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Pg. # ITEM

GP-5

General Purposes Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, June 1, 2026
4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes
Committee held on May 19, 2026. (distributed separately)

DELEGATIONS

Joanne Stich and Greg Parnell, Vancouver Coastal Health Authority will
delegate on the Richmond Hospital Re-Development.

FINANCE AND CORPORATE SERVICES DIVISION

RICHMOND FOOD HUB GAP ANALYSIS AND FEASIBILITY

STUDY
(File Ref. No. 08-4150-20-001) (REDMS No. 8392971)

ISee Page GP-5 for full reportl

Designated Speaker: Jill Shirey
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Pg. #

GP-43

GP-54

8422198

ITEM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Option 1: Food Distribution Hub as detailed in the report titled
“Richmond Food Hub Gap Analysis and Feasibility Study”, dated May 19,
2026, from the General Manager, Finance and Corporate Services, be
approved.

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION

ADVOCACY FOR RENEWED LOCAL GOVERNMENT CLIMATE

ACTION PROGRAM FUNDING
(File Ref. No. 10-6125-07-01) (REDMS No. 8409329)

ISee Page GP-43 for full reporll

Designated Speakers: Jovan Cheema & Chad Paulin

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That, as described in the report titled “Advocacy for Renewed Local
Government Climate Action Program Funding”, dated May 5, 2026,
Jfrom the General Manager, Engineering and Public Works, letters be
sent to the Premier, relevant Provincial ministers, and Richmond
MLAs outlining the benefits of local government climate action
funding and the need for its continuation; and

(2) That the proposed resolution on Continued Local Government
Climate Action Funding, described in Attachment 1, for submission
to the Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM), in the
report titled “Advocacy for Renewed Local Government Climate
Action Program Funding”, dated May 5, 2026, be endorsed.

LAW AND COMMUNITY SAFETY DIVISION

ANNUAL FUNDING REQUIREMENT FOR EQUIPMENT

REPLACEMENT RESERVE FUND - FIRE RESCUE VEHICLES
(File Ref. No. 99-Fire Rescue) (REDMS No. 8364999)

See Page GP-54 for full repor{

Designated Speaker: Jim Wishlove
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Pg. #

GP-60

8422198

ITEM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That an increase of $900,000 per year to the annual contribution to the
Equipment Replacement Reserve Fund — Fire Rescue Vehicles (the
“Reserve”) for a period of three year as outlined in Option 1 in the report
titled “Annual Funding Requirement for Equipment Replacement Reserve
Fund — Fire Rescue Vehicles” be considered in the annual budget process.

PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURE DIVISION

RICHMOND COMMUNITY MEMORIAL GARDEN - PLANNING
PROCESS UPDATE, SITE SELECTION CRITERIA, AND NEXT

STEPS
(File Ref. No. 06-2000-20-004) (REDMS No. 8385767)

ISee Page GP-60 for full reporll

Designated Speakers: Jason Chan & Kevin Fraser

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the report titled “Richmond Community Memorial Garden — Planning
Process Update, Site Selection Criteria, and Next Steps”, from the General
Manager, Parks, Recreation and Culture, dated May 11, 2026, be received
for information.
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Pg. #

GP-73

8422198

ITEM

COUNCILLOR ANDY HOBBS

ARTERIAL ROAD POLICY
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No.)

ISee Page GP-73 for full reponl

MOTION

That a letter be written from the Mayor to the Minister of Housing and
Municipal Affairs and Kelly Greene, Minister of Emergency Management
and Climate Readiness, requesting that Richmond be exempted from
SSMUH zoning for properties along a designated Arterial Road where
higher density residential uses are permitted through an Area Plan or
Official Community Plan.

ADJOURNMENT
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To: General Purposes Committee Date: May 19, 2026

From: Jerry Chong, General Manager, Finance and File:  08-4150-20-001/CL
Corporate Services Vol 01

Re: Richmond Food Hub Gap Analysis and Feasibility Study

Staff Recommendation

That Option 1: Food Distribution Hub as detailed in the report titled “Richmond Food Hub Gap
Analysis and Feasibility Study”, dated May 19, 2026, from the General Manager, Finance and
Corporate Services, be approved.

Executive Summary

The City of Richmond received a $1 million grant from the Ministry of Agriculture and Food to
explore the development of a commercially-focused Food Hub in Richmond, with the potential
to benefit the local economy, bolster innovation, and support food security. As the first phase of
this initiative, a Gap Analysis and Feasibility Study (Study) was undertaken to assess the needs
of Richmond's food sector, identify gaps, and evaluate potential food hub models. The Study was
informed by extensive public and sector engagement, research and best practice analysis, and
financial feasibility modelling.

Three key challenges facing Richmond's food sector were identified: limited access to food-
ready space, gaps in business support services, and difficulties accessing markets and distribution
channels. The Study evaluated a range of food hub models and identified two viable options, a
Food Distribution Hub and a Food Manufacturing Hub, both structured as two-phase, non-profit
models designed for long-term financial self-sustainability.

Staff recommend proceeding with Option 1: Food Distribution Hub, which would help
Richmond farmers, fishers, processors, and manufacturers connect with buyers, access shared
storage, and reduce distribution costs. This option serves the broadest cross-section of
Richmond's food sector, requires a lower upfront capital investment, and offers a phased path to
implementation. Pending Council approval, a procurement process would be initiated to identify
a qualified delivery partner(s) to implement Phase 1, which would deliver service-based
programming to confirm demand, explore partnerships, and refine operational requirements.
Phase 2, subject to future Council approval, would involve facility development and would only
proceed if Phase 1 demonstrates sufficient demand, financial viability, and partner readiness.

GP-5
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Staff Report
Origin

Following a previous referral from Planning Committee, and building on Richmond's established
strengths in the agri-food and seafood sectors, the City secured a $1 million grant from the
Ministry of Agriculture and Food toward the development of a commercially-focused Food Hub
in Richmond. This initiative is intended to foster a more connected and resilient food ecosystem
that creates opportunities for growers, fishers, processors, and entrepreneurs while supporting a
sector that is viable, innovative, and sustainable.

The first phase of this work, a Gap Analysis and Feasibility Study (Study), was undertaken to
assess the needs of Richmond's food sector, identify gaps in the local food ecosystem, and
evaluate potential Food Hub models.

On July 21, 2025, General Purposes Committee was presented the results of public and sector
engagement conducted in Spring 2025 to inform the Study and adopted the following resolution:

That the staff report titled “Richmond Food Hub: Public Engagement Feedback”, dated
June 30, 2025 from the Director, Business Services, be received for information.

The purpose of this report is to share the findings of the completed Study, including research and
analysis of potential financial and operational feasibility, and the resulting options for a
Richmond Food Hub.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #2 Strategic and
Sustainable Community Growth:

Strategic and sustainable growth that supports long-term community needs and a well-
planned and prosperous city.

Analysis

Background

Richmond's food sector is a significant part of the local economy. The Gap Analysis and
Feasibility Study aimed to identify and explore needs in the current agri-food and seafood
processing ecosystem to inform the development of a Richmond Food Hub that would foster
growth, innovation and resilience, supporting opportunities for local businesses and benefiting
the local community.

Public and sector engagement conducted in Spring 2025 identified three major challenges facing
the local food sector: limited access to food-ready space, gaps in business support services, and
difficulties accessing markets and distribution channels. Building on these findings, additional
research and analysis was undertaken, including a review of Food Hub models and best practices
from other jurisdictions, mapping of existing facilities and services in the region, economic and
market analysis, and financial feasibility modelling.

8392971
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Through this process, two options emerged as having the strongest potential to address the needs
of Richmond's food sector. Both options, including a recommended option, are presented in this
report, with the full Study available in Attachment 1.

Overview of Options

The Study examined a range of food hub models, including shared kitchens and innovation labs,
aggregation facilities, distribution centres, and food manufacturing models. Potential models
were evaluated using four criteria based on best practices and tailored to Richmond’s context:

e Reflect Richmond’s strengths. A Richmond Food Hub should reflect Richmond’s
unique food sector strengths.

e Limit regional redundancy. A City-supported Richmond Food Hub should not compete
with services already being delivered by the private sector or non-profits in the region.

e Ensure path to self-sustainment. A Richmond Food Hub must be designed for long-
term financial sustainability.

e Maximize economic benefit. A Richmond Food Hub should be commercially focused,
enabling business growth while also generating community benefits.

Through this analysis, two options were identified as having the strongest potential to address the
needs identified in the Richmond food ecosystem:

e Option 1: Food Distribution Hub would improve market access and distribution
efficiency for farmers, fishers, and small to mid-sized food processors and manufacturers.

e Option 2: Food Manufacturing Hub would support food manufacturers seeking to
scale operations through access to specialized space, equipment, and expertise.

Both options are designed to be implemented through a two-phase approach. Phase 1 would
deliver service-based programming to confirm demand, explore partnerships, and refine
operational requirements, while Phase 2 would involve facility development, proceeding only if
Phase 1 demonstrates sufficient demand, financial viability, and partner readiness. This staged
approach is intended to mitigate risk and enable scaling based on demonstrated need.

It is anticipated that either option would be operated on a non-profit basis and structured for
long-term financial self-sustainability, with revenues intended to cover operating costs and be

reinvested into ongoing operations and facility maintenance.

Comparison of Options

Option 1: Food Distribution Hub (Recommended)

e This option would help Richmond farmers, fishers, processors, and manufacturers
connect with regional buyers, access shared storage, and reduce distribution costs.

e Phase 1 would deliver service-based programming through a qualified delivery partner,
including buyer-supplier matchmaking, market development, and logistics coordination.

e Phase 2 would involve development of a shared distribution facility offering dry, cold,
and frozen storage, shipment consolidation, light processing and packing, and logistics
infrastructure.

8392971
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Option 2: Food Manufacturing Hub

e This option would support small and mid-sized food manufacturers seeking to enhance
their production capabilities and operational efficiency.

e Phase 1 would deliver a Food Manufacturing Excellence Program, including training,
mentorship, and access to fractional service providers in areas such as HR, finance,
regulatory compliance, and export readiness.

e Phase 2 would involve development of purpose-built manufacturing units, shared storage
and loading areas, and space for training and specialized programming.

A detailed comparison of both options is provided in Table 1 below. The facility specifications
and minimum requirements are based on financial and operational feasibility modelling
conducted as part of the Study and reflect the minimum scale at which each option is projected to
be operationally viable and financially self-sustaining over the long term. A full analysis of both
options can be found in the attached Study (Attachment 1).

Table 1: Option Comparison

Option 1: Food Distribution Hub

Option 2: Food Manufacturing Hub

Problem to | Difficulty establishing buyer High capital costs of scaling to
be solved relationships, high distribution costs, | manufacturing, limited access to
and limited access to suitable food specialized facilities and equipment, and
storage gaps in operational expertise

Who does it | Small and mid-sized farmers, fishers, | Small and mid-sized food manufacturers

support? processors, and manufacturers

Minimum At least 40 food businesses engaged | Letters of intent from anchor tenants

requirement | and letters of intent from anchor representing 60%+ of facility capacity

for facility | tenants representing 50%+ of facility | for 3-5 years

phase capacity

Anticipated | Dry, cold, and deep freeze storage; Food-ready production and

facility primary processing space; logistics manufacturing spaces; specialized

services equipment and space processing equipment; shared cold and
dry storage; shared product testing
spaces

Facility Lower upfront capital requirement Significantly higher upfront capital

capital costs requirement

Key Increased sales and market access Increased capacity to scale operations;

anticipated | across multiple sub-sectors; greater | growth in local employment and

benefits wealth retained locally; improved revenues; increased innovation and

local food availability and
community food resilience; increased
food recovery; reduced food waste
and lower carbon footprint

competitiveness; increased equitable
employment opportunities; improved
scale-up pathways for entrepreneurs

8392971
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Recommendation

Based on the Study findings, public engagement results, and consideration of financial and
implementation risk, Option 1: Food Distribution Hub is recommended for the following
reasons:

o Directly addresses market access gaps. Market access and distribution challenges were
among the most consistently cited barriers across Richmond's food sector. Option 1
directly responds by establishing buyer-supplier connections, improving storage access,
and reducing distribution costs for small and mid-sized producers.

e Breadth of impact. Option 1 supports a broad cross-section of the food sector, including
farmers, fishers, and processors, with the potential to generate economic benefits across
multiple sub-sectors and communities.

o Lower financial risk. Beginning with service delivery allows the City to confirm
demand and build partnerships before advancing to facility development. Should the
initiative progress to a facility phase, Option 1 requires a significantly lower capital
investment than Option 2.

o Alignment with City strengths and priorities. Option 1 builds on Richmond's
advantages in transportation and logistics and supports economic diversification,
agricultural viability, circular food system practices, and local food access.

Next Steps

Subject to Council approval, a procurement process would be initiated to identify a qualified
delivery partner(s) to implement Option 1: Food Distribution Hub. Phase 1 would deliver
service-based programming to confirm demand, explore partnerships, and refine operational
requirements for a potential facility. Results of Phase 1 would be brought back to Council for
direction to proceed to Phase 2 — Facility Development, should the initial phase demonstrate
sufficient demand, financial viability, and partner readiness.

Budgetary Implications

Grant funding previously received from the Ministry of Agriculture and Food to support the
implementation of a Richmond Food Hub can be utilized toward initial service delivery costs
associated with Option 1. Through the procurement process, business plans would be requested
from proponents, including plans for operations and future funding from external sources such as
operating revenue and grants. Advancing to the facility development phase, subject to the
outcome of Phase 1 and Council approval to proceed, would require significant additional
funding from external sources.

Conclusion

The Study has identified two viable Food Hub models for Richmond, and Option 1: Food
Distribution Hub is recommended. This option leverages Richmond’s strengths in transportation
and logistics to increase opportunities for farmers, fishers, and processors and producers. It could
enable greater wealth to be retained locally through non-profit storage and distribution channels,
position local businesses for sustained, future success through strong connections with more

8392971
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buyers, and potentially enable Richmond residents greater access to local food as sales and
distribution channels increase. If approved, a procurement process will be initiated to identify a
qualified delivery partner to advance Option 1.

Respectfully submitted,

Katie Ferland, Business Services

Report Contributors

This report was prepared by Jill Shirey, Manager, Economic Development, and reviewed by the
Policy Planning, Climate & Environment, and Community Social Development departments.

Endorsed by Serena Lusk, CAO

Att. 1: Richmond Food Hub Gap Analysis & Feasibility Study

8392971
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Introduction

The City of Richmond boasts a wealth of assets that
contribute to a vibrant food sector and thriving culinary
scene. These include expansive agricultural land, the
largest small craft commercial fishing harbour in Canada, the
greatest share of built industrial space in Metro Vancouver,
and significant food transportation and distribution assets.

The City has received a grant from the Ministry of Agriculture
and Food to explore the development of a commercially-
focused Food Hub in Richmond. A Food Hub refers to
a combination of facilities and services to aid in food-
related business development, innovation, and growth. It is
anticipated that it would build on Richmond’s existing food
sector strengths and serve the specific needs of Richmond
food businesses.

To ensure that a Richmond Food Hub reflects this vision
and responds to the City’s specific context, a Food Hub Gap
Analysis and Feasibility Assessment was undertaken to:

1. Understand the gaps in Richmond’s commercial food
ecosystem,

2. lIdentify opportunities to address those gaps and
evaluate their financial feasibility,

3. Design an operating model and governance structures
that could feasibly support a Richmond Food Hub, and

4. Establish recommendations for pursuing a Richmond-
specific Food Hub.

Key Terms

Throughout this report, the term ‘commercial food
ecosystem’ refers to the interconnected economic, social,
and environmental relationships that make up Richmond’s
‘commercial food sector. The ‘commercial food sector’
includes businesses and organizations in agriculture,
fishing, food manufacturing, and food service.
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Richmond’s Commercial Food Ecosystem

Richmond Food Sector Profile

Richmond, British Columbia, has a vibrant and diverse
commercial food ecosystem rooted in its agricultural
heritage and multicultural population. The city’s commercial
food ecosystem is characterized by:

- Access to key transport hubs by air, sea and land.

- Proximity to large population centres in neighbouring
municipalities across Metro Vancouver.

. Access to a significant agricultural land base, with
approximately 39% of the city (4,993 hectares) within
the Agricultural Land Reserve.

- A large industrial land base, with approximately 11% of
the city (1,368 hectares) available for various industrial
uses and the largest inventory of industrial space in
Metro Vancouver (46.8 million square feet).

- Hosting Canada’s largest small craft commercial fishing
fleet at Steveston Harbour.

This has made it home to many food production and
processing businesses and makes Richmond fertile ground
for new business development. The most recent available
data shows that Richmond is home to more than 150 food
manufacturing businesses, 180 farms, and more than 500
commercial fishing vessels.

Proportion of Food Production and Manufacturing
Businesses by Sub-Sector within Richmond [Fig. 1]

= 1. General Food Manufacturing
= 2, Bakeries
= 3. Specialty Food Manufacturing
= 4. Assorted Other Manufacturing
= 5, Seafood Processing

6. Meat Processing
= 7. Crop & Vegetable Farming
= 8, Greenhouse/Nursery

9. Animal Farming

10. Fishing & Aquaculture

11. Other Agrifoods Businesses

5%

Source: Statistics Canada, Enterprise Counts, June 2025

Breakdown of Food Production and Manufacturing
Business Sizes within Richmond [Fig. 2]
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Source: Statistics Canada, Enterprise Counts, June 2025
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Richmond Employment by Food Sub-Sector 2026 [Fig. 3]
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Source: Statistics Canada: Census Employment Data, Adjusted to Estimate 2026 Jobs

Richmond businesses employ over 900 people in farms
and fishing, and over 3,300 in food manufacturing. There
are also around 11,500 employees in food service & drinking
places as a part of the broader food ecosystem.

Richmond in the Region

In comparison with the Metro Vancouver region, Richmond
has strengths in all aspects of the commercial food
ecosystem - agriculture, fishing, food manufacturing, and
food services. The largest proportion of food businesses is
in food services (i.e. restaurants, retail), which is consistent
region-wide.

The proportion of food manufacturing businesses in
Richmond is about 50% higher than the proportion of
food manufacturing businesses across Metro Vancouver.
This indicates that Richmond has unigue strengths in food
manufacturing compared with neighbouring municipalities.

Comparison of Richmond to Metro Vancouver:
Proportion of Food Production and Manufacturing
Business as % of Total Business Counts [Fig. 4]
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Richmond Food Clusters

Food production and processing activity in Richmond is
distributed across several clusters rather than concentrated
in a single dominant area. These clusters reflect a mix of
sub-sectors, including seafood processing, general food
manufacturing, and small-scale specialty production.

Several key patterns emerge across these clusters:

- Distributed geography | Food businesses are spread
across multiple areas of the city, with no single location
acting as a central hub for the sector.

«  Mix of business sizes | Clusters include a combination
of small, early-stage businesses, mid-sized operations,
and a few large-scale major facilities.

« Sub-sector specialization | Certain areas show
concentrations of specific activities (e.g., seafood
processing or small-batch production), while others
support more diverse food manufacturing uses.

« Integration with industrial lands | Most food production
and processing businesses are located within
established industrial areas, benefiting from access to
transportation infrastructure and compatible land uses.

«  Agricultural clusters | Farming activity is concentrated
within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), spatially
distinct from processing clusters.

Overall, Richmond’s food ecosystem is characterized by
multiple small, specialized clusters rather than a single,

Map of Richmond Food
Clusters [Fig. 5]
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cohesive district. This distributed pattern suggests an
opportunity for improved coordination, shared services,
and connective infrastructure to better link businesses
across locations.

Regional Food Business Supports

Richmond is home to a growing network of services and
facilities that are designed to support food entrepreneurship
and business development. These include commissary/
commercial kitchens, production facilities, product &
process development facilities, incubator & accelerator
services, local markets, community farming initiatives and
food recovery programs.

Understanding the types of supports that already exist
is important to ensuring a Richmond Food Hub does not
duplicate existing services. Italso helps identify opportunities
for partnerships to deliver a more complete package of
support to food businesses. Examples of existing supports
(in Richmond or in close proximity) include:

«  Production and Processing Spaces | The region offers
access to shared and dedicated food production
facilities, including commercial kitchens and small-scale
manufacturing spaces. These spaces help reduce
upfront capital costs for entrepreneurs and enable
businesses to test and grow without committing to full-
scale facilities.
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« Product & Process Development Supports | A range
of innovation-focused services are available, including
access to pilot-scale equipment, research expertise,
and technical support for product development,
testing, and commercialization. These supports are
often regionally distributed and may be affiliated with
academic or specialized research institutions.

« Business Incubation & Advisory Services |
Entrepreneurs can access training, mentorship, and
advisory services focused on business planning,
branding, regulatory compliance, and scaling strategies.
These programs support both early-stage ventures and
growth-stage companies.

« Market Access | Local and regional markets both
physical and digital provide opportunities for businesses
to test products, build brand recognition, and generate
early revenue. These range from seasonal markets to
more established retail and distribution channels.

+ Food Recovery & Redistribution Networks | Regional
systems exist to redirect surplus food, reducing waste
while supporting community organizations. These
networks connect producers, distributors, and service
providers.

Key Observations and Gaps

Understanding the types of supports that already exist helps
to identify where there are gaps, and where a Richmond-
based initiative could play a complementary role. While the
region offers a diverse set of supports, several key gaps
and challenges remain:

. Fragmentation of services | Supports are spread
across multiple organizations and locations, making it
difficult for businesses to navigate and access the full
range of available resources.

« Limited local availability of certain services |
Some specialized supports (e.g., advanced product
development or pilot-scale processing) are not located
within Richmond and require businesses to access
services elsewhere in the region.

« Scale-up challenges | While early-stage supports
are relatively available, there are fewer options for
businesses transitioning to mid-scale production.

« Access and affordability barriers | Cost, eligibility
requirements, and awareness can limitaccessto existing
supports, particularly for small or new businesses.

« Coordination opportunities | There is potential to
better connect existing services into a more cohesive
ecosystem of supports, improving growth and
development pathways for businesses.

City of Richmond | Food Hub Gap Analysis & Feasibility Study

These findings highlight the potential role of a Richmond-
based initiative in connecting, complementing, and
strengthening the broader regional support ecosystem,
rather than duplicating existing services.

In particular, there is a clear opportunity to:

- Improve coordination across fragmented business and/
or services,

- Expand access to shared infrastructure and facilities
within Richmond, and

. Address critical gaps in mid-scale production and
distribution capacity.
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Public Engagement Summary

A public engagement process with local food businesses,
community organizations, and the public was held from
March through May 2025 to:

More than 275 community members, businesses, and
organizations were engaged through a public survey, one-
on-one interviews, on-site market visits, and roundtable

« Identify key food sector needs and opportunities, discussions.

- Surface insights about existing food sector supports,
facilities, and services, and

Three key themes emerged from the engagement process.
These are summarized below. For more details on the
outcomes of the engagement process, see the Richmond

- Understand local gaps in business supports, facilities, ] -
Food Hub ‘What We Heard’ Report published in June 2025.

and services.

Key Needs and Gaps [Table 1]

Core . Startups & Small-Scale Processors expressed a need for low-barrier access to shared
Processing spaces and equipment (e.g. commissary kitchens at affordable prices)
Facilities . Medium-Scale Processors & Manufacturers expressed a needforfood-ready manufacturing
space for scaling operations (e.g. with suitable utilities, HVAC, drainage)
- Fishers expressed a need for primary processing facilities to expand individual processing
capacity (e.g. not selling wholesale to a processor but retaining control of processing)
Flexible - Farmers, fishers, and food processors / manufacturers all expressed the need for
Storage improved access to cold storage and dry storage facilities, with added flexibility needed by
Spaces smaller businesses and producers (e.g. ability to store short-term by pallet)

Shared Food . Food manufacturers and processors expressed the need for product development and

Innovation testing labs (e.g. for nutritional testing, recipe development)
Spaces « Food manufacturers and processors expressed the need for pilot processing or
manufacturing facilities (e.g. for testing manufacturing equipment)
Support Product « Food manufacturers and processors expressed the need for assistance with market

Services

Development research, product development (e.g. applying food science expertise), product testing (e.g.

Services for compliance, packaging, and quality assurance), and packaging / labelling guidance (e.g.
to meet traceability requirements, regulatory compliance)
Process « Food manufacturers and processors expressed the need for guidance on setting up

Development processing facilities, including selecting and testing equipment, designing a manufacturing

Services line and identifying opportunities for automation, and operations modeling for understanding
the relationships between profitability and product costs, pricing, volumes, and equipment.
Shared . Businesses of varying sizes and types identified a need for sector-specific training (e.g.

Professional
Services

in food safety compliance, quality assurance, leadership, or Chinese cooking) and low-
barrier access to professional services (such as professional marketing, purchasing, and
accounting supports)

CEIOYEWAI Local Market «  Farmers, fishers, and small artisanal processors expressed the need to expand digital
1N\ ETGI8N | Access marketing capacity, retail access, and sales networks. Many expressed limitations of
seasonal markets and the need for assistance connecting with local retailers, restaurants,
and institutions for establishing more regular purchasing agreements.

Regional «  Small to medium-scale businesses expressed a need for cost-effective options for
transporting goods throughout the region, province, and country. This includes options for
making frequent and timely small shipments to processors and retailers at low cost.

Distribution
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Best Practices and Lessons Learned

Food Hubs in other jurisdictions were explored to inform 6. Food Business Networks & Collective Retail Models
development of a Richmond Food Hub. In total, 8 distinct that provide a collective marketing and sales channel
service models were identified through this process and for local businesses.

reviewed to understand how they work, what types of
public or private support they require, their approach to
achieving sustainable operations, and how they might
inform a ‘made-in-Richmond’ Food Hub. Food Hub models
reviewed included:

7. Food Employment, Education, & Entrepreneurship
Programs that provide opportunities for individuals
with barriers to employment to enter the workforce in
the food sector, either as entrepreneurs or employees.

8. Funding-Backed Ecosystem Approaches to
supporting food businesses, including organizations
that provide grants to businesses to support specific
aspects of their growth or development.

1. Product and Process Innovation Centres, both private
and publicly funded, that provide unique facilities and
equipment to support new product development.

2. Commissary Kitchens and Startup Spaces, including
regionally-based providers of shared access to
commercial kitchen equipment for startups and small

Research on these Food Hub models led to several key
insights, lessons learned, and best practices that can be
applied to a Food Hub in the City of Richmond Food Hub.

businesses.
Specifically, review of these models helped clarify Food Hub
3. Incubator and Accelerator Programs that provide best practices and common pitfalls of publicly supported
sector-specific  business mentorship services to Food Hub projects. These are outlined in the tables below.
entrepreneurs.

4. Community Agriculture and Fishing Supports,
including cooperatives, private organizations and
public Food Hubs, that help farmers and fishers share
sales, processing, and distribution infrastructure.

5. Scale-Up Supports that provide individual food-ready
manufacturing spaces for businesses that require long-
term lease stability.

Important Food Hub Features [Table 2]

Focus on building Food Hub operators and users highlighted the importance of building a food business community
community and a for knowledge-sharing, troubleshooting, and collaborating on distribution and marketing efforts.
physical presence This community serves to accelerate growth and reduce isolation among entrepreneurs. Hubs that

actively foster community-building through networking events and formal or informal mentorship
programs see higher retention and satisfaction among tenants. Having a physical Food Hub space
with some low-barrier or accessible programs or services is important to this community building,
ensuring companies and entrepreneurs at a wide range of stages in their business development can
engage with the Food Hub community.

Take an ecosystem Successful Food Hubs function not just as places to access equipment and space but as part of
approach to service a larger ecosystem of supports for food businesses, including professional service networks and
delivery funders. Some of these supports can be delivered directly by the hub, while others can be developed

through partnerships with outside providers. This hybrid model allows a Food Hub to attract and
support a diverse spectrum of businesses - from early-stage entrepreneurs to scaling firms - without
overextending its own resources. Emphasis should be on convening, connecting, and curating a
range of services, not just providing physical infrastructure.
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Reduce upfront capital
investment burdens
for businesses

For many early-stage and scaling businesses, the most significant barrier to entry is the high upfront
cost of equipment, infrastructure, or leasehold improvements. Food Hubs that lower the financial
threshold for entry (such as through access to shared equipment, food-ready spaces, and graduated
rent programs) make participation accessible to a broader mix of entrepreneurs, including minority
and/or immigrant business owners and first-time entrepreneurs that may have limited access to
capital. This approach fosters inclusivity while diversifying the hub’s tenant base, ultimately creating
a stronger ecosystem.

Food Hub Business Planning & Development Processes [Table 3]

Validate demand
prior to making major
capital investments

Conduct
comprehensive
long-term business &
financial planning

Establish long-term
lease stability and
land use

Diversify revenue
streams for added
financial stability

The financial stability of most Food Hubs relies on high utilization rates of spaces and services.
Several hubs highlighted the risk of over-investing in specialized or underutilized equipment without
verifying whether there is actual demand. Premature or misaligned capital spending can result
in expensive assets that sit idle. Three strategies for validating demand were highlighted by hub
operators.

The first is securing a reliable base of “anchor tenants”—committed food businesses that have a
reliable demand for space, equipment, or services. This base demand provides predictable revenue
and helps cover fixed costs. These anchor tenants also lend credibility and visibility, attracting smaller
businesses and fostering confidence among funders and partners.

The second is conducting thorough demand assessments prior to investing in space upgrades,
equipment, or new service development. These can take the form of surveys, securing pre-
commitments from entrepreneurs, or hosting focus groups to ensure investments align with business
needs. Demand assessments must include detailed requirements gathering for equipment, utilities
capacity, drainage, mechanical systems, food safe surfaces, pest control, etc.

Finally, a phased investment strategy thatincludes starting with programming and basic infrastructure
and scaling services as demand solidifies can further reduce financial risk.

Initial grant funding or subsidies can mask long-term operating realities. Hubs that did not forecast
equipment depreciation, replacement cycles, or rising lease rates faced financial shortfalls in the
long-run. Sustainable Food Hubs develop full life-cycle business plans, including reserves for
equipment replacement, lease rate escalation, and strategies for ongoing revenue diversification.
This helps avoid dependency on external funding injections to stay operational.

Within long-term business plans, each service component should have a clear route to financial
sustainability to minimize cross-subsidization. This ensures services can survive or fail on their own
merits without risking the wider Food Hub initiative.

Some hubs reported disruptions and even closures due to short-term or uncertain leasehold
arrangements. Because Food Hubs require specialized build-outs (such as food-safe walls, drainage,
cold storage, and ventilation), short leases or lack of renewal guarantees create major financial risks
for both operators and tenants. Long-term access to affordable, industrial-zoned space (via extended
ground leases, non-profit or city-owned spaces, or long-term agreements with private landlords) is a
critical success factor that enables hubs to invest confidently in capital improvements, while offering
tenants predictable lease rates.

Food Hubs with diverse revenue models are most likely to be self-sustaining as they can balance
predictable cash inflows with accessible service delivery. Example revenue models include:

. Fee-for-service whereby services, such as product development and testing services, are
purchased a la carte. Often, fee-for-service models are connected to research universities as the
volume of users needed to sustain them full-time is significant. A couple of large ‘anchor’ clients
can also be used to support research facilities and services, guaranteeing a base of demand.
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- Membership and pay-for-use whereby shared space and equipment is offered to initiated
‘members’ of a shared space on an hourly, daily, weekly, or monthly basis at fixed rates. Space
and equipment utilization under this model can be low, making these hard to sustain at rates that
are accessible to early-stage entrepreneurs and small businesses.

« Lease agreements whereby businesses commit to leasing a dedicated space within a larger
facility, sometimes on a graduated rent schedule to enable growth into the space. These
arrangements offer predictable revenues for Food Hubs.

. Transaction fees whereby Food Hubs help facilitate sales or transactions in exchange for a small
percentage of the sale price.

Operating Models & Roles of Government [Table 4]

Cities are best
positioned as Food
Hub conveners
and initiators, not
operators

Cities should seek
opportunities to
maximize broad public
impact

Product and process
development supports
require significant
ongoing investment

Cities should consider
their regional role

in addition to local
impact

Municipal involvementis often critical in the early stages of Food Hub development, particularly around
land access, zoning, infrastructure improvements, and securing start-up funding or guarantees. Case
studies show that while cities play an essential role in establishing a Food Hub vision, convening
delivery partners, and securing initial project funding, long-term operations are best managed by
an experienced nonprofit, cooperative, or industry-led operator. This approach provides several
advantages: it allows the hub to be more flexible and responsive to industry needs, reduces political
exposure and risk for the municipality, and avoids constraints that can arise from operating a facility
as a public service for all residents rather than as a targeted business support.

Because municipal investment must serve the broader public interest, municipally-supported Food
Hubs should be designed to benefit a wide range of users and public interests where possible. While
the primary objectives of Food Hubs tend to be economic development objectives, the policies and
procedures that govern their operations can ensure accessibility of services for a wide range of
entrepreneurs, small businesses, and community organizations as well as social and community co-
benefits, such as improving local food access and reducing food waste.

Ongoing access to stable funding, whether public or private, plays a major role in reducing the
costs to access product and process development services. Many existing facilities and services
are housed within universities, colleges, or government-supported innovation centres, operated by
experts funded through other channels (e.g. university faculty salaries, research grants), and regularly
supported by investment to make equipment upgrades and expand knowledge and capabilities.
This enables delivery of product and process innovation and testing at substantially accessible rates
for small businesses. Importantly, this funding must be structural and enduring (not reliant on time-
limited grants) to sustainably enable improved access to facilities and services.

Entrepreneurs do not stay within municipal boundaries to find the right services to support their
business. Food Hubs should therefore be designed to meet regional needs in addition to local
demand. While municipal investments can prioritize local economic development, opening a Food
Hub to the wider regional food sector improves service utilization and strengthens the food service
network. Investments should therefore focus on addressing regional gaps while playing to the
strengths of Richmond.

These best practices and lessons learned have been applied to the development of the proposed Richmond Food Hub
options detailed in this report.
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Food Hub Service Prioritization

Evaluation Criteria

Four evaluation criteria were used to help narrow down
the list of services that might be delivered under a
Richmond Food Hub.

1. Reflect Richmond’s Strengths | A Richmond Food
Hub should reflect Richmond’s unique food sector
strengths, such as strengths in food manufacturing, fish
and seafood harvesting and processing, agriculture,
and delivering diverse cuisines.

Ensure Path to Self-Sustainment | A Richmond
Food Hub must be designed for long-term financial
sustainability. Each component should have a clear
business model and path to long-term viability without
reliance on ongoing grant funding.

Maximize Economic Benefit | The Richmond Food Hub
should be commercially focused - enabling business
growth, supporting entrepreneurs, and creating jobs -
while also generating community co-benefits such as

2. Avoid Regional Redundancy | A City-supported food system resilience.

Richmond Food Hub should not compete directly with

services already being delivered by the private sector Several Food Hub service and facility options were
or non-profits; rather, it should seek to address true evaluated against these principles in response to needs
gaps in the Richmond and regional food ecosystem. identified through the community engagement process.

Q ', : S
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Facility Options Evaluation [Fig. 6] ; S S .

Startup Kitchen Spaces

A commissary or shared kitchen space that provides low-barrier access to @ @
licensed kitchen space and shared equipment for start-ups and small-scale

food businesses who need affordable, flexible access to facilities.

Food-Specific Multi-Unit Industrial Scale Up Spaces

A food manufacturing facility with purpose-built 1,000 to 10,000 square foot («: («: («: («:

units, food-safe partitions, sufficient utilities, shared amenities, and other
supports for scaling food manufacturers.

Product and Process Development Facility

A culinary kitchen for benchtop development, an analytical lab for testing @ @
nutritional content, shelf life, and product quality, and a small pilot plant for

early-stage industrial trials staffed with in-house technical experts.

Shared Food Storage and Distribution Facility
Flexible storage solutions (including cold, frozen, and dry storage), supporting
small and medium businesses with fluctuating inventory and seasonal V V V V

production cycles.

Core Seafood Processing Facility

A shared use facility for basic seafood processing, such as fileting and flash («: («: («:

freezing, reducing barriers to primary processing for fishers and smaller scale
fish processors and enabling fishers to retain control of their product.
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Program Options Evaluation [Fig. 7]

Food Manufacturing Business Accelerator Services

A program of supports for businesses scaling from kitchen-based to
manufacturing operations, including with operations modelling, funding
navigation support, and manufacturing mentorship.

Tasting Room and Event Space
A tasting room and small event space that includes a commercial kitchen for
promoting local foods though public tasting events and cooking classes.

Local Food Showcase
A curated retail store hosting a variety of fresh and prepared goods, focused
on showcasing Richmond-based producers and selling directly to consumers.

Professional Services Network

A network of expert support in food-sector services, including process
innovation and automation, manufacturing line design, permitting/certification/
export, as well as general business services (e.g. accounting, HR).

CACA

Sales and Marketing Supports

A network that connects local producers and buyers through centralized
marketing, sales network development, events, and digital sales platforms to
improve market access for smaller producers.

YVIVY

Distribution, Transportation and Logistics Network

A network (likely supported by a technology platform) for coordinating sourcing,
consolidation, logistics, and distribution services for Richmond food producers
and processors, including partnerships with logistics and transport providers.

YVIVY

Chinese Chef School

A specific Chinese cuisine culinary training program to support the abundance
of Chinese restaurants and food businesses in Richmond and the region,
ensuring ongoing access to skilled cooks and chefs for these businesses.

v

Co-packer Network and Partnership Platform
A directory of regional co-packers and commercial production facilities and
guidance on co-packer selection and contract negotiation.

@
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Option Development Process

Two options for a Richmond Food Hub were developed by:

1. Reviewing the Food Hub service and facility options
(@as developed in response to community input on
commercial food sector needs) against the established
Food Hub criteria (as informed by best practice
research). This review is summarized on the prior
pages.

2. Evaluating the compatibility of various service offerings,
by looking atthe audiences they serve, the opportunities
for operational synergies between them, and the types
of facilities and staffing they require.

3. Assessing the financial and operational viability of
various service offerings at a high level to understand
which components would likely need ongoing
subsidization through grant funding, making them less
likely to contribute to a self-sustaining Food Hub model.

Preliminary analysis of service and facility options helped
inform the development of the two Richmond Food Hub
options outlined in this report. Each option has been
designed in response to the needs of Richmond food
businesses and serves a different user base and role within
Richmond’s economy.




Option 1| Food Distribution Hub
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Option 1| Food Distribution Hub

Objective

To expand business-to-business distribution capacity for
local food producers.

Problem Statement

This option addresses several barriers to accessing local,
regional, and national markets that were identified by
Richmond food businesses, including:

« Limited marketing and sales capacity | Many small
and mid-sized Richmond farms, fisheries, and food
manufacturing businesses lack the marketing and sales
resources and expertise to support increased business-
to-business and direct-to-consumer sales.

- Difficulty establishing buyer relationships | Despite
a strong set of regional farm-to-table restaurants, food
retail head offices, and small independent grocers,
many farms, fisheries, and food manufacturers noted
challenges establishing relationships with local buyers,
including restaurateurs, wholesalers, retailers, and
public institutions.

« High distribution costs | For small and mid-size
companies, high per-unit costs for distribution can
be prohibitive for distributing products regionally or
nationally. These businesses lack economies of scale
and are sending frequent, low-volume shipments.

« Accessibility of flexible and suitable food storage
options | Limited accessibility of suitable food storage
spaces, including temperature-controlled spaces,
shortens the sales cycle for local farmers, fishers, and
manufacturers. Many food businesses require flexible
access to storage space to bridge the gap between
production cycles and sales cycles.

What is the Food Distribution Hub?

The Food Distribution Hub would help small to mid-size
food producers connect with regional buyers, prepare and
store products for distribution, and share transportation and
logistics services.

[twould provide a nonprofit-operated facility for food storage,
order consolidation, and distribution that is complemented
by the development and management of a wholesale buyer
network that includes restaurants, caterers, retailers, and
institutions, as well as non-profit food recovery services and
secondary food processors.

Services Facilities

. Accessto acentralized | - Shared, temperature-
buyer network and controlled storage
market insights into spaces managed on
buyer requirements flexible terms

- Centralized order «  Shipment sorting and
management consolidation spaces
processes and digital . Limited on-site
infrastructure

processing spaces
and equipment (e.g. for
flash freezing)

- Order consolidation,
picking, and shipping

support - Basic logistics

infrastructure and
equipment, such as
loading bays and lifts

. Access to an annual
event to connect with
buyers and consumers

Who Does it Serve?

The Food Distribution Hub would primarily support small
and medium-scale food businesses in Richmond that
are actively seeking to expand their sales and distribution
networks, including:

- Farmers, such as local and regional for profit, not for
profit, and cooperative farming operations,

. Fishers, such as independent fishers, community
supported fisheries, and fish processors, and

« Food processors / manufacturers, ranging in size from
small artisan producers to larger operations that are
shipping products nationally.

How Does it Work?

The Food Distribution Hub would provide centralized
services and facilities to Richmond food producers.

Services would include:

1. Access to a wholesale buyer-supplier network that
acts as a two-sided marketplace connecting local food
buyers and sellers. For buyers, the network would
offer a wider selection and convenient access to local
food options. For sellers, it would provide access to
a large, ready audience and reduces the need for
extensive marketing efforts. The Food Distribution Hub
would deliver common infrastructure for supporting
wholesale orders, including weekly order sheets, basic
e-commerce infrastructure, and distribution schedules.




2. Market insights whereby members are provided with
relevant market insights, such as buyer requirements
(for food producers) or unique seasonal buying
opportunities (for wholesale buyers).

3. Annual events for: a) promoting business-to-business
(B2B) connections between buyers and sellers through
facilitated workshops and networking sessions;
and b) promoting local cuisine & food options to the
public though an annual ‘Top Chef’ gala dinner. These
events could include opportunities for identifying food
recovery network contributions and charitable giving.

4. Facilitation of distribution to secondary markets to
help manage inventory levels and reduce waste. This
includes identifying foods that are good candidates for
secondary processing, donation, or discount markets
and connecting buyers and sellers within these markets.

Facilities would include:

5. Shared food storage services delivered under a similar
model to co-working spaces, whereby businesses can
opt for longer-term private, secure spaces within a
common user facility or more flexible short-term access
to shared storage space by the pallet, shelf, or rack.

6. On-demand access to basic processing space and
equipment such as space to prepare fish, fruit, and
vegetables for freezing, flash freezing equipment, and
basic packaging equipment.

7. Shipment consolidation services whereby the Food
Distribution Hub consolidates orders from individual
food producers to distribute to common buyers,
reducing overall transportation costs and improving the
buyer experience.

The Food Distribution Hub would act as a neutral
intermediary, providing the infrastructure for buyers and
sellers to interact and transact. The presence of more
sellers attracts more buyers, and the presence of more
buyers attracts more sellers.

What is the Business Model?

The revenue model for the Food Distribution Hub would
include separate fee structures for services and facility use.

Services, including access to the food distribution network,
would be supported by transaction fees that include:
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- An initiation fee for buyers to help cover the cost of
collecting buyer requirements and matchmaking with
relevant producers.

- Anannual membership fee for sellers to help cover the
costs of setting up, managing, and refreshing wholesale
order sheets.

- Transaction fees that represent a small percentage of
the total value of goods bought and sold through the
Food Distribution Hub.

The annual events would be supported by event
sponsorship and ticket sales.

Facilities would be managed under a fee-for-service model
that includes:

«  Daily, weekly, and monthly pricing for shared storage
spaces by the pallet, shelf, or rack, with pricing reflective
of cost structure (e.g. higher pricing for freezer storage).

«  Hourly rates for on-site access to on-site processing
spaces and equipment, such as flash freezing, packing,
and shipment consolidation spaces and equipment.

. Stable long-term access agreements for long-term
facility users (e.g. using dedicated sections of the
warehouse or regularly using processing space).

Initial Funding Requirement

While the Food Distribution Hub is designed to be self-
sustaining in the long run, initial grant funding would
be needed to cover setup costs and keep service fees
accessible. This would include:

«  Service initiation funding to cover the cost of getting
the food distribution network set up, including
collecting requirements from buyers and sellers,
developing transaction infrastructure, and establishing
transportation and logistics partnerships.

«  Facility development or fit-out funding to cover initial
development costs and/or tenant improvement costs.
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Example | GrowNYC Wholesale

GrowNYC Wholesale is a nonprofit food distributor and
Food Hub that helps small to mid-size regional farms
connect with New York City’s wholesale buyers.

Services & Facilities

GrowNYC  Wholesale  operates  comprehensive
infrastructure and services to support regional food
distribution. This includes:

« Aggregation and Distribution Services | GrowNYC
connects 50+ regional farms with over 370
wholesale buyers across New York City.

Storage & Distribution Infrastructure | GrowNYC
operates a 60,000 square foot New York State
Regional Food Hub that offers cold storage and
shared logistics infrastructure, including loading
docks and order consolidation spaces.

Transportation | GrowNYC Wholesale offers delivery
services and consolidation to ensure efficient and
timely delivery of products from small to mid-sized
farms to institutional buyers.

Governance

GrowNYC, formally Council on the Environment of
New York City, is the parent nonprofit organization that
operates GrowNYC Wholesale. The Board of Directors
of GrowNYC provides overall oversight, sets strategy,
approves budgets, and ensures compliance with laws
and funder requirements.

GrowNYC Wholesale operates as a wholly owned
affiliate of GrowNYC under the legal entity New York
State Regional Food Hub LLC. This affiliate provides
risk separation for running the large-scale operational
facility (the 60,000 square foot distribution hub in the
Bronx) with flexibility for contracts, financing, and daily
operations while keeping governance oversight at the
nonprofit level.

Funding Model

GrowNYC Wholesale’s funding model is multifaceted,
combining public investment, earned revenue, and
philanthropic support.

« Public Investment | The construction of the New
York State Regional Food Hub was financed through

a combination of New Market Tax Credit (NMTC)
financing and Qualified Low-Income Community
Investment (QLICI) loans. These funds were
provided by a consortium of lenders, including NYC
Neighborhood Capital Corporation and J.P. Morgan
Chase Community Development Banking. Additional
grant funding was secured to support design and
construction of the facility. Sources included the
New York State Department of Agriculture and
Markets, the New York City Economic Development
Corporation, and the New York City Council.

Earned Revenue | GrowNYC Wholesale generates
revenue through transaction fees on the sale of fresh
produce and other farm products to institutional
buyers. Unlike traditional distributors, GrowNYC
Wholesale does not maintain its own inventory;
instead, it purchases fresh produce “on demand”
from farm partners based on customer orders. This
model reduces risk for the non-profit, increases
supplier flexibility, and reduces waste by eliminating
over-buying.

Philanthropic Support | GrowNYC receives grants
and donations from foundations, corporations, and
individuals to support its programs. For instance, the
New York Health Foundation awarded GrowNYC
a grant to meet the increased demand for healthy
local food and help expand its programs across New
York City. Philanthropic support enables GrowNYC to
lead several community food access initiatives.

Lessons for a Richmond Food Distribution Hub

1. Integrating the development of a buyer and supplier
wholesale network with shared storage and
distribution infrastructure and order aggregation
and transaction support can reduce costs for small
producers and significantly increase market access.

A small number of producers can support a significant
buyer network.

A non-profit operating model that uses an affiliate
special purpose vehicle (SPV) model for hub facility
operations enables the nonprofit to retain oversight
of facility operations while managing operational
and financial risk separately.
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Project Phasing

Phasing Overview

The Food Distribution Hub would be delivered in two phases, starting with development of the buyer-supplier network, which
would inform the requirements for a shared storage and distribution facility. This approach pulls on the lessons learned from
other Food Hubs including focusing on building a community of food businesses, validating demand prior to making major
capital investments, and diversifying revenue streams for added financial stability.

o Phase 1
Buyer-Supplier Network Development

-

Establish buyer and supplier network interest

Collect buyer and supplier needs and transaction
requirements

Host an annual event to connect buyers and
suppliers face-to-face

Build preliminary order infrastructure (order sheets,
distribution schedules, transportation partnerships)

Collect requirements for shared processing,
logistics, and storage spaces

The second phase builds upon the previous, allowing for risk mitigation and proof-of-concept prior to making major capital
investments. To proceed with investment in Phase 2 of the Food Distribution Hub, it is suggested that the City would want to
see the following checkpoints met:

Network Traction - A minimum of 40 food businesses actively engaged in the Food Distribution Network, with
balanced representation of buyers and sellers (by way of product needs and availability, as
well as volume needs and availability)

« A minimum of $5,000,000 worth of food transacting through the Food Distribution Hub
buyer-supplier network annually

Anchor Tenant . Letters of intent or solid contracted commitments from several ‘anchor’ businesses,
Commitments representing demand for 50%+ of facility capacity for a minimum of a 3-5 year period

«  Requirements gathered from existing and prospective Food Distribution Hub members to
inform facility sizing and services

Site Selection and - ldentification of a suitable site for delivery of the Food Distribution Hub, including a long-

Suitable Lease Terms term lease commitment (or purchase opportunity) that provides operating cost stability for
25+ years.

Identified Operating - Anidentified set of delivery and operating partners, including facility design partners,

Partner construction management partners, and facility operations and maintenance partners (as

required, if not within the skill set of the Food Distribution Hub non-profit), with a proven
track record and committed service pricing

(ol SigifailopN=SIIEIE < Class D construction or tenant improvement estimates to inform funding needs

Committed Facility - Committed facility grant funding from government partners, foundations, and/or private
Funding sponsors to cover the full facility funding gap (as outlined on the following page)

Detailed Operating - Detailed operating forecasts, including revenue and cost estimates based on developed
Forecasts staffing models, pricing models, service delivery models, network management models,
and facility management and maintenance models
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Operating Model

Phase 1: Buyer—Supplier Network Development

The initial phase would focus on establishing a buyer—
supplier network to improve coordination across
Richmond’s food ecosystem. Core functions would include:

« Connecting local producers and processors with
buyers (e.g., retailers, restaurants, institutions), both
through traditional sales and marketing channels and
through an annual in-person event

- Coordinating orders and aggregating supply across
multiple farmers / fishers to meet bigger order sizes
and enable larger, more efficient shipments

«  Supporting logistics planning and delivery coordination
through shared distribution channels

Revenue would be generated through a combination of:
- Membership or participation fees

«  Service-based transaction fees for sales and marketing
support, as well as logistics coordination

In addition, event sponsorship would be used to help
support B2B events.

Costs affiliated with this phase of development include:
«  Program coordination and staffing costs

- Implementation of digital platforms or systems for
managing orders and logistics

«  Business development and outreach costs, including
event costs

This phase is primarily service-based, with limited
infrastructure requirements. It enables businesses to
collaborate, test demand, and improve food distribution
efficiency without significant upfront capital investment.

Phase 2: Facility Development & Operations

As demand grows and participation stabilizes, the model
could expand to include a shared physical distribution
facility and affiliated services, including:

- Cold and dry storage with flexible access (e.g., pallet-
based, short-term storage, dedicated space for anchor
tenants)

- Product aggregation and order consolidation
«  Centralized distribution and delivery coordination

- Limited on-site processing space (e.g. flash freezing
capabilities)

Revenue would be generated through a combination of:
. Storage and handling fees

- Distribution and logistics service fees

- Lease or partnership agreements with anchor users

- Service-basedtransaction fees for logistics coordination

In this phase, primary costs include:
« Acquisition or lease of industrial space
. Cold storage systems and warehouse infrastructure

- Equipment such as loading docks, forklifts, and pallet
systems

- Ongoing facility operations and staffing

This phase introduces physical infrastructure to improve
efficiency, reduce costs, and increase capacity across the
network established in Phase 1.

Risk Mitigation

The success of this model depends on:

. Strong participation in shared distribution services from
both buyers and suppliers

. Demonstrated demand for shared infrastructure prior
to making facility investments to ensure high facility
utilization

This model could be opened up to broader regional food
businesses to ensure sufficient operational scale. A phased
distribution model supports financial sustainability by:

« Reducing upfront risk, starting with lower-cost
coordination services

- Validating demand before capital investment, ensuring
infrastructure aligns with actual needs

« Building a base of users and partners early, which can
transition into facility users in later phases

- Diversifying revenue streams over time, starting with
service-based fees in Phase 1and adding infrastructure-
based revenues in Phase 2

Initial investment is required to support early-stage
coordination and infrastructure development activities. Over
time, this hub model can become financially self-sustaining.




Anticipated Benefits

Economic Benefits

+ Local Food Sector Growth & Investment | Helping
Richmond food businesses access new markets that
they often cannot access on their own could serve to
increase gross sales and growth opportunities for food
producers. The development of stable and diverse
revenue streams for Richmond food businesses would
make it easier for them to make further investments in
their operations.

« Distribution of Wealth | Creating more direct and
flexible channels for Richmond food businesses to
access new markets would put pricing controls in
the hands of food producers. When food producers
can set the price for their products and sell directly
to retailers and restaurateurs, they are able to retain
more of their products’ end value, reducing the extent
to which wealth is concentrated among a few large
intermediaries.

« Inclusive Employment & Job Creation | Supporting the
local and regional farming, fishing, food processing,
and food manufacturing sectors is likely to result in
increased employment in these sectors - sectors that
tend to offer inclusive employment opportunities to
newcomers and individuals with diverse educational
backgrounds.

«  Agricultural and Fishing Sector Viability | Helping local
farmers and fishers maintain access to markets and
pricing control of their products increases profitability
and stability of the farming and fishing sectors.

Social & Community Benefits

« Food System Resilience | Support for diverse food
enterprises strengthens Richmond’s varied farming,
fishing, and food processing communities, including
farming and small-scale commercial fishing operations.

«  Cultural Celebration of Richmond Cuisines | Through
an annual event that includes a community cuisine
showcase component, the Food Distribution Hub could
promote Richmond’s diverse culinary heritage and
product availability, enhancing Richmond’s appeal as a
culinary destination and contributing to delivery on the
objectives of the City’s Tourism Master Plan.

« Food Access | The Food Distribution Hub would
strengthen local food production capacity and
distribution networks, increasing the proportion of
food produced and consumed within the region and
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improving community food resilience. This model
can also help improve local food access for under
served communities by creating a central wholesale
marketplace in which local institutions and non-profits
can participate.

Food Recovery | Centralized wholesale channels
could be used to identify ‘excess’ supply of foods that
cannot be sold through traditional channels but may
be redirected to food recovery networks, donation
channels, and secondary processors. Additionally, the
annual events could be used to promote local food
recovery networks and charities.

Nutrition and Health | By increasing local agriculture
and seafood distribution, the Food Distribution Hub can
indirectly support regional access to nutritious food by
offering fresh, seasonal products through restaurants,
retailers, caterers, and institutions.

Environmental Benefits

Lower Carbon Footprint | By prioritizing locally sourced
products and shortening the supply chain, the Food
Distribution Hub reduces the transportation distances
that food travels. In addition, sharing storage space and
transportation increases the utilization, and therefore
efficiency, of storage space, logistics equipment, and
transportation services. All of this contributes to a lower
carbon footprint affiliated with food distribution.

Circular Economy Practices & Food Value Recovery
| By improving access to cold storage and wholesale
market channels, the Food Distribution Hub could
help local producers retain the value of produce
and seafood for longer, extend marketability, and
create additional pathways for surplus, lower-grade,
or time-sensitive products. A centralized wholesale
platform could connect these products with secondary
processors, discount markets, and food recovery
partners, supporting more efficient use and recovery of
food resources while reducing avoidable food waste.

Agricultural Resilience & Natural Systems | Partnering
with farms that use regenerative practices and
nature-based solutions can help improve soil health,
biodiversity, air and water quality, while strengthening
productive agricultural land and long-term farm viability.




Option 2 | Food Manufacturing Hub
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Option 2 | Food Manufacturing Hub

Objective

To support scaling and stability of food manufacturing
businesses.

Problem Statement

The Food Manufacturing Hub concept addresses several
barriers to scaling food manufacturing businesses as
expressed by Richmond businesses, including:

« Lack of Operations Planning Skills | Lack of operational
modelling skills results in challenges making decisions
about how much to invest in equipment, how to price
products, and what volumes to manufacture.

« High Initial Capital Investment Costs | High initial
investment costs as businesses move into their
own manufacturing spaces can be prohibitive. As
businesses scale from kitchen-based businesses to
full manufacturing operations, several major expenses
arise  simultaneously, including investments in
building retrofits, site permitting and certification, new
equipment, and an expanded team. These investments
often must be made well in advance of manufacturers
being capable of increasing their output and sales.

o Limited Access to Specialized Facilities and
Equipment | Limited access to specialized facilities and
equipment for product development and testing can
limit the type of products and processes that Richmond
food manufacturers can develop and test. Short-term
access to food innovation labs for developing new
products and making changes to existing products
can widen the scope and scale of product delivery for
Richmond food manufacturers.

« Limited Access to Food Manufacturing Expertise
| When scaling a food manufacturing company,
businesses often must contend with new labelling or
nutrition requirements, increasing shelf-stability of
products, or expanding product lines (e.g. to include
new flavours). All these processes benefit from local
access to food science experts. Several Richmond
businesses noted that they previously have looked out
of province for access to this type of expertise.

What is the Food Manufacturing Hub?

The Food Manufacturing Hub would be a nonprofit
accelerator and scale-up space designed to aid Richmond
food manufacturers in navigating cycles of manufacturing
growth and development.

It would help established food manufacturers plan and
design for growth of their business, connect with established
food labs, and scale in response to market opportunities.

Services Facilities

« Food Manufacturing «  Purpose-built
Excellence Program multi-unit industrial
that provides manufacturing facility
manufacturing-specific (food safe specs) with
mentorship individual production

. Food product and spaces of varying sizes

process innovation «  Shared amenities,
lab partnerships including storage and
and project scoping product testing spaces

support - Supportive lease terms

that prioritize long-term
growth and stability

. Access to a fractional
service provider
network

Who is it for?

This concept would primarily support food manufacturing
businesses seeking to enhance their production capabilities
and operational efficiency, including:

« Scaling Food Manufacturers | Established small to
mid- scale businesses looking to scale up production
and access larger markets, including those ‘graduating’
out of commissary spaces into their own established
manufacturing spaces.

. Efficiency-Seeking Operations | Manufacturers
wanting to better understand their operations and
implement new processes or technologies to better
manage quality, regulatory compliance, or costs.

« Innovation-Driven Businesses: Companies developing
and commercializing new products or processing
techniques.

The Food Manufacturing Hub would serve both Richmond
and regional food manufacturing businesses.

How Does it Work?

The Food Manufacturing Hub would provide scaling
supports for food manufacturers in the form of services and
facilities.

Services would include:

1. A Food Manufacturing Excellence Program that
provides manufacturing entrepreneurs with training and
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mentorship specific to running a food manufacturing
business. This is anticipated to include about 60
hours of cohort-based workshop time and one-to-one
mentorship over a 3-month period. The cornerstone
of this program would be operations modeling to
understand the relationships between product costs,
equipment, operating decisions, volumes, pricing,
and profitability. Other topics covered could include
equipment selection, product development and
testing, and manufacturing leadership development.
This program would stay away from more general
business accelerator services focused on marketing,
distribution, and sales that are provided through
competing programs, such as the BC Food and
Beverage Accelerator Program.

2. Product and process innovation lab partnerships
whereby Food Hub employees assist food
manufacturers in scoping projects (e.g. to make a
product more shelf-stable or to meet new labelling
requirements), identifying the right R&D partner, and
securing preferential rates for services (such as food
science expertise, facility access).

3. A fractional service provider directory whereby food
manufacturers can connect with vetted professional
service providers across a wide variety of professional
domains, including HR, finance, regulatory compliance,
export readiness, and leadership development.

Facilities would include:

4. Individual production spaces at reasonable lease
rates that are fully serviced food-manufacturing spaces,
ranging from 1,000 to 10,000 square feet with sufficient
utilities, partitions, mechanical systems, and surfaces to
satisfy operational and regulatory requirements of food
manufacturing businesses.

Example specs include:

- Seamless flooring with proper drainage

- Food-safe, washable wall finishes & ceilings

- Appropriate ceiling heights

- 3-phase electrical with individual metering and

individual HVAC zones with temperature and
humidity monitoring

5. Shared Amenity Spaces such as storage space,
loading bays, and product testing spaces.

6. Supportive Lease Terms that include options for
long-term stability (e.g. 10-year anchor tenant lease),
graduated rents, and flexible access to shared
storage and product testing spaces. These terms help

reduce risk for businesses transitioning to larger-scale
production and expanding to take on larger contracts.

The Food Manufacturing Hub would act as a connector
in the local food manufacturing ecosystem and serves to
smooth out investment timelines for scaling manufacturers.

What is the Business Model?

The Food Manufacturing Hub would include separate
revenue structures for services and facilities.

Services would be supported by a combination of
participant program fees, investor fees, and in-kind
contributions, including:

- A participation fee for all participating businesses in the
Food Manufacturing Excellence Program

- Investors making equity investments in each
participating business, and contributing to fund the
delivery of the Food Manufacturing Excellence Program
per participating business.

- In-kind contributions of space and expertise by
partnering innovation spaces to aid with some elements
of program delivery.

Facilities would be supported by a combination of
individual business leases and pay-to-play use of shared
spaces. This would look like:

. Stable, long-term lease rates for long-term facility users
with dedicated spaces

- Daily, weekly, or monthly rates for access to shared on-
site spaces and equipment, such as shared storage,
quality assurance, and food testing spaces.

Initial Funding Requirement

While the Food Manufacturing Hub is intended to be self-
sustaining in the long run, the initial capital investment and
program setup costs would need to be supported by grant
funding or similar investments. This would include:

«  Program initiation funding to cover the cost of getting
the Food Manufacturing Excellence Program set
up, including establishing investor relationships and
program partnerships, as well as designing and testing
the program curriculum.

« Facility development funding to cover initial
development costs and land costs for setting up the
Food Manufacturing Hub.




Example | Food Works PEI & Food Island Partnership

The Food Island Partnership (FIP) is a food industry-led
non-profit established in 2015 to grow PEI's food economy
through company and cluster development. It has
become a national leader in food business programming,
offering a comprehensive ecosystem of supports for
food entrepreneurs—from ideation to scale-up.

Services & Facilities

The Food Island Partnership delivers a suite of services
tailored to different stages of business growth:

« The Food Xcel Program is a startup accelerator
supporting early-stage entrepreneurs through
workshops, mentorship, and pitch competitions.

The Food Propel Program is a growth-stage
accelerator offering strategic planning, expert
mentorship, and access to trade shows. Companies
receive up to 75% subsidized support for third-party
services through the FIP to help address specific
needs, such as food safety improvements, investment
planning, and e-commerce development. The FIP
team helps scope projects, allocates funding, and
helps find and select qualified providers for these
services.

The Food Works Facility is a multi-tenant food
production facility in Borden-Carleton, PEI, offering
CFlIA-certified space for scaling food businesses.
Spaces offered range from 1,000 — 12,000 square
feet with flexible utility hook-ups for equipment,
on-site storage, loading docks, and common area
access. Tenants benefit from graduated rents
(reduced for the first 2 years), shared infrastructure,
and tailored support business supports.

Governance

The Food Works facility is owned by Central Development
Corporation (a non-profit economic development agency
that deals with commercial property management) and
is operated by Food Island Partnership. The Food Island
Partnership is a non-profit that is informed by industry and
entirely funded through ongoing provincial and federal
government funding.

Funding Model

The Food Works facility was retrofitted with $3 million in
total funding from the federal and provincial governments,
as well as another $4.5m in financing for tenants from

Finance PEl. The Food Island Partnership programs are
heavily supported by public investment, with the majority
of operating costs covered by provincial and federal
funding.

Unlike traditional accelerator programs, the Food Island
Partnership does not charge program fees. It contracts
services and training on behalf of businesses, focusing
investment on growth-enabling supports rather than
direct capital or labour subsidies.

Lessons for Richmond Service Delivery

The Food Island Partnership accelerator services
demonstrate how a publicly supported entity can:

Leverage an ecosystem of existing infrastructure and
expertise to support businesses, including through
the establishment of a specialized private sector
service provider network

Deliver tailored support to individual businesses to
address expertise gaps or constraints to their growth

The business model for the Food Island Partnership
accelerator service is not self-sustaining. Other models,
including Fresh Startups in Toronto and Food Future in
New York been used to help inform Richmond’s Food
Manufacturing Excellence Program service delivery
model.

Lessons for Richmond Scale-Up Facility

The Food Island Partnership Food Works facility
demonstrates how a multi-tenant facility might be
designed and operated. Key lessons include:

Facility ownership and operation by non-profit
development corporation provides a vehicle for
raising capital investment funding and flexibly
managing a space to meet industry needs.

Accessible scale-up spaces can provide businesses
with the operating cost certainty they need to scale
to meet new opportunities, such as a major new
contract opportunity with a large retailer.

Graduated rents or other cost deferral mechanisms
are key to ensuring scale-up space value and
achieving high utilization of the space. In the Food
Works facility, a subsidy is provided by the provincial
government to reduce rent from $22 to $16 / square
foot for businesses for a period.

City of Richmond | Food Hub Gap Analysis & Feasibility Study

25



City of Richmond | Food Hub Gap Analysis & Feasibility Study

Project Phasing

Phasing Overview

The Food Manufacturing Hub would be delivered in two phases, starting with delivery of a Food Manufacturing Excellence
Program, which would inform the requirements for a food manufacturing scale-up space. This approach pulls on the lessons
learned from other Food Hubs including focusing on building a community of food businesses, validating demand prior to
making major capital investments, and diversifying revenue streams for added financial stability.

Phase 1 could initially be delivered in shared spaces and/or in partnership with other innovation & research organizations. The
Food Manufacturing Excellence Program could then transition to the Food Manufacturing Hub facility once complete.

Phase 1
Food Manufacturing Excellence Program

Deliver manufacturing excellence programming,
including dedicated mentorship on operations
modeling and manufacturing processes

Establish and promote partner network for product
and process innovation services

Develop a network of service providers, mentors,
and investors to support the program

Gather requirements for the Food Manufacturing
Hub scale-up facility

‘ Phase 2
Scale-Up Spaces

Identification and establishment of a long-term
lease or land purchase

Anchor tenant engagement (aim of securing soft

commitments for 60%+ of the facility)
Facility planning, design, and construction

Detailed operating model design, including lease
structure, staffing, maintenance model, and shared
amenity management model

Ongoing facility operations and maintenance

Phase 1 would be used to help understand the breadth and depth of food manufacturing spaces needed, as well as key
specifications food manufacturers require. Prior to investment in Phase 2 of the Food Manufacturing Hub, it is suggested that

the City would want to see the following checkpoints met:

Market Demand . Space requirements gathered from a large breadth of growing food manufacturing
businesses in Richmond, including requirements from about 6 businesses per scale-up
space (e.g. 12 small manufacturers, 12 mid-size manufacturers, 6 larger manufacturers for a

Confirmation

total of 5 spaces)

Anchor Tenant . Letters of intent or solid contracted commitments from several ‘anchor’ businesses,
representing demand for 60%+ of facility capacity for a minimum of a 3-5 year period

Commitments

Site Selection and - ldentification of a suitable site for delivery of the Food Distribution Hub, including a long-

Suitable Lease Terms term lease commitment or purchase opportunity that provides operating cost stability for
25+ years

Identified Operating - Anidentified set of delivery and operating partners, including facility design partners,

Partner

Construction Estimates

Committed Facility
Funding

Detailed Operating
Forecasts

construction management partners, and facility operations and maintenance partners, with
a proven track record and committed service pricing

Class D construction estimates to inform funding needs

Committed facility grant funding from government partners, foundations, and/or private
sponsors to cover the full facility funding gap (as outlined on the following page).

Detailed operating forecasts, including revenue and cost estimates based on developed
staffing models, pricing models, shared amenity management models, and facility
management and maintenance models




Operating Model

Phase 1: Food Manufacturing Excellence
Program

The initial phase would focus on establishing a Food
Manufacturing Excellence Program to support businesses
in improving their production processes and preparing for
scale. Core functions include:

«  Providingsupportforproductand process development,
including formulation, testing, and optimization

. Offering guidance on facility design, equipment
selection, and production line setup

«  Supporting food safety, regulatory compliance, and
quality assurance

- Delivering training and advisory services related to
scaling production and improving operational efficiency

Revenue would be generated through a combination of:

- Participant fees

« Investor contributions, commonly in return for equity
from participant businesses

« In kind contribution from other key players in the
regional commercial food innovation ecosystem, such
as service providers and R&D facilities

Costs would be driven by:

- Program coordination and staffing

« Access to technical expertise and advisory services

«  Development of training and support programs

- Partnerships with external facilities and service

providers

This phase is primarily service-based, with limited
infrastructure requirements. It enables businesses to build
capacity, reduce risk, and prepare for expansion before
committing to dedicated production space.

Phase 2: Facility Development & Operations

As demand grows and businesses are ready to expand, the
model could evolve to include scale-up production spaces,
including:

. Food-ready production and manufacturing spaces
(dedicated spaces of varying sizes)

« Access to specialized processing and packaging
equipment
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. Shared cold and dry storage facilities

«  Shared product testing spaces

Revenue would be generated through a combination of:
. Lease orrental fees for production spaces

. Pay-for-use or membership-based access to shared
equipment

. Fees for ongoing support services

In this phase, primary costs include:
« Acquisition or lease of industrial space

. Food-safe construction and facility fit-out (e.g., drainage,
ventilation, utilities)

. Processing and manufacturing equipment
. Cold storage and supporting infrastructure

«  Ongoing facility operations and staffing

This phase introduces more significant capital investment,
enabling businesses to scale production within a shared,
purpose-built environment.

Risk Mitigation
The success of this model depends on:

. Strong participation in Phase 1 by both scale-up
businesses and investors

«  Demonstrated demand for food-ready manufacturing
spaces prior to development of physical infrastructure

- High utilization of dedicated food manufacturing spaces
and moderate utilization of shared product testing and
storage spaces

« Access to appropriate land or space, including an
owned facility or stable long-term lease

Financial risks with this Food Hub option are mitigated by:
«  Starting with lower-cost programming to build a pipeline
of tenants for the facility prior to capital investment

- Aligning capital investment with demonstrated demand,
ensuring facilities are right-sized and meet tenant needs

- Diversifying revenue streams over time

This model can be made self-sustaining; however,
significant public investment is required to support early-
stage programming and facility development.
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Anticipated Benefits

Economic Benefits

Manufacturing Sector Growth & Employment |
Scale-up supports enable Richmond manufacturing
businesses to scale to meet new growth opportunities
(such as securing a new buying agreement with a
major retailer). This, in turn, increases employment,
manufacturing capabilities and revenues within the
sector. Manufacturing operations tend to generate
middle income jobs that are low barrier to entry, filling a
gap in the regional job market.

Increased Rate of Business Survival | Scale-up
supports make it easier and more cost-effective for
food businesses to produce their products by reducing
their financial burden through shared infrastructure (like
a boardroom, storage, and shipping/receiving areas
which can be expensive for individual businesses to
finance), access to industry experts and mentors to
help entrepreneurs navigate challenges, and proximity
to other food businesses for sharing knowledge, ideas,
and contacts. This, in turn, increases the rate at which
entrepreneurs can scale their businesses, making them
long-term viable.

Food Manufacturing Innovation & Capacity Building
| Establishing R&D partnerships, including with product
and process innovation centres, increases the use of
these facilities and, by extension, capabilities within the
region. This helps position Richmond businesses to
compete in regional and global markets.

Business & Investment Attraction | Increasing the
success and scale-up rate of food manufacturing
businesses, as well as reducing their barriers to growth
and development, can serve as an investment and
business attraction strategy for Richmond, increasing
the rate at which food manufacturers and investors seek
to establish a presence in, or relocate to, Richmond.

Social & Community Benefits

Equitable Entrepreneurship Opportunities | By
lowering barriers to scaling for entrepreneurs, the
Food Manufacturing Hub can ensure equitable
access to space, mentorship, and investment for
women entrepreneurs, immigrant entrepreneurs, and
entrepreneurs that do not come from backgrounds
with significant industry and investment connections.
Specifically, the Food Manufacturing Excellence
Program could work with regional and national
entities that provide funding for specific sub-sectors
or demographic groups to run a cohort that is aligned

with their funding requirements.

Skills Development | Training and scale up support
programs would enhance local entrepreneur and
workforce capabilities in manufacturing operations,
thereby generating new employment opportunities and
opportunities for upward mobility.

Environmental Benefits

Resource Efficiency | Shared facilities and equipment
optimize energy and water usage compared to
individual business operations.

Sustainable Practices | Training programs can promote
lean manufacturing and environmental best practices.
Enhancing local manufacturing capacity can also help
ensure products are manufactured closer to their
destination markets, supporting local employment and
reducing the environmental footprint associated with
long-distance transportation and supply chains.

Environmental Leadership | As a major development,
the Food Manufacturing Hub has the opportunity to
incorporate environmentally friendly design features
like rainwater harvesting, solar energy, and electric
charging stations, demonstrating leadership in
environmentally friendly industrial development.




Recommendations + Roadmap
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Recommendations

Roles and Responsibilities

The successful development and long-term operation of
a Richmond Food Hub would require clear roles, strong
partnerships, and a governance approach that evolves as
the initiative matures. The following high-level roles are
recommended to support effective implementation while
maintaining appropriate accountability.

Role of the City of Richmond

The City of Richmond is anticipated to play a leadership
and enabling role in the early phases of the Food Hub,
supporting its establishment and helping position it for long-
term success. Key responsibilities may include:

. Strategic Direction and Stewardship | Provide initial
direction to ensure the Food Hub aligns with Council
priorities, economic development objectives, and the
needs of Richmond’s commercial food sector.

« Delivery Partner Selection and Enablement | Lead a
transparent process to identify and engage a qualified
delivery partner with the experience and capacity to
plan, deliver, and operate the Food Hub.

« Convening and Relationship Building | Support
connections between the delivery partner and key
interestholders, including food businesses, landowners,
industry organizations, and community partners, to
encourage participation and collaboration.

« Time-Limited Oversight | Provide oversight during
the early stages of implementation, with the intention
that this role diminishes over time as the Food Hub
becomes operationally stable and self-directed.

The City is not intended to act as the long-term operator
of the Food Hub. Rather, its role is to help establish the
conditions for success and, over time, step back as the
delivery partner assumes full operational responsibility.

Role of the Food Hub Delivery Partner

A dedicated delivery partner would be responsible for
the planning, development, and ongoing operation of the
Richmond Food Hub. This includes:

« Service and Program Delivery | Designing and
delivering Food Hub services that respond to the needs
of Richmond food businesses and reflect the selected
Food Hub model.

«  Facility Development and Operations (if applicable) |
Planning, developing, and managing Food Hub facilities,

including tenant selection, shared space management,
and day-to-day operations.

« Partnership Development and Management |
Establishing and managing partnerships with service
providers, industry experts, and other organizations to
support high-quality service delivery.

« Adaptive Management | Monitoring performance and
participation and adjusting services over time to ensure
continued relevance and effectiveness.

While specific delivery approaches may evolve, the delivery
partner remains accountable for overall performance and
outcomes.

Governance

A clear and flexible governance framework is essential to
support accountability, effective decision-making, and long-
term sustainability of the Richmond Food Hub.

Governance Approach

It is recommended that the Food Hub operate under a non-
profit governance model, overseen by a Board of Directors
responsible for organizational oversight, strategic direction,
and fiduciary accountability. This structure supports:

- Alignment between community interest objectives and
operational decision-making

. Clear separation between governance and day-to-day
management

- Flexibility to adapt services and operations as the Food
Hub matures

Decisions regarding the overall direction and scope of the
Food Hub would remain within the purview of City Council,
and responsibility for implementation, operations, and
organizational governance would rest with the delivery
partner and its Board.

Evolution of the City’s Role

In the early stages of implementation, the City is expected
to maintain a more active oversight and stewardship role to
support successful establishment of the Food Hub. As the
initiative becomes operationally stable and demonstrates
sustained performance, the City’s role is intended to
transition toward a lighter-touch relationship, focused on
strategic alignment rather than ongoing oversight.




This phased approach allows the Food Hub to develop
the independence and organizational capacity needed for
long-term success, while still benefiting from City leadership
during its formative years.

City-Partner Relationship

A structured relationship between the City and the delivery
partner is recommended to support coordination and issue
resolution during the implementation period. This includes:

«  Regular communication between City representatives
and delivery partner leadership

- Periodic discussions to review progress, address
challenges, and identify opportunities for support

« Clear processes for addressing significant risks or
changes that could affect project outcomes

This relationship is intended to support successful delivery
without involving the City in daily operational decisions.
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Re: Advocacy for Renewed Local Government Climate Action Program Funding

Staff Recommendations

1. That, as described in the report titled “Advocacy for Renewed Local Government
Climate Action Program Funding”, dated May 5, 2026, from the General Manager,
Engineering and Public Works, letters be sent to the Premier, relevant Provincial
ministers, and Richmond MLAs outlining the benefits of local government climate action
funding and the need for its continuation; and

2. That the proposed resolution on Continued Local Government Climate Action Funding,
described in Attachment 1, for submission to the Union of British Columbia
Municipalities (UBCM), in the report titled “Advocacy for Renewed Local Government
Climate Action Program Funding”, dated May 5, 2026, be endorsed.

Executive Summary

Provincial climate action funding through the Local Government Climate Action Program
(LGCAP) and its predecessor, the Climate Action Revenue Incentive Program (CARIP) has
provided Richmond with predictable, non-competitive funding to implement Council-endorsed
priorities including the Community Energy and Emissions Plan 2050, and the Richmond
Circular City Strategy since 2009.

LGCAP funding beyond 2027 has not been confirmed so far by the Province and a notice from
the Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) further indicates that LGCAP funding
beyond 2027 may not be extended. Without renewal, Richmond would lose approximately
$552,886 annually, impacting delivery of climate actions and limiting the City’s ability to
leverage external funding.

This report outlines the key initiatives supported by LGCAP funding and recommends that the
City advance early advocacy efforts in favor of continuing the program. Staff are seeking
approval to prepare letters on behalf of Council, addressed to the Premier, relevant Provincial
ministers and Richmond MLAs. Staff are also seeking endorsement of a proposed UBCM
resolution further requesting that the Province renew local government climate action funding.
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Staff Report
Origin

The City of Richmond’s Community Energy and Emissions Plan 2050 and Richmond Circular
City Strategy identify actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, improve resilience and
support a low-carbon, resource-efficient community. Implementation of these Council-endorsed
initiatives has been supported by stable provincial funding through the Local Government
Climate Action Program (LGCAP) and its predecessor, the Climate Action Revenue Incentive
Program (CARIP) since 2009.

The Province released the Ministry of Energy and Climate Solutions 2026/27-2028/29 Service
Plan in February 2026. Staff reviewed the plan and noted that LGCAP funding beyond 2027 is
not confirmed. The Union of British Columbia Municipalities (UBCM) also advised local
governments, through a statement released in April 2026, that LGCAP funding is not included in
the provincial service plan.

This report seeks Council endorsement to send letters to the Premier, relevant Provincial
ministers, and Richmond MLAs. It also seeks endorsement to submit a UBCM resolution
requesting continued predictable, non-competitive funding for local government climate action.
Staff note that a previous UBCM resolution related to CARIP was debated at the UBCM
Convention on September 21, 2021, Staff will monitor LGCAP funding and, if not renewed,
report back with municipal funding options to maintain current service levels.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #5 A Leader in
Environmental Sustainability:

Leadership in environmental sustainability through innovative, sustainable and proactive
solutions that mitigate climate change and other environmental impacts.

Analysis

The Province introduced the Climate Action Revenue Incentive Program (CARIP) in 2008 to
support local government climate action through predictable annual funding tied to greenhouse
gas reporting. Since 2009, Richmond has used provincial climate action funding to help
implement local actions that support provincial emission-reduction and climate-resilience
objectives. CARIP ended in 2021 and was replaced by the Local Government Climate Action
Program (LGCAP) in 2022, following local government advocacy that called for continued
predictable, non-competitive funding. Under LGCAP, the City received $566,082 annually for
fiscal years 2022/23 and 2023/24, and $552,886 annually for fiscal years 2024/25 to 2026/27.

This funding model recognizes that much of the work to address climate change happens at the
local level. Provincial climate goals depend on action in areas like buildings, transportation,
infrastructure, waste, and land use. In Richmond, Council-endorsed plans guide how this funding
1s used to deliver practical results: reducing emissions, strengthening resilience, supporting
residents and businesses, and generating local economic benefits.
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LGCAP is different from project-specific grants. It provides flexible funding that allows the City
to plan actions over multiple years and support various expenditures including but not limited to
studies, technical feasibilities, engagement, and project delivery. Another important function of
LGCAP funding is that it allows the City to leverage additional external funding. This is
particularly important for actions that require policy work, market engagement, data, pilots/trials,
or matching funds before they are ready to move forward.

As directed by Council in November 2022, Richmond allocates LGCAP funding to accelerate
priority actions under the Community Energy and Emissions Plan 2050 and the Richmond
Circular City Strategy. Currently, LGCAP funding supports programs that are dedicated to
implementing various CEEP-related initiatives including existing building retrofit and energy
efficiency, electric vehicle policy and charging infrastructure planning, and corporate energy
management.

Key Outcomes Supported Through CARIP and LGCAP Funding

Under direction from Council, staff have dedicated provincial climate action funding to advance
the following programs and initiatives across buildings, transportation, civic operations and the
circular economy:

e Electric Vehicle (EV)-Ready Bylaws — completion of 4,100 new parking spaces to
support the installation of EV chargers. Richmond’s Bylaws, which have been widely
adopted in BC, require EV-ready infrastructure in new buildings, future-proofing
development and significantly reducing the cost of installing EV chargers.

e Expansion of the public EV charging network — expansion of 71 City-owned public
EV chargers that have delivered over 3,600 MWh of electricity (powering 18 million
kilometres of near-zero GHG mobility) have supported strong EV adoption in Richmond.
As of January 2026, almost 9 per cent of vehicles registered in Richmond are zero-
emission vehicles.

e Circular economy — nationally recognized initiatives that continue to deliver results at
no added cost to the City; low-carbon concrete reduced embodied carbon by 20 per cent
using 30 per cent recycled aggregate. Asphalt recycling reused 6,000 tonnes of material,
reduced embodied carbon by 32 per cent, and avoided over 275 tCO2e.

e Step Code — policy implementation that has resulted in more than 1,300 housing units,
totaling 2.8 million ft* of floor area, being built to higher energy-efficiency and lower-
GHG requirements. After eight years of implementation, the average new home in
Richmond uses half the energy and produces one-fifth the GHG emissions of homes built
before Step Code adoption.

¢ Building energy benchmarking and reporting — participation from more than 1,900
buildings representing over 15 million ft?, providing building owners with information to
identify retrofit opportunities, improve performance and comfort, and reduce operating
costs and emissions.

e Corporate Energy Management programs — implementation of energy management
initiatives that have reduced GHG emissions from civic facilities by 35 per cent and fleet
emissions by 48 per cent, while lowering operating costs.

Additional details on initiatives supported by LGCAP are provided in Attachment 2.

8409329

GP- 45



May 5, 2026 4

Financial Implications

The City has received the latest funding allocations through LGCAP: $566,082 for fiscal years
2022/23 and 2023/24, and $552,886 for fiscal years 2024/25 to 2026/27. Currently, this funding
is required to be expended by March 31, 2028, in accordance with provincial program
requirements. Based on current projections, programs would need to be scaled down starting in
2027 if the program is not renewed.

LGCAP also supports the City’s ability to leverage external grants. To date, the City’s efforts
that are supported by LGCAP funding have assisted in securing approximately $500,000 in
additional external funding since 2023. If the program ends, future grant opportunities such as
Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) circular initiatives funding and federal funding EV
infrastructure programs may be more difficult to secure without an alternative funding model.

Next Steps

Staff recommend early and targeted provincial advocacy that calls for the continuation or
replacement of LGCAP funding. If endorsed, staff will prepare letters, on behalf of Council,
addressed to the Premier and Provincial ministers. Staff also recommend that Council endorse a
UBCM resolution (Attachment 1) in support for continued provincial funding. This advocacy
will highlight the program’s role in delivering provincial priorities, supporting local capacity,
and providing community and economic benefits.

Staff are confident that these advocacy measures should encourage the Province to replace or
continue LGCAP as previously done when CARIP was discontinued. However, staff recognize
the current fiscal environment in BC. Should provincial funding not continue past 2027, staff
will report back to Council with options.

Budgetary Implications

There are no budget impacts associated with the recommended advocacy actions however, there
is a risk that the Province will not replace this funding with an alternative program.

If this funding is not renewed or replaced, staff will report back to Council with options.
Conclusion

LGCAP funding supports the City in advancing Council-endorsed climate priorities including
implementation of the Community Energy and Emissions Plan 2050 and the Richmond Circular
City Strategy. As climate impacts such as extreme heat, flooding and wildfire risk intensify, local
governments play a critical role in protecting communities and building long-term resilience.
Investments in climate action reduce emissions, lower future costs and improve energy
performance across buildings and infrastructure. The loss of this funding would impact
implementation, limit the City’s ability to leverage additional investment, and delay progress
both toward municipal targets and provincial GHG reduction goals. To support continued
delivery of these initiatives, this report recommends that Council endorse a letter to Provincial
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ministers and a resolution for submission to the UBCM calling for the renewal of local
government climate action funding as a long-term, predictable and non-competitive program.

Respectfully submitted,

Chad Paulin, Director, Climate and Environment
Report Contributors

This report was prepared by Jovan Cheema, Manager, Climate Action and reviewed by
Intergovernmental Relations and Finance.

Endorsed by Serena Lusk, CAO

Att. 1: Draft UBCM Proposal
2: Richmond climate action initiatives enabled by Provincial CARIP and LGCAP funding
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Attachment 1

DRAFT UBCM Proposal

Continued Local Government Climate Action Funding

WHEREAS the Ministry of Energy and Climate Solutions 2026/27-2028/29 Service Plan does
not include renewed funding for the Local Government Climate Action Program, despite
increasing climate-related impacts such as wildfire, flooding and extreme weather affecting
communities across British Columbia;

AND WHEREAS predictable, continuous and non-competitive funding since 2009 through the
Local Government Climate Action Program and its predecessor has enabled local governments
to directly advance emissions reduction and climate resilience initiatives, and to leverage
additional funding for these purposes, resulting in measurable progress toward provincial GHG
emission reduction targets and climate adaptation objectives;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that UBCM call on the Province of British Columbia to
renew and continue local government climate action funding as a long-term, predictable and non-
competitive program at funding levels no less than current levels.

8409329
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Attachment 2

Richmond Climate Action Initiatives enabled by Provincial CARIP' and LGCAP? Funding

1. Transportation

a. Zero emission vehicles / electric vehicles
Overall transportation emissions in Richmond have declined significantly since 2007,
however; they remain the second largest source of community GHG emissions. Local
governments can help support the transition to zero emission vehicles (ZEVs), also
known as electric vehicles (EVs). Richmond has strategically invested LGCAP
funding into this sector, given its potential to achieve large GHG reductions. As of
January 2026, Richmond is home to over 12,500 ZEV's which represent 9% of all
insured vehicles in the city, one of the highest rates in North America.

i.

il.

Richmond’s public EV charging network

Richmond has installed a network of 71 City-owned public EV charging
stations that have delivered over 3,600 MWh of electricity since 2018 (and
over 1100 MWh in 2025 alone), providing 18 million kilometres of mobility
with near-zero GHG emissions. > LGCAP funding is being used to support
the planning and implementation of a 600% expansion in the charging
capacity of the City’s public charging network and may be able to leverage
additional grants to reduce capital costs.

EV ready parking spaces

Provincial government policy enables the development and implementation of
local government standards regarding EV chargers in new construction.
CARIP funding supported the initial research, policy development and
program implementation of Richmond’s continent-leading “EV Ready”
policy.

Since April 2018, 100% of new residential parking spaces have been built
with wiring and electrical service capacity already in place to support the
installation of EV chargers, greatly reducing the cost of installing EV charging
at home. Richmond developed this policy with CARIP funding. This has since
been adopted by other municipalities and is now being considered for BC-
wide adoption by the Province. By the end of 2025, more than 4,100 “EV
Ready” parking spaces* have been constructed in Richmond.

! Climate Action Revenue Incentive Program; 2009-2021

2 Local Government Climate Action Program; 2022-2026

3 Equivalent to 450 trips around Earth’s equator, or 360,000 trips around the perimeter of Lulu Island (~50 km)!
4 Equivalent to 2.75 times the total capacity of the Scott Road Park and Ride lot in Surrey (1,471 parking spaces).
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2.

Buildings

a. New Buildings

i.

Step Code

The Province implemented the Energy Step Code in 2017. These provincially-
defined energy performance standards enabled local governments to directly
help the Government of BC meet its long-term goal of transitioning the
construction sector to high-performance building approaches by the early
2030s. Richmond allocated CARIP funding to stakeholder engagement and
program implementation, becoming the first municipality to formally adopt
the Energy Step Code in July 2018. Richmond also adopted the Zero Carbon
Step Code shortly after its introduction in 2023. Richmond has continued to
use Provincial funding to conduct research and stakeholder engagements on
potential future Step Code requirements, including in-person sessions in 2025
alone that reached over 250 participants, with strong community interest and
hands-on activities that helped families understand how homes can be built to
Step Code standards.

Step Code implementation has made an increasing difference to local energy
use and GHG emissions as the City has increased requirements over time. As
modelled, the average new Richmond house completed in 2025 consumes
half as much energy and emits one-fifth the GHG emissions compared with
houses built just seven years ago, while being healthier and more comfortable
to live in. By the end of 2025, more than 1,300 housing units (totalling 2.8
million ft? of floorspace’) in Richmond were built to provincially enabled
Step Code standards. Over the past three years, this has reduced modelled
annual energy use by 7,900 MWh and GHG emissions by more than 1,200
tCO:ze.

Richmond’s investment of provincial climate action funds into Step Code
implementation has had wider benefits than anticipated. Richmond and other
local governments opting into the Energy Step Code catalyzed a province-
wide shift towards better building techniques (as intended). This enabled the
Province to increase province-wide energy efficiency requirements in 2023,
lowering energy use from new buildings in non-Step Code areas.

b. Existing Buildings

GHG emissions from natural gas use in larger existing buildings have increased more

than 30% since 2007, largely counteracting the large gains achieved in the
transportation, solid waste, and new buildings; the sectors where local governments

have had clear mandates to advance climate action. Limited GHG emissions data

3 Equivalent to seven times the floor area of the Aberdeen Centre mall (380,000 ft?)

8409329

GP- 50



_3-

available through the Province's CEEI program has obscured which building types are
driving this increase and why consumption has increased.

Through the CleanBC plan, the Province has committed to enable local government
action in this crucial area, including energy efficiency regulations for existing
buildings within the BC Building Code and the introduction of the Highest Energy
Efficiency Standard (HEES) to regulate energy efficiency in new and replacement
building mechanical systems. In response to these commitments, Richmond has
allocated LGCAP funding to advance voluntary climate action initiatives and prepare
for local implementation of new regulatory programs for existing buildings, including
outreach and engagement in 2025 that reached more than 1,000 residents with
information on climate-friendly, comfortable, and energy-efficient homes.

i. Building benchmarking
LGCAP funding has supported policy development, including data collection,
stakeholder engagement, and design of a low-interest retrofit program. It has
also funded municipal top-ups for energy and GHG retrofits, as well as pilot
programs to prepare for upcoming provincial energy retrofit standards for
existing buildings. The City has also advanced action where specific
opportunities exist under existing mandates including an energy and emissions
benchmarking initiative for larger buildings.® Richmond used CARIP funds
for the pioneering Building Energy Challenge initiative which included 40
organizations with 5.6 million ft* of building floor space in Richmond in
2015—2016. In recent years, Richmond’s LGCAP funding has supported
Building Benchmark BC (BBBC), a voluntary region-wide energy-tracking
program which now covers more than 1900 buildings totalling 15 million ft
of floor space.

3. Circular Economy

Richmond is a national leader on circular economy initiatives, implementing Canada’s first
municipal circular procurement policy (2021), the first community GHG reduction plan to
integrate circular economy directions (2022), and the first municipal Circular City Strategy
(2023). LGCAP funds have enabled Richmond to complete Canada’s first city-scale material-
flow and consumption-based carbon emissions assessment. This work provided a sound basis
for the development of policy and bylaws to reduce consumption of virgin material, increase
secondary-material market inputs, and reduce embodied carbon emissions in buildings and

¢ Many cities in North America require owners to record their building's energy use, enabling them to compare their
performance against similar buildings. Reporting requirements alone have resulted in significant city-wide energy
and GHG emissions reductions over time.
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infrastructure (i.e., construction, deconstruction and the secondary materials market), food
systems (i.e. food loss, soil re-use), and corporate procurement.

LGCAP funding has helped Richmond validate and scale several circular infrastructure
opportunities. Road resurfacing with 40% reclaimed asphalt pavement diverted more than
6,000 tonnes across road and pathway applications, reduced embodied carbon by 32%, and
avoided 332 tCO.e, without increasing costs. In dike infrastructure, material reuse and
reduced hauling lowered estimated embodied carbon by 29% and avoided up to 278 tCO2e
compared with a least-circular approach. In 2025, a low-carbon concrete sidewalk pilot
replaced 30% natural aggregate with recycled concrete. This reduced embodied carbon by
20%, met performance requirements and used standard installation methods, all without
increasing project costs.

LGCAP funding has also made it possible for Richmond to convert its circular economy data
into action. Building on Richmond’s Demolition Waste and Recyclable Materials Bylaw No.
9516, (which has diverted about 25,000 tonnes of demolition materials with 85% average
diversion and 95%+ compliance), the City worked with industry to expand requirements to
multi-family and non-residential buildings and raise diversion targets. The updated bylaw
will improve outcomes by strengthening reuse, salvage, and recycling and secondary-
material markets in a sector that currently consumes 850,000 tonnes of materials and
generates about 149,000 tonnes of construction, renovation and demolition waste each year.
Within the food systems sector, LGCAP funding is helping the City advance waste
prevention, recovery and value-retention solutions to address 78,000 tonnes of food loss and
waste, 120,000 tCO2e of emissions from food supply, and $81 million in value loss annually.

4. Corporate Energy and Efficiency Initiatives

Funding provided by the Province through CARIP and LGCAP has played a key role in
enabling the City of Richmond to advance energy efficiency and greenhouse gas (GHG)
reduction initiatives across its civic facilities and fleet. In combination, these GHG emission
reductions have averaged 3,200 tCO2e annually, achieved through reduced natural gas,
gasoline and diesel consumption.” Since 2010, cumulative electricity savings from City
operations have totalled 11,715,000 kWh. This represents an average annual savings of
732,000 kWh, equivalent to the annual heating, cooling and ventilation demand of 96 new
Richmond housing units.®

Through the City’s capital planning program to 2030, a range of opportunities to further
increase energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions from City facilities have been
identified, including lighting and mechanical upgrades, continuous optimization (“C-Op”)
measures, building electrification projects, fleet electrification and other strategic energy

" Below 2007 GHG emission levels, averaged over seven years (2018-2024).
87640 kWh/yr = (i.e. 2025 average MEUI: 40 kWh/m?) x (average 2025 Richmond housing unit size: 191 m?).
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management actions. Delivery of these planned initiatives and achievement of these
ambitious targets will require sustained investment and coordinated action across sectors.
Continued Provincial support through LGCAP will be critical to maintaining momentum and
enabling the City to achieve its long-term climate objectives.
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Report to Committee

g City of
# Richmond

To: General Purposes Committee Date: May 11, 2026

From: Anthony Capuccinello Iraci File: 99-Fire Rescue/2025-
General Manager, Law and Community Safety Vol 01

Re: Annual Funding Requirement for Equipment Replacement Reserve Fund -

Fire Rescue Vehicles

Staff Recommendation

1. That an increase of $900,000 per year to the annual contribution to the Equipment
Replacement Reserve Fund — Fire Rescue Vehicles (the “Reserve”) for a period of three year
as outlined in Option 1 in the report titled “Annual Funding Requirement for Equipment
Replacement Reserve Fund — Fire Rescue Vehicles” be considered in the annual budget
process.

Executive Summary

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan by advancing community safety and responsible
financial management through the sustainability of the Fire Rescue Equipment Replacement
Reserve Fund — Fire Rescue Vehicles.

Rising apparatus costs, supply chain pressures, and limited backup capacity are placing
increasing strain on the Reserve, which is projected to fall into deficit by 2028 without additional
funding. Current market conditions show apparatus costs of $2.2 million to $2.5 million with
delivery timelines up to 48 months.

Staff recommend an increase of $900,000 per year for three years starting in 2027 to maintain
Reserve sustainability, support planned replacements, and spread financial impact.

This approach ensures the continued delivery of safe, reliable Fire-Rescue services for the
community.

8364999

GP- 54




May 11, 2026 2

Staff Report

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #3 A Safe and Prepared
Community:

Community safety and preparedness through effective planning, strategic partnerships
and proactive programs.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #4 Responsible Financial
Management and Governance:

Responsible financial management and efficient use of public resources to meet the needs
of the community.

Background

Equipment Replacement

Maintaining a fully operational fire service that meets Council service standards requires an
extensive inventory of large, frontline emergency vehicles, support vehicles and specialized
equipment such as: Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus (SCBA), ladders, and hoses.

Continuous maintenance and evaluation of this equipment is necessary to ensure the safety of
staff and the public through consistent operational reliability and managing cost efficiency.
Replacement schedules are balanced against rising repair costs and operational impacts that
occur when frontline vehicles are unavailable due to maintenance. A lack of secondary
contingency vehicles could create service disruptions and increase safety risks for both the public
and fire personnel.

North American industry best practices generally identify a fifteen (15-17) year service life for
frontline apparatus with an additional five (5) years of service in a secondary role, for a total
lifespan of twenty (20) years. Through rigorous inspections and maintenance, Richmond Fire
Rescue (RFR) has been able to extend these lifespans to approximately 22 years. Smaller support
and specialty vehicles typically follow a 10-year replacement cycle.

Current delivery timelines for frontline apparatus are up to 48 months from the order date
requiring funding to be secured well in advance of replacement needs. The next vehicles planned
are:

Replacement Order
RFR Apparatus Asset Age N N
2014 Pierce Ladder 12 2034 2030
2018 Pierce Pumper 8 2038 2034
2018 Pierce Pumper 8 2038 2034
2018 Pierce Quint 8 2038 2034
2018 Pierce Pumper 8 2038 2034
2018 Pierce Pumper 8 2038 2034
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During annual inspections, RFR evaluates vehicle and equipment conditions based on the
following factors:

age, mileage, and maintenance costs.

community service demands.

access to new technology, including environmental and operational efficiencies.
risk and safety implications.

regular and ongoing response data reviews.

North American best practice standards.

When new frontline vehicles are deployed, existing frontline units that are due for removal from
front line service based on the replacement schedule are reassigned to secondary service
provided they meet inspection criteria. Older secondary units are then decommissioned or
repurposed.

Support vehicles and other safety equipment funded through the Reserve, such as self-contained
breathing apparatus (SCBA) and fire fighting hose, also have a defined life cycle and require
regular replacement. A dedicated reserve ensures the City can plan for apparatus replacements
and maintain emergency response equipment postured for operational emergency service,
supported by sustainable funding to fulfill Richmond’s public safety mandate.

Analysis

In 1965, a reserve fund (“Equipment Depreciation Fund Bylaw”) was established to set aside
funding for the procurement of replacement frontline, emergency response equipment. In 2002,
the reserve was restructured and became the “Equipment Replacement Reserve Fund - Fire
Rescue Vehicles” dedicated to the replacement of Fire Rescue vehicles and related equipment.
Annual contributions were incorporated into the operating budget to ensure consistent long-term
funding. Over time, however, escalating vehicle costs and supply chain pressures have created
significant challenges for the Reserve’s long-term sustainability.

The current plan for future replacements utilizes an inflation rate of 2% for vehicle and
equipment replacements and if current contributions remain unchanged, the Reserve is projected
to reach a negative balance by 2028, which is certain to jeopardize future vehicle replacements
and operational reliability.

As of March 31, 2026, the Reserve had an unallocated balance of $1,571,665, which includes the
2026 budgeted annual contribution of $1,373,020.

(See Attachment 1 - 10-year replacement plan overview showing reserve balances with and
without increased funding)

Current Market Analysis

Currently there are a limited number of manufacturers in North America with sufficient capacity
to produce the volume of heavy apparatus required to meet global market demand. The majority
of manufacturers are based in the United States which elevates the cost due to the fluctuating
exchange rate, which must be considered as a cost driver for these vehicles. As a result, the
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market continues to experience significant and rapid cost escalation with no foreseeable market
correction in the near term.

To support planning for the replacement of large frontline fire apparatus, the City managed a
Request for Information (RFI) which was carried out in mid 2024. Using information and
factors received in the RFI process, the City issued a Request for Proposal (RFP) on August 29,
2025. By the closing date, the City received one compliant submission. The proposal included
prices ranging from $2.2 million to $2.5 million (based on our current fleet specifications
depending on the size and capacity of the apparatus requested) and a expected delivery timelines
from 24 to 48 months.

The pricing and delivery timelines reflect current industry norms and were further validated
through the RFI process conducted by the City prior to issuing the RFP. These market conditions
are key considerations in planning for the long-term sustainability of the Reserve.

Option 1 — Endorse for consideration in the Budget process an increase of $900,000 (estimated
tax increase of .26%) per year for three years (Recommended)

Endorse for consideration in the Budget process, an increase of $900,000 per year for three
years to the Reserve beginning in 2027, this will increase the annual Reserve contribution by a
total of $2.7 million by 2029. Combined with the current annual contribution of $1.373 million,
the total annual contribution would reach $4.073 million by 2029 and will remain at this level to
keep the reserve sustainable for future replacements. This phased, systematic approach supports
the necessary outcome while limiting financial implementations across three separate tax years
and provides opportunity to adjust, should market trends shift.

This phased approach would keep the Reserve funded and sustainable while allowing currently
scheduled vehicle replacements to proceed as planned. A well-funded Reserve avoids financing
costs, creates an opportunity to generate interest earnings that strengthen future purchasing
capacity, and supports proactive fleet management.

Staff will review annual contributions regularly to ensure funding remains aligned with market
trends, safety specifications, environmental factors and evolving vehicle technologies.

Option 2 — Endorse for consideration in the Budget process an increase to the annual Reserve
of $2.7M (estimated tax increase of .79%) (Not Recommended)

Endorse an increase of $2.7 million to the annual contribution starting in the 2027 budget year,
bringing the total annual contribution from $1.373 million to $4.073 million. This approach
results in significant financial implications in a single tax year.

This option would stabilize the Reserve funding and allow scheduled vehicle replacements to
proceed as planned. A well-funded Reserve avoids financing costs, creates an opportunity to
generate interest earnings that further strengthen future purchasing capacity and supports
proactive fleet management.
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Budgetary Implications

Staff recommend Option 1, consisting of an increase to the Reserve of $900,000 per year for
three years to be considered in the annual budget process.

Conclusion

The City remains steadfast in its commitment to responsible financial management and
recognizes that current supply chain conditions continue to present significant challenges related
to cost escalation and delivery timelines.

The Reserve will continue to be monitored regularly, and staff will ensure Council remains
informed of any significant changes affecting its sustainability, including changes in market
pricing or replacement conditions.

Staff also remain committed to supporting informed financial decision-making related to

community safety, with the goal of ensuring long-term sustainability and the continued delivery
of essential Fire-Rescue services to Richmond residents.

Respectfully submitted,

Jim Wishlove, Richmond Fire-Rescue

Report Contributors

This report was prepared by Jim Wishlove, Fire Chief and reviewed by Community Safety
Administration and Finance.

Endorsed by Serena Lusk, CAO

Att. 1: Richmond Fire Rescue Reserve Balance
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City of

N . Report to Committee
J¢ Richmond P

To: General Purposes Committee Date: May 11, 2026

From: Elizabeth Ayers File:  06-2000-20-004/2025-
General Manager, Parks, Recreation and Culture Vol 01

Re: Richmond Community Memorial Garden — Planning Process Update, Site

Selection Criteria, and Next Steps

Staff Recommendation

1. That the report titled “Richmond Community Memorial Garden — Planning Process Update,
Site Selection Criteria, and Next Steps”, from the General Manager, Parks, Recreation and
Culture, dated May 11, 2026, be received for information.

Executive Summary

This report outlines site suitability criteria, site selection criteria, and next steps to proceed with
the Memorial Garden planning process that began in 2025. An overview of the findings from this
process to date, including community engagement results and business planning and operating
model options, is also included in the report. The site suitability and site selection criteria have
been carefully reviewed and refined based on input from subject matter experts and the needs
and preferences that were expressed through the comprehensive community engagement process.
The site suitability criteria will allow the City to establish a preliminary list of potentially
suitable sites, and the site selection criteria will be utilized to evaluate and rank potential
Memorial Garden sites.

In response to input received through the community engagement process, the feasibility of
establishing an ash scattering site on the Fraser River has been investigated. While there are key
considerations and planning and engagement steps that would be required, preliminary findings
suggest that such an initiative is feasible. This report outlines those preliminary findings for
awareness and future consideration. Due to the potential synergy and mutual benefits between a
future waterfront ash scattering site and a Memorial Garden, a related criterion has been added to
the proposed site selection criteria.

Next steps will include identifying and evaluating potential Memorial Garden sites. Should a
specific site or sites be approved by Council, next steps would include a follow-up engagement
process, site analysis, planning and design to determine proposed amenities, and selection of a
preferred operating model.
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Staff Report
Origin
In 2025, a planning process was initiated to determine whether there is sufficient community

support for a Memorial Garden and, if so, what a successful model may look like.

This process included a comprehensive community engagement process that consisted of an
online survey, five in-person events, and a series of workshops and interviews with internal and
external focus groups. In concert, a study of business planning and operating model options was
completed.

The purpose of this report is to provide an update on the Memorial Garden planning process and
outline site suitability criteria, site selection criteria, and next steps. An overview of findings
from the Memorial Garden planning process and investigation into the feasibility of establishing
an ash scattering site on the Fraser River is also provided in this report.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #1 Proactive in Stakeholder
and Civic Engagement:

Proactive stakeholder and civic engagement to foster understanding and involvement and
advance Richmond'’s interests.

Background

Memorial Garden Planning Process

The following section provides an overview of the Memorial Garden planning process and its
key findings.

Community Engagement

A Memorial Garden community engagement process was conducted between May 12 and June
22,2025. This process gave residents an opportunity to declare their level of support for a
potential Memorial Garden and provide input on what types of amenities, features, and services
they would like to see offered at such a facility.

The feedback received indicated strong community support for establishing a Memorial Garden
site in Richmond, with approximately 66 per cent of survey respondents indicating support for
the initiative and 65 per cent indicating that they or their immediate family members would be
likely to use its services.

The following represents a high-level summary of the key findings from input received through
the comprehensive community engagement process:

e There is strong overall support for a Memorial Garden in Richmond;

8385767

GP- 61



May 11, 2026 _3-

e Richmond’s multicultural and diverse community requires adaptable spaces and special
considerations for specific interment/memorialization practices;

e The provision of a serene, respectful environment dedicated to the remembrance of loved
ones is long overdue in Richmond;

e The community favours naturalized areas in which to memorialize loved ones;

e Green disposition, or green burial interment methods, i.e., those that use eco-friendly
embalming alternatives and biodegradable materials to reduce environmental impact, are
very important to residents;

e Resident concerns include siting, land use priorities, and Richmond’s high water table;
and

e There is community interest in having a dedicated place to scatter cremated remains on
the Fraser River.

Refer to Attachment 1 — Memorial Garden Engagement Summary, for a detailed overview of the
survey results.

Business Planning and Operating Model Options

In concert with the community engagement process, a study of business planning and operating
model options was completed. The following represents the key findings from that study:

e Memorial Garden options, ranging from a full-service cemetery to a cremation garden,
are expected to be financially feasible for the City; and

e Three potential Memorial Garden operating models—City-operated, subcontractor
partnership, and complete outsourcing—are available to the City; future consideration
will be given to the operating model that best meets the needs of Richmond’s diverse
community while offering financial sustainability.

Findings from the above component of the planning process are anticipated to inform future
planning efforts, including siting, and assist with determining the most appropriate operating
model for a potential Memorial Garden.

Based on the findings from the planning process, it is anticipated that a hybrid Memorial Garden
will best meet the needs of the community. Such a facility would seek to strike a balance
between a full-service cemetery and a cremation garden and would prioritize forms of
disposition and interment that respond to current trends and increasing community preferences
for cremation, green burial methods, and memorialization over traditional casket burial.
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Analysis

Site Suitability Criteria

The following section outlines site suitability criteria that will be used to establish a preliminary
list of potential Memorial Garden sites. A prospective Memorial Garden would reflect expressed
community needs and preferences for cremation, green burial methods, and memorialization.

The following site suitability criteria are based on input from subject matter experts and feedback
received through the comprehensive community and stakeholder engagement process.

Area: The site 1s a minimum of five acres in total area.

Land use: The site does not have Provincial or Federal legislation or other designations, e.g.,
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), that are anticipated to be inflexible and/or severely restrict
potential use as a Memorial Garden.

Adaptability: Based on the site’s existing uses, natural features, structures, amenities,
programming, and distribution of open space, etc., a prospective Memorial Garden could be
reasonably accommodated, noting that site reconfiguration and/or remediation may be required.

The above site suitability criteria will be utilized to establish a list of potential Memorial Garden
sites for evaluation using the site selection criteria outlined in this report.

River Scattering Feasibility Analysis

The following section outlines key findings from a preliminary investigation into the feasibility
of establishing an ash scattering site on the Fraser River.

The desire for residents to have access to a designated ash scattering site on the Fraser River for
personal or cultural practices was clearly expressed through the community engagement process.
The feasibility of establishing a riverfront ash scattering site has been studied as a result. The
following represents the key findings from this preliminary investigation:

e While often occurring in an unsanctioned manner, the scattering of cremated remains in
beloved landscapes is a regular practice across the province;

e The scattering of cremated remains into moving water is a sacred ritual for many South
Asian communities, who make up approximately 14 per cent of Metro Vancouver’s
population;

e The scattering of cremated remains on a water body such as the Fraser River is guided by
municipal, provincial, and federal legislation. Public Parks and School Grounds
Regulation Bylaw No. 8771 outlines restrictions on the disposal of cremated remains
within public park sites; bylaw updates may be required to designate a scattering site on
the Fraser River;
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e Due to the cultural significance of waterfront sites on the Fraser River, planning must
account for meaningful engagement with First Nations and the broader community early
in the process;

e Developing a scattering site on the Fraser River would present several unique challenges.
Consideration would need to be given to infrastructure that can withstand changing
salinity, high flow rates with seasonal variability, daily tidal ranges, large debris, and
significant sediment loads, while meeting standards for universal accessibility;

e (apital funding would be required for development and operation of a scattering site.
Funding requirements would be heavily dependent on the site, design, and financial
model. Financial support may be available through external partnerships or grants;

e Based on the experience of other Lower Mainland municipalities and an evaluation of
existing regulations, obtaining permissions to develop a riverfront scattering site appears
to be feasible; and

e Based on an awareness of broader community interest across the Lower Mainland, such
an initiative could potentially be pursued independently or collaboratively with other
municipalities.

Site Selection Criteria

The following section outlines site selection criteria that will be used to evaluate a range of
potential Memorial Garden sites following a site suitability analysis.

Site selection criteria have been developed based on the results of the Memorial Garden planning
process to ensure alignment with needs and preferences expressed by the community and
stakeholder groups, and emerging best practices.

The following site selection criteria are not listed in any order of preference or ranking. They
will be applied with equal weighting to an evaluation of potential Memorial Garden sites.

e Ownership: Whether a prospective site is already City-owned or would require
acquisition.

e Compatibility: The degree to which there are limited or manageable negative impacts—
visual, noise, etc.—from adjacent uses; planned adjacent developments do not indicate
future conflicting land uses.

e Flexibility: The degree to which current site uses and programming can be adapted to
accommodate a Memorial Garden; uses supported by permanent infrastructure are
considered less flexible.

e Separation from residential areas: The degree to which a buffer zone exists or may be
established between the site and existing residential areas.
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e Proximity to water: The degree to which a site has adjacency to a body of water
(human-made or natural) for aesthetic and ritualistic purposes. Note: this criterion has
been broken out separately based on clear community preferences and cultural practices
that were outlined through the 2025 community engagement process.

e Accessibility: The degree to which the site is accessible by multiple modes of
transportation, ideally with a public transit stop within 800 metres (an approximately
10-minute walk) of the site.

e Aesthetic quality: The degree to which the site contains existing natural features that are
conducive to a visually pleasing, contemplative Memorial Garden setting.

e [Existing servicing: The degree to which existing utilities that may be utilized and/or
repurposed to service a future Memorial Garden—such as water, electricity, and sewer—
are present on site.

o [Existing features: The degree to which the site contains existing natural or built features
that may be conducive to a future Memorial Garden, e.g., existing trees, buildings that
may be repurposed.

e Public open space: The degree to which a site is already associated with and includes
publicly accessible open space.

Next Steps

The above site suitability and site selection criteria will be used to identify and evaluate potential
Memorial Garden sites. Should a specific site or sites be approved by Council, next steps would
include a follow-up engagement process, site analysis, planning and design to determine
proposed amenities, and selection of a preferred operating model.

The detailed findings from the Memorial Garden planning process, which expand upon the
overview provided above, will be made available on the Let’s Talk Richmond Memorial Garden
project page (https://www.letstalkrichmond.ca/memorialgarden) and the City Parks website.
These pages will allow residents to review publicly available information and the latest news
about the Memorial Garden initiative to stay up to date.

Budgetary Implications

There are no budgetary implications at this time.

Conclusion

Following a Memorial Garden planning process, proposed site suitability and site selection
criteria have been developed. They reflect the findings from the rigorous work that has occurred
to date and have been informed by input from subject matter experts as well as feedback
expressed through the comprehensive community engagement process.
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Based on personal and cultural preferences expressed through the community engagement
process, the feasibility of establishing an ash scattering site on the Fraser River has been
investigated. Preliminary findings suggest that such an initiative is feasible, and the proposed site
selection criteria reflect the potential synergy that could exist between river ash scattering and
Memorial Garden initiatives.

The outlined site suitability and site selection criteria will be used to identify and evaluate
potential Memorial Garden sites. Should a specific site or sites be approved by Council, next

steps would include a follow-up engagement process, site analysis, planning and design to
determine proposed amenities, and selection of a preferred operating model.

Respectfully submitted,

Todd Gross, Director, Parks Services

Report Contributors

This report was prepared by Kevin Fraser, Research Planner 2.

Endorsed by Serena Lusk, CAO

Att. 1: Memorial Garden Engagement Summary
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Memorial Garden Engagement Summary Attachment 1

In general, my level of support
for the City of Richmond offering a
Memorial Garden is:

. 50.68% - Strongly supportive
. 15.07% - Somewhat supportive
B 8.7%- Neutral

. 6.85% - Somewhat opposed

18.72% - Strongly opposed

If the City of Richmond develops a
Memorial Garden, the likelihood that
my immediate family and/or | would
use its services is:

B 57.38% - Highly likely
B 27.18% - Somewhat likely
B 12.14% - Neutral

B 5:34% - Somewhat unlikely

17.96% - Highly unlikely

If my family or | had a loved one
memorialized at a site in Richmond,
we/l would visit:

17.33% - At least once a month
47.03% - Several times a year

15.84% - Once a year

2.48% - Once every few years
3.47% - Only for an interment/service

10.40% - Never

. 3.47% - Other
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The following factors are most important to me
when considering the location of a Memorial
Garden (select all that apply):

11.17% - Located close to residential areas
27.92% - Located far from residential areas
47.21% - Easily accessible by public transportation
87.82% - Quiet, peaceful surroundings

57.87% - Accessibility for people with disabilities

26.40% - Close to other community services / parks

6.60% - Other

The following would best
accommodate my, or my family's,
needs (please select all that apply):

. 50.34% - Altar stone or reliquary shelf

20.81% - Incense burning

55.70% - Access to water for flowers or
ceremonial purposes

16.78% - Specific grave orientation

16.78% - Other

2
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| would rate the importance of the following amenities and features as:

Wide range of e
interment options "X 2o.U4%

Mature trees and
attractive flower / plant [REESERS 22.05% 38.46%
beds | |

ECEE G CES WCI 10429 833%  14.58%
contemplate

Walking paths for
passive recreation 1421 1B47%
Water features (e.g.

Sl pord 21.05% 20.00% i 15.79%

A gathering / PR— _—
celebration space 14.14% 26.70% 909 21.47%
Structure for outdoor -
shelter from elements 17.71% 15.63% 7.71% 24.48%
like a gazebo !

A building for services 5 21.05%
and events -

MighiWasHrSe 19.17% 55 41.97%
facilities _ :

Specific areas for
memorials, public art, 17.02% 25.53%
etc.

0 50 100 150

@ Not Important @ Slightly Important @® Important & Fairly Important @ Very Important

| would be motivated to use a Memorial Garden
in Richmond that includes the following (select
all that apply):

42.16% - Space for community gathering or ceremonies

82.16% - Place for quiet contemplation and reflection

47.57% - Park-like space for passive recreation such
as walking, jogging and picnicking

43.78% - Community events or annual events of
remembrance (Remembrance Day, All Souls’ Day, etc.)

29.73% - Historical or cultural landmarks

7.03% - Other
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My current end-of-life plans are:

16.67% - | have made arrangements for interment and/or
memorialization in the Metro Vancouver area.

2.08% - | have made arrangements for interment and/or
memorialization in a community outside the Metro
Vancouver area.

13.02% - | plan to make arrangements for interment and/or
memorialization in a community in the Metro Vancouver area.

4.17% - | plan to make arrangements for interment and/or
memorialization in a community outside the Metro
Vancouver area.

40.63% - | have thought about it, but have not taken action yet.
17.19% - | have not thought about it yet.

6.25% - Other

| would consider the following burial and memorialization options for my
end-of-life plans (select all that apply):

In-ground cremation

burial: cremated remains :
buried in-ground with 45.41%
marker

Columbarium niche:
cremated remains interred
in an individual niche or
columbarium

Scattering garden: a
dedicated garden for
scattering remains

Casket burial: casket
buried in an in-ground lot
with headstone / marker

Green burial / natural
burial: interment in a
biodegradable casket
without embalming, etc.

Mausoleum: an

above-ground building
used to house caskets
and/or cremation urns

Terramation*: a process
where human remains are 2 20.74% 40.43%

transformed into soil by

composting

Memorial wall: an
inscription or plaque
placed on a wall or stone
to commemorate a person

23.91% 25.54%




My age falls in the following range:

. 2.02% - 24 years or younger
6.57% - 25— 34 years old
11.62% - 35—-44 years old
14.14% - 4554 years old
24.75% - 55—-64 years old

23.23% - 6574 years old

15.66% - 75 years or older

. 2.02% - Prefer not to say

My relationship to Richmond is, | (select
all that apply):

[ 9557% - Live in Richmond
B 3498% - Work in Richmond
. 45.32% - Have family that live in Richmond
B 443%- Study in Richmond

. 4.43% - Visit Richmond

| identify with the following religions
(select all that apply):

43.84% - No religious affiliation
36.45% - Christianity
12.81% - Catholicism

5.91% - Buddhism

0.49% - Hinduism
1.48% - Judaism
1.48% - Islam
1.97% - Trad. (North American Indigenous) Spirituality
5.91% - Prefer not to say

2.96% - Other
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Which ethnicity do you most relate to?
(Select all that apply):

0.51% - Indigenous (First Nations, Métis, Inuit)

52.28% - European (British, Ukrainian, Italian, etc.)

0%
2.54% - South Asian (Indian, Pakistani, Black (African, Caribbean, etc.)
Bangladeshi, etc.) Middle Eastern / North African

(Lebanese, Iranian, Persian,
Syrian, etc.)

36.04% - East Asian (Chinese, Japanese,
Korean, etc.)

9.14% - Southeast Asian (Filipino, Vietnamese,
Thai, etc.)

1.02% - Latin American (Mexican, Brazilian,
Colombian, etc.)

5.08% - Other

| heard about this engagement
opportunity via (select all that apply):

. 8.12% - Attending an open house

62.44% - Email from LetsTalkRichmond.ca

7.11% - Visiting from another project on
LetsTalkRichmond.ca

0.51% - Instagram

5.08% - Facebook

1.02% - X

0.51% - Bus Shelter Ad

6.09% - News story written by local media

6.60% - Richmond.ca website

13.20% - Word of mouth
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General Purposes Committee
June 1%, 2026
Councillor Hobbs

Motion
Whereas:

Provincial Bill 44 (small-scale multi-unit housing) required all local governments with a population
greater than 5,000 people to rezone all single-family and duplex zoned properties to allow 3 to 6 units per
lot depending on lot size and proximity to frequent transit;

The City of Richmond, through the long-standing Arterial Road Land Use Policy and the recent updates
to the Official Community Plan, encouraged lot consolidation and higher density residential development
along designated Arterial Roads, for townhouses and low-rise apartments;

The provincially required small-scale multi-unit housing (SSMUH) zoning reduces the incentive to
consolidate designated Arterial Road properties for higher density townhouses or low-rise apartments,
thereby losing an opportunity to provide for greater housing supply near transit, commercial and
community facilities;

Therefore be it resolved, that a letter be written from the Mayor to the Minister of Housing and Municipal
Affairs and Kelly Greene, Minister of Emergency Management and Climate Readiness, requesting that
Richmond be exempted from SSMUH zoning for properties along a designated Arterial Road where
higher density residential uses are permitted through an Area Plan or Official Community Plan.

Rationale

A consequence of Bill 44, the City’s Arterial Road Policy was rendered moot. Now, small-scale multi-
unit housing (SSMUH) can be developed on arterial roads, with no rezoning. One significant problem is
that SSMUH developments provide for less density than townhouse developments. As SSMUH
developments begin to appear, it will make it more difficult to assemble properties for townhouse
developments along arterial roads since contiguous properties will become interspersed with increasing
SSMUH properties. Also, there will be a corresponding increase in the number of driveways on arterial
roads.

The point of the letter is to ask for consideration for an exemption in relation to the Arterial Road Policy
since this policy provides for greater density than SSMUH, as per Bill 44. Decreasing density was not a
goal of Bill 44 and requesting reconsideration, specifically in relation to the Arterial Road Policy, can
augmented with quantifiable data to support the policy’s success.
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