $251.40 $248.40
$.45 $9.45 $6.45
Townhouse $173.45 $171.90 $197.90 $195.90
($1.55) $24.45 $22.45
Apartment $52.25 $51.45 $51.45 $51.45
(30.80) (30.80) (30.80)
Business Metered Rate $25.86 $25.76 $25.76 $25.76
(80.10) (80.10) (80.10)

As noted previously within the water and sewer sections, the above rates are net rates and will be
increased by 10% in the rate amending bylaws in accordance with the bylaw early payment discount
provisions.

Regional Issues

As previously noted, the regional tipping fee has remain fixed at $107/tonne in 2013. Projected tipping
fees have been reduced from prior estimates due to adjustments in expected waste flows as well as
updates to capital programs and, in particular, updates to the projected timing for new waste-to-energy
capacity funding requirements. Projections continue to be based on achieving approximately 70%
diversion by 2015.

Costs for regional and local government initiatives identified in the Integrated Solid Waste and Resource
Management Plan are other factors that will impact costs going forward. Key focus over the next year
will be in organics recycling program expansion as well as partnerships with producers under expanded
product stewardship programs.

Recommended Option

Staff recommend the budgets and rates as outlined under Option 2 for Solid Waste and Recycling as it
allows the expansion of services with full cost recovery to provide carts to residents in single-family
homes for food scraps and yard trimmings, expands food scraps/organics services to all townhomes
currently receiving blue box collection services and adds a large item collection program service for
residents in single-family homes and those townhomes currently serviced with City blue box collection.

Total Recommended 2013 Utility Rate Option

In light of the significant challenges associated with the impacts of regional costs and new programs in
the City, staff are recommending a combination of various budget and rates options as follows:

e Option 3 is recommended for Water, Sewer and Drainage & Diking
e Option 2 is recommended for Solid Waste & Recycling

This results in the following 2013 recommended utility rates as summarized in the following tables. The

first table provides a summary of the estimated meter rate charge, based on average water and sewer
consumption. The second table provides a summary of the flat rate charge.
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2013 Esttmated Total Charges 10 Metered Customers (Net Rates)
: . Sl e 2013 Recommended. Rate :
i i R LLIE . (Increase Identzf ed Below in Italzcs) i
e ; Customer Class I WO S i 2012 Estimated Net [ Fotal 2013 Recammended

R : : : Chobii ST I S CRares S iOption.= Estimated, Net.Rates

Single- Famﬂy Dwelhng $848 93 $913.48

(based on avg. 270 m®) 864.55

Townhouse $579.92 $641.26

(on City garbage service) 861.34

(based on avg. 161 m®)

Townhouse $470.92 $535.26

(not on City garbage service) 864.34

(based on avg. 161 m®)

Apartment $405.38 $436.62

(based on avg. 132 m’) 831.24

General < Other/Business

Metered Water ($/m”) $1.0058 $1.0778
$0.072

Metered Sewer ($/m’) $0.8337 $0.9287
$0.095

Business: Garbage $25.86 $25.76
(30.10)

Business: Drainage & Diking $110.31 $120.31
310.00

As 68% of single-family dwellings are on meters, the above charges are representative of what the
majority of residents in single-family dwelling would pay vs. the flat rate charges outlined below.

2013 T otal Annual Utzlnyi "Recommended Flat Rates (Net Rates)
- 2013 Recommended Rate
‘(Increase Identtf jed Below in Italtcs)
Customer Class 532012 Net Rates Lo Total 2013 Recommended :
G T R T e : : : ' Option = Net Rates -
Smgle-Famlly Dwellmg $1 271 85 $1,335.04
$63.19
Townhouse $1,071.26 $1,143.93
(on City garbage service) 872.67
Townhouse $962.26 $1,037.93
(not on City garbage service) $75.67
Apartment $732.13 $770.31
$38.18
General — Other/Business ‘
Metered Water ($/m”) $1.0058 $1.0778
$0.072
Metered Sewer ($/m”) $0.8337 $0.9287
$0.095
Business: Garbage $25.86 $25.76
(80.10)
Business: Drainage & Diking $110.31 $120.31
$10.00
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As noted previously, the rates highlighted i this report reflect the net rates. This is the actual cost that
property owners pay after the 10% discount incentive is applied as outlined in the rate bylaws. The
discount incentive provided in the bylaws is a very effective strategy in securing utility payments in a
timely manner. To ensure full cost recovery while maintaining the payment incentive, the bylaw rates are
inflated by the discount amount. The recommended rates outlined above result gross rate charges to
residents as outlined in Attachment 2. These rates would be reflected in the amending bylaws for each
utility area, should they be approved by Council.

Flat Rate and Metered Customers

The residential metering program has been successful in transitioning the majority of single-family
households from flat rates. Approximately 68% of single-family homes are now on meters. The majority
of townhomes and apartments are still on flat rate, however, the number with meters is starting to increase
as we turn our focus to promoting water metering in the multi-family sector. The number of units by
customer class, including those on meters, is shown below for Council’s information. The number of
units will vary to some degree based on the type of service (e.g. some units are not on sewer service),
therefore, the following is based on the water services unit count:

“ Residential Umt Counts = Flat Rate and Metered Customers e

Gt 2012 Counts'| 12013 Counts | Difference

Smgle-Famlly Flat Rate (32%) 10,635 9,364 (1,271)
Residential

Metered (68%) 17,816 19,502 1,686

Townhouse Flat Rate (91%) 14,308 13,366 (942)

Metered (9%) 703 1,373 670

Apartment Flat Rate (76%) 20,109 17,972 (2,137)

Metered (24%) 1,715 5,674 3,959

Total Residential Units 65,286 67,251 1,965

Commercial Units Metered 3,467 3,470 3

Farms Metered 49 49 No

change

Comparison of Recommended 2013 Utility Rate Option to Major Household
Expenses

In relation to other common household expenses, City utility expenses represent good value when
compared with other daily major household expenses such as telephone, cable, internet, electricity, transit
and others. Water, sewer, garbage and drainage utility services are fundamental to a quality lifestyle for
residents as well as necessary infrastructure to support the local economy. The following chart
demonstrates the value of these services when compared to other common household expenses.
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Daily Cost Comparison of Major Household Expenses for a Single Family Dwelling

$0.30 i

Drainage & Dike

City's 2012 Net Utility Rates
Solid Waste & Recycling

“ Basic Services Offered by Other Agencies
Home Phone .

Sewer

TV Cable

Internet (with bundle)

$1.53
Water

Household Expenses

$2.05

Home Insurance

Gas

Transit [

Electricity

$- $0.50 $1.00 $1.50 $2.00 $2.50 $3.00 $3.50
Average Cost per Day

Chart REDMS Ref.. 3054483

Financial Impact

The budgetary and rate impacts associated with each option are outlined in detail in this report. In all
options, the budgets and rates represent full cost recovery for each respective area.

The key impacts to the recommended 2013 utility budgets and rates stem from the need to reallocate fixed
water/sewer system costs over a smaller volume base due to increased residential metering, increases in
regional water purchases and sewer treatment costs, and proposed increased levels of service for recycling
and solid waste management. Option 3 is recommended for Water, Sewer and Drainage. Option 2 is
recommended for Solid Waste/Recycling.

Considerable effort has been made to minimize City costs and other costs within our ability to influence
in order to minimize the impact to property owners. The following graph demonstrates the principal
factors in the 2013 budget in the area of regional costs, contract costs, net capital infrastructure
contribution (drainage) and other City operating costs.
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2013 Recommended Options Utility Budget
% Net Increase by Category

Capital
{-Infrastructure *
22%

City Operating
Costs
7%

52% 19%

* Includes City's contribution from rate stabilization/income variations to mitigate increases
Reference Chart doc. 3706075

Conclusion

This report presents the 2013 proposed utility budgets and rates for City services relating to the provision
of water, sewer treatment, infrastructure maintenance and replacement (including water, sewer and
drainage) as well as the provision of solid waste and recycling services. Considerable measures are taken
to reduce costs where possible in order to minimize the impact of increased costs. A significant portion
of the City’s costs relate to impacts from influences outside of our direct control, such as regional cost
impacts, power and fuel cost increases, etc. Regional costs are expected to continue increasing as part of
meeting demands for ensuring high quality drinking water and managing sewer treatment. This budget
also presents an enhanced level of service for expanding food scraps/organics collection services as part
of meeting new regional waste diversion goals, i.e. 70% by 2015.

Staff recommend that the budgets and rates as outlined in this report be approved and that the appropriate
amending bylaws be brought forward to Council to bring these rates into effect.

Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs
(3338)
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B . Report to Committee
Richmond P

To Puiblic Works and Transportation Committee Date: September 4, 2012,

From: Tom Stewart, ASCT. Files  10-8370-10-05/2012-
Director, Public Works Operations Yol 01

Re: Food Scraps/Organics Recyeling Program Expangion

Staff Recommendation

That

I. the new and enhanced recyeling program service levels, effective June, 2013, outlined in
Option 2 of the staff report from the Manager, Fleet and Environmental Programs be
referred for consideration as part of the 2013 utility and capital budget processes to:

1) add a new level of service for food seraps and organics collection services using
City-provided wheeled carts for all mult-family townhome residents currently
receiving the City’s blue box collection services;

i) provide wheeled carts to all residents in single-family households for the storage
and weekly collection of food scraps and organic materials;

i)  provide kitchen containers for the teraporary storage of food scrapsforganics to all
residents in single-family and townbonae units who currently receive the City’s
blue box collection services,

2. a large item pickup program, |imited to four items per housshold per year, as outlined in
Option 2a) of the staff report from the Manager, Fleet and Environmental Programs, be
considered as part of the 2013 utility budget process for iraplementation in June, 2013 for
all single-family and townbome residents in conjunction with the proposed expanded
food scraps/organics recycling program.

3 staff review and report on potential options for food seraps and organics collection
win multi-family dwellings and commercial businesses.

Tom Stewart, AScT.
Director, Public Works Operations
(604-233-3301)

3194009
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REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To; CONGURRENCE = CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Finance Division E( & ( e —
REVIEWED BY SMT WMALS: | REVIEWED 8Y CAO THITIALS:!
SUBCOMMITTEE ‘;‘18/ é%b

1596008
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Staff Report
Crigin

At their May 28, 2012 meeting, Council received a report on “Green Cart Pilot Program Results”
and approved the following resolution:

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

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

This veport responds to this resolution.
Analysis
Background

A principal strategy and action outlined in the regional Integrated Solid Waste and Resource
Management Plan (ISWRMP) is to divert organic waste, including food scraps, from the single-
family, multi-family and commercial sectors. Food waste comprises 21% of waste disposed and
can be composted along with yard and garden waste to produce 2 beneficial and marketable
compost product, The ISWRMP also establishes an action to ban all compostable organics from
the waste disposal strearo by 2015, In light of this pending disposal ban, expansion of food
scraps and organics programs to multi-family residents is a key next step in order to ensure
residents have reasonable alternatives for recycling this aspect of their waste,

Further, on November 14, 2011, Council established the Solid Waste Strategic Program as a
component of the City’s Sustainability Framework and as part of working toward our target to
schieve community-wide waste diversion of 70% by 2015, Given that food scraps represent the
largest remaining component of the waste disposal stream, food seraps and organics recycling is
an important initiative in advancing overall community waste diversion.

Actions to Date

Stnple-Family Homes; Richmond was one of the first municipalities in the region to implement
food scraps collection starting in April, 2010 for single-family homes. Through this progrem,
Inbetled as the “Green Can™ program, an estimated additional 1,000 - 1,500 tonnes of matenial is
being diverted from disposal annually. The total amount of waste disposed by residents in
single-family homes has also reduced substantially, i.e. between 2,000-3,000 tonnes since the
introduction of food seraps recycling.

Towrhomes: A pilot program commenced in April, 2011 invalving approximately 3,200

townhome units as part of next steps in infroducing food seraps recycling for roulti-family
residents. This program provided valusble information to help guide potential future expansion

2436309
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to this portion of the multi-family residential sector (outlined in the May 9, 2012 staff report
“Green Cart Pllot Program Results™),

This program resulted in estimated diversion of epproximately 22% of total estimated waste
generated by townhomes involved in the pilot program, or approximately 140 kg, per onit per
year. Based on expanding this program to all 11,217 townhome units currently serviced under
the City’s recycling program for blue box service, it is estiraated that an additional 1,500 tonoes
could be diverted from the waste disposal stream annually, ingreasing our overall diversion rate
by 2.5%.

The pilot program is continuing to maintain services to residents involved in the pilot program
pending a decision on options for potential program expaﬂsmn Due to the nature of the program
being a pilot, the associated costs have beep funded via the sanitation and recyeling provision,
This means that no fees have been charged to these townhome residents, nor has the cost of this
program irnpacted the solid waste and recycling rates charged 1o residents.

Options for Program Expansion

In the May 9, 2012 staff report on the “Green Cart Pilot Program Results”, staff were requested
to report back on two options:

1508003

3699344

uxpxry date D&cember 3] , 2014} to mclude f@od Ss,rap‘;forg&mcs ret:yclm.g to all
townhomes (those currently receiving City blue box recycling collection service — or
approximately 11,217 units). Key elements of this program would include:

» Wheeled carts provided by the City, where residents choose between a 46.5 L or
80 L cart {one cart per townhome unit). Residents may use paper yard waste bags
for any additional garden trimmings which may not fit into the cart.

+ A kitchen container provided by the City ag a one-time issue for temporary food
seraps storage inside the home to promote ongoing participation.

»  Weekly service, with collection provided door-to-door on the same day as City
blue box collection service.

This opfion is not recommended due to the short-term nabure of the contract (to
December 31, 2014), which will result in higher annual operating costs to townhome
residents than that identified under Option 2, which follows.

Expand foad scrapsfrecyc mg o lecnon to aﬁ tuwmhomes mrmmiy racewmg {?xty blue
box recycling collection service (11,217 units), in conjunction with a cart-based
collection program for residents in single-family homes, Under this option, the existing
waste management services contract is extended to December 31, 2017 to achieve
economies of scale for optimal pricing. Key elements of this program would include:
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s Asper Option 1 (above) - all townhomes currently receiving City blue box
collection services are serviced with food serapsforganics recycling using wheeled
carts provided by the City.

¢  Wheeled carts provided by the City to single-family households, where residents
choose between one B0L, 1201, 2401 or 360L cart {one cart per single-family
household). Residents may continue to use paper yard waste bags for any
additional garden trimmings which may not fit into the cart on an on-going basis.
Residents may also continue o use their existing Green Cans as part of the
program phase-in process, with the intent of phasing out the use of Green Cans
after the end of 2013,

* A kitchen container provided by the City as a one-time issue per household for
tersporary food scraps storage inside the home to promote ongoing participation.

o Weekly service, with collection provided door-to-door on the same day as City
blue box collection service for single-family and townhome residents on City blue
box service,

¢ Contract T.2988, Residential Garbage and Recyeling Collection Services, is
extended to December 31, 2017 for all garbage and recycling services,

This option is recommended as it results in the least annual cost option for iownbome
residents and provides for cart-based collection for single-family households at minimal
increased operating cost. This approach:

» ensures a consistent level of service for townhome residents and single-family
residents,

« pliows for reductions in waste disposed by residents in townhomes, which can
translate into reduced costs for parbage collection servicing arrangements for
those townhomes. This is particularly Em;mrtant in light of planned Metro
Vancouver tipping/disposal fee increases, ie. curramly $107/tonne and projected
to increase to $205/tonne by 20186,

» g expected to increase the volume of food seraps collected from single-family
homes due to switching to wheeled carts since the carts offer greater
animal/rodent-resistance {encouraging greater participation in food scraps
recycling),

+ will eliminate weight concerns since the carts will be serviced using sutomated
tippers,

»  will reduce missed pick-ups due o lack of the Green Can labels being visible to
collectors (with the phasing out of Green Cans).

3556005
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a)

Large Hem Pick-Up Program

The provision of a new gervice to residents for collection of large items is
opportune associated with the potential axtension of the existing service coutract
T.2088 through December 31, 2017, Under this new service, residents in single-
family homes and those townhomes with blue box collection (and food
seraps/organics collection — if approved) would also be eligible to have up to four
large items collected per year. This could include Hems such as a mattress, couch,
stove, refrigerator, housshold furnitore {table, ¢hair, etc.).

Under this prograry, residents would contact the service provider and arrange for
collection of up to four items at one time, or one item on four different ocoasions,
or two items on two different occasions, ete. The additionsl collection and
disposal costs would be paid by the City as part of the Solid Waste and Recycling

utility,

It is recommended that Item a) be included as part of an enhanced level of service
associated with the introduction of the expanded food scrapsforgapics récycling program.

A summary of the costs of the options described above is provided in the table below:

Option Service Description Capital Cost Annual Operating 2613 Operating
{One-Time) Cost 1 Cost Portion
1. Townbome Food Scrayis! B335,0600 $742,500 $433,100
Crpanies Recyeling
{to Decernber 31, 2014)
2, Towrhome Food Sorapsf £5,250,000 3700060 $408,400
Organics Recycling PLUS carnt-
based nollection for single-family
homes
- {io Degember 31, 2017)
a) - Optional Large ltem Pickup $250,000 $145,800
' Program (townhomes and single-
family) }
Total - Option 2 a) £3,250,000 £950,000 $854.200
{Recommended)

The total cost of the recommended option, (Option 2 a}, is $4.2 million, which includes $3.25
million one-time capital costs and $950,000 anrmal operating. The 2013 portion would be
slightly lower (33,804,200) based on costs prorated to 8 June 1, 2013 start date.

3 Starus Oup — No Expansion of Programs (Not Recommended): Existing service levels for
food scraps/organics recycling can be maintained, where residents in single-family homes
continue to use the Green Can program. The existing pilof progras for townhome
organics recycling would need to be discontinued, and residents in fownhomes would
then be required to make independent arrangements for their food scraps/organics
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recycling requirements to comply with the pending organics disposal ban, Under this
Option, a large item collection service would not be offered, however, residents could
continue to take advantage of the City’s Garbage Disposal Voucher program. Under this
program, residents purchase a voucher for §5 from any City facility and can use the
voucher tn dispose of ap to $20 worth of garbage items at the Vaneouver Landfill.

This aption is not recommended as it does nol encourage greater recycling of food scraps
from siugle-family homes through the ase of a designated, secure container. It is also
expected to result in higher costs to townhomes associated with needing to make
independent recyeling arrangements for food seraps/organics recycling. Further, by aot
managing the program/service for townhomes, the City would not get the recycling
tonnage data in order to be able to measure recycling rates as part of tracking our
diversion progress. Finally, the lack of a City-coordinated collection program for large
items contributes to illegal dumping and is inconvenient to residents who do not have
vehicles large enough to take advantage of the Garbage Disposal Voucher program.

Mudti-Family and Commercial Properties

The suggested Option 2 a) provides for a comprehensive and full service food scraps/organics
recycling program for those residents in townbomes (who cwrrently receiving blue box collection
services) as well as residents in single-family homes, However, it does not address food
seraps/organics collection servics for residents in multi-family complexes or commereial
properties. In light of the pending regional disposal ban for organics in 2013, program options
for multi-family food scrapsforganies recyeling should also be evaluated to provide recycling
services for these residents, Staff sugpest a review of options be undertaken and reported back to
Council for consideration. To assist businesses, staff can also svaluate whether there might be
opportunities to frame a potential multi-family program expansion to include optional servicing
to Interested commercial properties. It is suggested that staff inelude this in their review and
report back with findings and a suggested approach,

Financial Analysis

Capital: Funding for the capital cost (carts, containers and related items of $3.25 m) is proposed
from the sanitation and recycling provision, henee there would be no direct financial impact
reflected in the retes charged to residents for sanitation and recycling services. This reserve
funding has been established with this type of program expansion/change envisioned. Staff will
submit a 2013 capital budget request for consideration of the capital costs associated with this
proposed program implementation.

Operating: The annual operating cost is proposed to be funded from the sanitation and recycling
utility rates, and therefore, reflected in the rates charged to residents who are eligible for the
services. This would represent a new charge o townhome residents who received City blue box
service of approximately 349/ unit/year and an increased charge to residents in single-family
homes of approximately §15.50/Aumit/year, These charges are summarized in the following table.
Note that residents in multi-farnily/apartment developments would not be assessed any charges
for the organics services associated with the new and enhanced recycling programs outlined in
this report since the service is not available to them at this time. Futare charges for multi-family
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developments wounld be applied if and when a food scraps/organics program is introduced for
these residents.

Anticipated Annual Ulility Rate Increase

Andicipatedt Anticipatad
Resldenf Type Curreni ~Nel frcreage for ncrease for Large Totaf Anticlpated Total Annusl
Oroanies Organiss per itern Pigk Up Inerease Estimsted
Service Charga' Opfion 2 Progratn (llem a of Organics Charge
Cotion 2)
Townhomes $0.00 $42.00 $7.00 $49.00 $49.060
_on Blue Box N
Bingle-Family $68.50 $8.50 $7,00 $45.50 $64.00
Residents

icrg'anim charga danly. not insluding recysfing or garbage seice chamges, sl¢.

The rate impact in 2013 would be pro-rated based on the June 15t implementation date, or
approximately one-half, The above rates are approximate and would be formalized upon
completion of the sanitation and recycling utility budget and rates.

Financial lmpact

This report has no direct financial impact as the related costs will be considered as part of the
2013 capital and 2013 and future utility budget processes.

Conclusion

Expansion of food scraps and organics recycling fo residents in multi-family residences isa
priority in light of pending disposal bans for this material in 2015, The success of the pilot
program undertaken during 2011 demonstrated that 22% of the waste generated in townhomes
{or approximately 1,500 tonnes) can be diverted by expanding food scraps/organics recycling to
all townhomes.

The provision of wheeled carts will make it easy and convenient for residents to participate in the
program. For consistency in levels of service and to encourage greater participation in food
seraps recycling by residents ia single-family hotmes, this report recommends transitioning the
existing Green Can program to cart based collection. In-home kitchen containers are also
suggested to be provided as part of improving conventence for residents and serving as a regular
reminder to encourage ongoing participation.

The contract expansion presents the opportunity {6 also offer a large item collection service for
residents, which provides a convenient alternative to dispose of up to four large items annually at
minimal increased cost, This would enhance the City’s level of service by assisting residents
who do not have the ability to transport large items to disposalfrecycling facilities,

It is recommended that these new and enhanced recycling program service levels be refermed for
consideration as part of the 2013 capital and utility budget processes. It ig further recommended

that staff review and report back on options to provide food scraps/organics collestion services to
pralti-family and potentially coromercial businesses,
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Suzanne Bycraft
Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs
{804-233-3338)
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201 3 Total Annual Utility — Recommended Gross Rates per Bylaw
, _ Estimated Meter & Actual Flat Rates. .~ R
o Water —T o Sewer v Drainage/ Garbage/ « Total::
ks iy f g L Diking | Recycling i
Meter (Based on Estimated Consumption——Water & Sewer Rates will Vary Accordmg to Actual Consumption)
Single-Family Dwelling $323.35 $278.61 $133.68 $279.34 $1,014.98
Townhouse (on City garbage) $192.81 $166.14 $133.68 $219.89 $712.52
Townhouse (no City garbage) $192.81 $166.14 $133.68 $102.12 $594.75
Apartment $158.08 $136.21 $133.68 $57.17 $485.14
Flat Rate (Actual) ‘
Single-Family Dwelling $642.16 $428.20 $133.68 $279.34 $1,483.38
Townhouse (on City garbage) $525.68 $391.79 $133.68 $219.89 $1,271.04
Townhouse (no City garbage) $525.68 $391.79 $133.68 $102.12 $1,153.27
Apartment $338.74 $326.31 $133.68 $57.17 $855.90
General — Other/Business
Metered Water ($/m°) $1.1976
Metered Sewer ($/m’) $1.0319
Business: Garbage $28.62
Business: Drainage & Diking $133.68
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