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General Purposes Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Tuesday, May 22, 2012
4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes
Committee held on Monday, April 16, 2012.

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

CITY OF RICHMOND: RESPONSE TO GENETICALLY
ENGINEERED FREE BC RESOLUTION
(File Ref. No. 01-0370-01/2012-Vol01) (REDMS No. 3518727)

See Page GP-21 for full report

Designated Speaker: Margot Daykin

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Option 1: Support Consumer Choice/Advocate for Strengthened
Senior Government Management as described in the report titled
“City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free BC
Resolution”, dated April 26, 2012, from the Interim Director,
Sustainability and District Energy be endorsed; and
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(2) That letters be sent on behalf of Council to the Prime Minister, Premier
and leaders of the Federal and Provincial opposition, and copied to
relevant Ministers in the Federal and Provincial governments,
Richmond MPs and MLAs, and Metro Vancouver requesting
strengthened management of genetically modified plants, including the
introduction of mandatory labelling requirements, more transparent
assessment procedures and enhanced communication with the public.

ADJOURNMENT
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& City of
aaus Richmond Minutes

General Purposes Committee

Date: Monday, Apnl 16,2012
Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall
Present: Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair

Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

Absent: Councillor Linda Barnes

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes Committee held on
Monday, April 2, 2012, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

DELEGATION

I.  With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation, attached as Schedule 1, and forms
part of these minutes, Robin Silvester, President and CEO, Port Metro
Vancouver, joined by Peter Xotta, Vice-President, Planning & Operations,
Port Metro Vancouver, provided an update on Port Metro Vancouver’s
(PMV) activities.
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, April 16,2012

During the presentation, Mr. Silvester reviewed the Port’s vision and mission,
and highlighted that:

PMYV is the largest and busiest port in Canada, and the largest export
port in North America;

PMV handled approximately 122 million tonnes of cargo in 2011, and
traded with 160 economies internationally;

PMV’s jurisdiction covers over 600 kilometres, bordering on 16
municipalities, and one treaty First Nation, and intersects the traditional
territories of several First Nations; and

PMV is a port authority pursuant to the Canada Marine Act, accountable
to the Federal Minister of Transport.

Mr. Silvester and Mr. Xotta then spoke about the Vancouver Airport Fuel
Delivery Project (VAFD), and provided the following information:

the Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporation (VAFFC) is the
proponent for proposed Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery Project
(VAFD);

PMYV is the federal authority with legislated environmental assessment
responsibilities;

Environment Canada and other agencies are providing technical advice
related to the proposed project;

the Environmental Assessment Office (BCEAO) review and the federal
environmental assessment are harmonized;

the VAFFC will need to apply to PMV for a project permit for portions
of the project that will be constructed within the Port’s jurisdiction. Tt
was noted that PMV had not received a project permit application from
VAFFC yet;

the project permit will include a significant consultation phase, to
consider all information from the environmental assessment, as well as
additional site-specific factors including site servicing, traffic tmpacts
and emergency preparedness. The Permit application will be referred to
City of Richmonad for review and comment;

PMV has commissioned a technical study to look at the operation of
tankers carrying bulk liquids on the south arm of the Fraser River, and
the results will inform the environmental assessment and PMV project
review processes for VAFD. It was noted that the results of the study
will be shared with stakeholders, including the City of Richmond; and
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, April 16, 2012

e cumrently, there is a temporary suspension of the provincial
environmental assessmeni review to allow time for the VAFFC to
provide additional information in a number of areas. PMV will not
conclude the federal environmental assessment review until
Environment Canada’s comments regarding additional studies have
been considered. It was noted that PMV was not sure about when the
study will resume.

[n answer to questions from members of Committee, Mr. Silvester provided
the following information:

. at this time the Gilmore Farm is contracted to be farmed, and there are
no plans to change the usage for the Gilmore Farm at this time;

e  PMV is embarking upon a land planning process for all land in PMV’s
jurisdiction. The process will include consultation meetings with a
range of stakeholders, and City of Richmond staff will be involved in
the process;

e  PMV isnot directly involved in the Delta Port expansion matter;

o the consultation process for the VAFD project has not triggered a
requirement for a public hearing. Mr. Silvester also noted that the City
would need to contact the federal and provincial Ministries of
Environment to request that a public hearing take place as part of the
consultation process; and

. with respect to the VAFD project environmental assessment, PMV will
provide a series of recommendations that will ensure that ships are
handled safely in the Fraser River. The environmental assessment wil)
also consider the storage facility and tanks. It was noted that it was
unlikely that the study would indicate that the VAFD project is unsafe,
rather the study will provide information on what will need to be done to
ensure safety.

The Chair noted that PMV has financial interest in the proposed VAFD
project, as PMV would receive rental income for the storage facility which
would be build on PMV’s land. Mr. Silvester responded that having PMV
conduct the federal environmental assessment while having a financial
interest in the proposed project, was not considered a conflict of interest, and
that PMV’s motivation is to ensure that the safety concems are met,

[t was moved and seconded

That letters be sent to the federal and provincial Ministers of Environment,
and the local MLAs and MPs requesting that a Public Hearing be held
during the course of the environmental assessment process for the
Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporation (VAFFC) Vancouver
Airport Fuel Delivery Project.

CARRIED



General Purposes Committee

Monday, April 16, 2012

BUSINESS & FINANCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

LIQUOR PRIMARY CLUB LICENCE APPLICATION ARMY NAVY
& AIR FORCE VETERANS IN CANADA STEVESTON UNIT NO. 284
UNIT 105 - 11900 NO. 1 ROAD

(File Ref. No. 12-8275-05/2012-Vol 01) (REDMS No. 3494625)

It was moved and seconded
That a letter be sent to the Liquor Control and Licensing Branch advising

that:

@

(2)

The application by Army Navy & Air Force Veterans in Canada,
Steveston Unit No. 284, to relocate Liquor Primary Club Licence No.
029737 from 3960 Chatham Street Unit 200, to 11900 No. 1 Road
Unit 105, to offer liquor service is recommended.

Council comments on the prescribed considerations are:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(@)

The location and the surrounding area of the establishment
comprised of a senior’s residential housing component attached
to the establishment; a townhouse complex to the north; a
seniors apartment complex to the south; a mix of residential
and commercial uses to the west; and parklund to the east, was
considered and reviewed.

The proximity of the proposed liquor primary location to other
social or recreational facilities and public buildings within a
500 metre radius was reviewed and it was considered that the
application would not conflict with those facilities.

The application for a 325 person capacity operation with liquor
service hours of Monday to Sunday 9:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. will
not pose a significant impact on the communify based on the
lack of responses received from the residents and businesses in
the area. Council does NOT support any opening past 2:00 a.m.
as is indicated in the application summary received from LCLB.

The number and market focus of clientele to existing liquor
primary licence establishments within a reasonable distance of
the proposed location was reviewed and it was considered that
there would be no impact on those establishments.

The potential for additional noise on the community in the area
if the application is approved was considered and it was
determined that there would be little or no additional noise on
tlhe community in the immediate vicinity.
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, April 16, 2012

(W8]

() The impact on the community if the application is approved was
considered and based on the lack of response from the
community from public notices; the licence approval would
have little impact on the community.

(3)  Council’s comments on the views of the residents were gathered as
Jollows:

(a) Property owners and businesses with a 50 metre radius of the
subject property were contacted by letter detailing the
application and provided with instructions on how community
concerns could be submiltted.

(b) Signage was posted at the subject property and three public
notices were published in a local newspaper. The signage and
notice provided information on the application and instructions
on how community comments or concerns could be submirted.

Based on the lack of negative responses from residents and businesses in
the nearby area and the lack of responses received from the community
through all notifications, Council considers that the application s
acceptable to the public.

CARRIED

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

RICHMOND ADDICTION SERVICES’ PROPOSAL TO RENEW A
FIVE-YEAR PROBLEM GAMBLING PREVENTION AND
EDUCATION PLAN

(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3468541, 3497793)

Lesley Sherlock, Social Planner, advised that the Richmond BC Responsible
and Problem Gambling Program (BCR&PGP) prevention and counselling
contracts are still in negotiations. Ms. Sherlock also mentioned that a
response had not yet been received from the provincial government about the
letter the City had sent seeking support for Richmond Addiction Services
Society (RASS). Ms. Sherlock was requested to provide a report back with a
review of RASS’ situation prior to the end of the year.

It was moved and seconded
That:

(I) Richmond Addiction Services’ Proposal fo Renew a Five-Year
Problem Gambling Prevention and Education Plan be sent lo the
Minister of Energy and Mines, Richmond MLAs, the School/Council
Liaison Committee and stakeholders for their information;
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, April 16, 2012

(2)  Richmond Addiction Services be commended for preparing the
Proposal; and

(3)  staff review the situation and the report back by the end of November,
2012.

CARRIED

BUSINESS & FINANCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

2012 ANNUAL PROPERTY TAX RATES BYLAW NO. 8885
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-8885 Xr: 03-0925-01) (REDMS No. 3492636 v.3)

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That Option 2, which redisiributes 31.8M from Business class to
Major Industry, Light Industry, Seasonal/Recreation, and Residential
classes be approved as outlined in the staff report dated April 3, 2012

Jrom the Director, Finance, tifled 2012 Annual Property Tax Rafes
Bylaw No. 8885; and

(2)  That Annual Property Tax Rates Bylaw No. 88835 be introduced and
given first, second and third readings.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:54 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the General
Purposes Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Monday, April
16, 2012.

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Shanan Dhaliwal

Chair

Executive Assistant
City Clerk’s Office
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Report to Committee

Richmond
To: General Purposes Committee Date: April 26, 2012
From: Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA File:  01-0370-01/2012-
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Vol01
Energy
Re: City of Richmond: Response to Genetically Engineered Free BC Resolution

Staff Recommendation

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

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

Cecilia Ashiam, MCIP, BCSLA
Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy
(604-276-4122)

Att. 3

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Community Social Services YEANO
Economic Development YEANDO | 7 o
Environmental Sustainability YANO W ¢ (f
Law Y@NO | - = —
Parks YEANO —
Policy Planning YEANO
REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REVIEWED BY CAO YES NO
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Staff Report
Origin
On June 28, 2010, Council made the following referral:

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

Council also requested that staff report back on the City’s regulatory authority in relation to the
resolution. This report supports Council’s Term Goal of Sustainability and in particular, its specific
goal pertaining to local food security:

Council Term Goal #8.2: “Continue to advocate for u coordinated regional
approach (o enhance local food security for Richmond and the region through
policy development and initiatives such as community farms”'.

Background

Proposed Resolution from GE Free BC and Richmond Food Sccurity Society

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

Tlie Resolution proposes 3 actions:

“The Municipality of Richmond hereby opposes the cultivation of genetically engineered
plants and trees in the Municipality of Richmond, with the exception of the 3 existing
dairy farm GMO corn crops found prior to this Resolution, and that from this Resolution
forward, no further GM crops, trees, or plants will be grown in the Municipality of
Richmond. This also includes GM fruit trecs, all GM plants and shrubbery, GM
vegetables, GM commodity crops and any and all field tests for medical and experimental
GM crops.”

« “The City of Richmond agrees to revisit this resolution as pertinent new informatjon
becomes available that affects this resolution.”

- “The City of Richmond shall forward copies of this resolution to the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities, the Union of B.C. Municipalities, Interior Health, B.C. Ministry
of Fealth, B.C. Ministry of Agriculture and Lands, B.C. Provincial Health officer, the
Prime Minister of Canada, the Canadian Food [nspection Agency, Health Canada,
CropLife Canada, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, local MLA and MP offices and
any interested and related groups.”

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

Minutes of Council meetings report that resolutions of a similar nature have been adopted by the
Village of Kaslo, the City of Rossland, the City of Nelson and the Regional District of Powell River.
No other municijpalities in BC are known to have enacted policies on GE plants. Metro Vancouver has
advised that it does not have statements or pQlicies pertaining to GE plants and that this matter has not
been included in their Food Systems Strate Prre22 deration of Canadian Municipalities (FCM)
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advises that they do not have any policy pertaining to GE as they do not consider it to be a local
government issue.

About GE Plants, Trees and Crops

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

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

GE Controversy — Benefits and Concerns

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

+ greater food production and reduced malnutrition

. increased economic gains and improved ability to produce affordable food

.« lower ecological impacts from reduced use of pesticides and lower land requirements
« reduced contribution to climate change from lower pesticide use.

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

« long-term threats to food production2 and reduced self-reliance/sufficiency

« economic impacts to GE free farmers from contamination of non-GE crops and economic
impacts to GE farmers from reduction in access to and affordability of seed stocks

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

+ ethical uneasiness pertaining to “meddling” with evolution.

Review Findings

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

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

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

2 Concermns arise as a result of various considerations including the potential reduction in access to and affordability of seed
stocks, emergence of new weed species and otber @Rowr@@plications given the current limited understanding of
interactions between genes and local environments.
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more than SO0 independent research groups, is that biotechnology, and in particular GMOQOs, are not per
se more tisky than e.g. conventional plant breeding technologies”.

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

GE Regulation

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

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

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

Analysis

Biotechnology is a growing, relatively new industry that is likely to develop more products and concemns in
the future. At the same time, society is facing increasing demands and resource constraints®. Unfortunately,
there remains little consensus on the relative benefits and risks of GE plants, and their contribution to
sustainable agriculture and food production. It is recognized that not all GE plants are the same and Jike
many challenges facing society, the specific benefits and risks depend on #ow something is being pursued.
A key challenge for local government is to determine what, if any action, to take given the complexity of
factors to consider.

3 Projections by the UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAQ) and the International Food Policy Research [nstitute
(LFPRI) predict significant increases in global demand for food in order to keep pace with population growth and
changing dietary habit. For example, livestock production needs 1o double to meet increasing demand for milk and meat
by year 2020 and cereal production, for food and feed, needs to increase by 40 per cent. At the same time, land available
for expanding agriculture is decreasing and water GPpcerPpp an increasingly scarce resource. Thus, more food needs to
be produced per unit available land and per unit water.
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Three options have been identified for Council’s consideration:

1. Support consurmer choice and advocate for strengthened senior govermment management
(recommended)

2. Adopt aresolution, as a symbolic gesture

3. Take no action.

Recommendcd Action - Option 1: Support Consumer Choice/ Advocate for Strengthened Senior
Government Management

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

In this option, the City would also advance local awareness initiatives to assist individuals in Richmond to
make their own choice. While not a core City service, it is recommended that the City disseminate fact-
based information across economic, ecological and social factors (risks and benefits) for a 1 year period to
address, temporarily, curzent service gaps at senior levels. Initiatives would include activities such as
providing web-site material and including information as part of existing City outreach programs.

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

There are no immediate significant financial implications with this option. Costs associated with initiatives
for the proposed 1 year period could be absorbed within current operational budgets using existing
temporary resources. Staff would review progress after the 1-year period and provide options for Council
consideration. Any costs associated with future action options would be presented to Council as part of the
progress review report and financing would be subject to future budget processes.

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

* It is noted that in 2011, Richmond Council requesiiPhat [@&ro Vancouver’s Food Sysiem Plan incorporate consideration
of strategies and actioos for addressing genetically roodified plants.
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Option 2: Adopt a resolution, as a symbolic gesture (nof reconnmended)

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

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

If Council elected to adopt a resolution, there would be two options:
1. Adopt the resolution proposed by GE Free BC and Richmond Food Security Society

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

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

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

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

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

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

This option has no direct cost implications for City services.

This option is not recommended because it leaves the City of Richmond and the Richmond community
ill-informed and less equipped 1o contribute to decision-making in the expanding area of
biotechnology.

Community Comments

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

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

The AAC adopted the following two motions at their meeting on April 12, 2012:
1. AAC is in favour of education initiatives in relation to GE product awareness.
2. AAC supports initiatives by appropriate federal agencies to move towards labelling of food
and related products that contain GE ingredients.
At their April 18, 20]2 meeting, ACE adopted the following two motions:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Conclusion

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

My

4

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

MD:md
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ATTACHMENT 1

Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the
Regular meeting of Richmond
City Council held on Monday,
June 28, 2010.

: b Resalution far The Municipality of Richmond to be

»

WHEREAS, the City of Richmond Gouncilors retaln the right and respoensibllity to “impose” requirements In relatlon to;

(a) ihs heallh, safety or protecilon of persons or property;

(b} the prolection and esnhancement of the well-belng of Its community In relation to nulsances, disturbances and other
objaclionable situations;

(¢) public health;

(d) protection of the natural environment and animals;

WHEREAS, The City of Richmond's Officlal Community Plan states as a Goal In sectlon 1.1 - VISION:
1. "The City of Richmond be the most appealing, livable, and well-managed communlty In Canada.”

2, Statement from Richmond Resldent: “| will enjoy a meal that features Richmond produce, and wonder why
anyone would want to live anywhere else!l... Yes, this may be Utopia, bul a journey starts wilh a single step - In
the right directionl”

3. Productive agricuitural land to Justify retalning farmland; Improvements to farming vlabllity through beiter
agrlculiural services; measures to reward produotive farm use...

WHEREAS, genetically engineered (G.E.) foc;ds hava nol been adequately tested by any federal agency for tong-term
impacts on human and environmental health;

WHEREAS, Heallh Canada has nelther the abllity or resources to test for long term Impacts on health and environment,
and relles on the dala presented by the Corporatlons that hold the QM patents;

WHEREAS, it Is currently not possible to prevent genetically englneered seeds and pollen flow from contaminating
non-G.E. conventional and organlc planis and trees, and wlild plants.

WHEREAS, contamination from patented genatically engineered seeds undermines local farmers' independence and
exposes them 1o legal challenges from blotechnology companles;

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

WHEREAS, the regulation of genelically engineerad planis and trees Is a municlpal and/or regional affalr and In the public
interest;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that The Municipallly of Rlchmond hereby oppasss the cultivation of genetically enginesred
plants and trees {n the Municlpality of Richmond, with the exception of 3 existing dairy farm GMO corn crops found prlor to
this Resolution, and that from this Resolution forward, no further GM crops, Irees, or plants wlll be grown In The
Munlcipality of Richmond. This also includes GM fruit trees, all GM plants and shrubbery, @M vegetablea, GM commodity
crops and any and all fleld tests for medical and experimental GM crops.

GP - 29 8n



3523078

4

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

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the The City of Richmond agreas (o revisit this resolullon as pertinent new
Information becomes avaliable that affects this resolutlon.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED ihat The Cly of Richmond shall forwara coples of this resolullon to the Federation of
Canradlan Munlicipatifles, The Unfon of B.C. Munloipallties, Interlor Health, 8.C. Minlatry of Heellh, B.C. Minlsiry

of Agriculiure and Lands, B.C. Provincial Health Offlcer, the Prims Minlster of Canada, lhe Canadlan Food Inspsctlon
Agenoy, Health Canada, Croplife Canade, Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, local MLA and MP offices and any
Interestad and related groups.

Definltions:
For the purposes of thls resolutlon the following terms are deflned accordingly:

(8) “Genetlc Englneering and Modiflcalion / Genelleally Engineersd and Modified (Q.E., G.M., G.M.O.) refers to the
direct manipulation of an organlam’s DNA using recombinant DNA tschnology. For the purposes of this resolution
genetio englneering doss NOT Include traditional selaciive breeding, conjugatlon, fermentation, hybridization, In viiro
tertilizatlon, tissue culture, or marker assisted selegtlon.

CONTACT:
April Reeves: 604 233 0781
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ATTACHMENT 2

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

City’s Agricultural Advisory Committec(AAC)
Additional comments provided by ACE members’ include the following:

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

« even if adopted symbolically, the proposed resolution could have the potential to put
agricultural producers out of business.

+ education and awareness is supported over prohibition of GE products and concern
was expressed about singling out farmers and/or producers through this approach.

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

the proposed GE free resolution, based on limited information and understanding of
the 1ssue and implications, is premature

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

City’s Advisory Committee on the Environment (ACE)

Additional comments provided by ACE mermbers’ include the following:
. biotechnology is a new science, at the forefront of technology and is growing rapidly

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

it is Important to move carefully

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

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

GP - 31
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ATTACHMENT 3

vancouver — VCH-Richmond Public Health

Health Health Protection
d .
Promoting weliness. Ensuring care. 3" Floor 8100 Granville Avenue

Richmond, BC V6Y 376
April 26, 2012

Margot Daykin
Manager, Sustainability
Sustainability Unit

City of Richmond

6911 No 3 Road
Richmond, 8C

VoY 2C1

Dear Ms. Daykin,

Re: Resolution for the City of Richmond to be Free of Genetically Engineered Trees, Plants
and Crops

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,
= '::,____ "7,—5-'-{;/7 E a E= LA
Dalton Cross Dr. James Lu
Senior Enviranmental Health Officer — Richmond Medical Health Officer - Richmond
Vancouver Coastal Health Vancouver Coastal Health
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