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 City of Richmond Agenda
   

 
 

General Purposes Committee 
 

Anderson Room, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Monday, July 18, 2011 
4:00 p.m. 

 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
GP-5  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes 

Committee held on Monday, July 4, 2011. 

 

 
  

CORPORATE SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
GP-11 1. RICHMOND COMMUNITY SAFETY BUILDING PUBLIC ART 

PROJECT 
(File Ref. No. 11-7000-09-20-112) (REDMS No. 3250033) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page GP-11 of the General Purposes agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Eric Fiss

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That the revised concept proposal and installation of the Richmond 
Community Safety Building Public Art Project “The Coat of Arms” by artist 
Glen Andersen, as presented in the staff report from the Director, Arts, 
Culture & Heritage Services dated July 5, 2011, be approved. 
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GP-17 2. CITY GRANT PROGRAM REVIEW 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3245549) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page GP-17 of the General Purposes agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Lesley Sherlock

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That: 

  (1) the City Grant Policy (Attachment 6) be adopted; 

  (2) the revised City Grant Program (Attachment 7) be implemented on an 
interim basis until specific guidelines are prepared for the proposed 
(1) Health, Social & Safety, (2) Arts, Culture and Heritage, and (3) 
Parks, Recreation and Community Events City Grant Programs; 

  (3) staff propose the following Casino revenue allocations to City Grant 
Programs be considered during the 2012 budget process: 

   (a) Health, Social & Safety, $536,719; 

   (b) Arts, Culture and Heritage, $100,000; 

   (c) Parks, Recreation and Community Events, $96,587; 

  (4) staff report back, following implementation of the 2012 City Grant 
Programs and prior to implementation of the 2013 City Grant 
Program, regarding; 

   (a) stakeholder consultations regarding the new Policy and 
Programs; 

   (b) the establishment of an arms-length City Grant adjudication 
panel; and 

   (c) possible impacts of the Social Planning Strategy on the Health, 
Social and Safety Grant Program. 

  (5) staff explore the development of an information technology system 
whereby City Grant Program applications, including Attachments, 
may be submitted on-line. 
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GP-69 3. CITY ONLINE FORMS AND THE PREVIOUS ONLINE EVENTS 
APPROVALS SYSTEM FUNDING REQUEST FROM 2010 
APPROPRIATED SURPLUS 
(File Ref. No. 01-0340-30-CSER5) (REDMS No. 3240995) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page GP-69 of the General Purposes agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speakers:  Alan Cameron & Jason Kita

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That the $60,000 being held from the 2010 Surplus Appropriation be 
allocated to fund the development of an online Event Approvals system. 

 
  

BUSINESS AND FINANCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
GP-75 4. SOCIAL FINANCIAL HARDSHIP ASSISTANCE FUND 

(File Ref. No. 03-0900-01) (REDMS No. 3238492) 

  TO VIEW eREPORT CLICK HERE 

  See Page GP-75 of the General Purposes agenda for full hardcopy report  

  Designated Speaker:  Venus Ngan

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That an interest-free loan of $9,000 from the City’s Social Financial 
Hardship Assistance Fund to the Chinese Mental Wellness Association of 
Canada, with full repayment to be made to the City six months subsequent 
to the advance of the loan, be approved.  

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
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Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Monday, July 4, 2011 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair 
Councillor Derek Dang 
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Greg Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Ken Johnston 
Councillor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Sue Halsey-Brandt 

Minutes 

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

3249344 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes o/the meeting o/the General Purposes Committee held on 
MOllday, JUlie 20, 2011, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

There was agreement that Item No. I, Reaching Carbon Neutrality - Proposed 
Richmond Strategy. and Item No.2. Reaching Carbon Neutrality: Energy and 
Emissions Inventory and Recommended Early Action, be dealt with 
simultaneously. 

1. 
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Monday, July 4, 2011 

COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

I . REACHING CARBON NEUTRALITY - PROPOSED RICHMOND 
STRATEGY 
(File Ref. No. 01 ... 0370·01/201 I-YoIO l) (REDMS No. 3230864) 

2. REACHING CARBON NEUTRALITY: ENERGY AND EMISSIONS 
INVENTORY AND RECOMMENDED EARLY ACTION 
(File Ref. No. OI..()370 ... 01nOll .voIO I) (REDMS No. 3086030) 

Margot Daykin, Manager, Sustainability, noted that both reports were 
pertaining to the City 's voluntary commitment to Carbon Neutrality, with the 
report for Item No. 1 providing an overall strategy for meeting the 
commitment, and the report for Item No. 2 providing specific actions and 
steps. 

Ms. Daykin then reviewed the reports, and explained how reducing internal 
greenhouse gas emissions and making investments to offset unavoidable 
emissions were thl~ two main actions required in reaching Carbon Neutrality. 

Ms. Daykin stated that although City Council had adopted a comprehensive 
approach to climate change, signing the Be Climate Action Charter had 
accelerated the City' s commitment to sustainability and climate change, and 
promoted leadership and collective wide action. It was noted that the BC 
Climate Action Charter had been endorsed by over 170 municipalities. 

A discussion then took place about: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the City's ac.tion initiatives to promote sustainability including the High 
Performance Building Policy, the Corporate Green Fleet Policy, the 
Corporate Recycling Program, the Corporate Energy-Retrofit Program 
and the City Carpool Program; 

the need for a wider scope for sustainabiIity initiatives currently 
recognized under the provincial framework; 

the major sources of energy consumption. It was noted that out of all 
the types of civic facilities, aquatic facilities and ice arenas had the 
highest energy consumption and green house gas emissions. It was 
further noted that the Watermania Pool facility had reduced its net 
energy consmnption by 20%; 

the Carbon Neutral Provisional Fund, adopted by Council, had a balance 
of approximately $300,000 of which approximately $150,000 was 
recouped from carbon taxes; 

how the City's Corporate Energy and Emissions lnventory provided a 
foundation to develop an efficient inventory system, and identified 
strategic opportunities for further reducing corporate greenhouse gas 
emissions; 

2. 
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• how emiSSions for different sources of energy (e.g., electricity and 
natural gas) are measured; 

• the rationale used to compile the City's Corporate Energy and Emissions 
Inventory. It was noted that energy consumption was compiled by 
account, and some buildings had multiple accounts, therefore those 
buildings wt:re listed more than once in the inventory; 

• the use of natural gas rather than gasoline for the City's Fleet without 
compromising the life span of the vehicles; and 

• retaining carbon tax funds by investing locally within the community. 

It was moved and seconded 
(I) That the Carbon Responsible Strategy, as ouJlined in Attachment 5 of 

the staff report entitled "Reaching Carbon Neutrality - Proposed 
Richmond Strategy", dated June 1, 2011 be adopted; 

(2) That the City work with tIre Province and UBCM to establish carbon 
compensatlon credits/or Richmond-based initiatives; and 

(3) That greenhouse gas emission reduction action in corporate /acilities 
and civic fleet use througlt the 2012 budget process and the otlter 
targeted action as presented in the report titled "Reaching Carbon 
Neutrality: Energy and Emissions Inventory and Recommended 
Early Actio'n", dated June 1, 2011, be endorsed. 

CARRlED 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

3. REPORT FROM CITY REPRESENTATIVES ON VANCOUVER 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AERONAUTICAL NOISE 
MANAGEMENT COMMllTEE (YVR ANMC) AND STATUS UPDATE 
OF RICHMOND AIRPORT NOISE CITIZENS ADVISORY TASK 
FORCE REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 
(File Ref. No. 01·0153 .. 04 .. 01) (REDMS No. 2996497) 

Victor Wei, Dir,;!ctor, Transportation, introduced Haydn Acheson, City 
Representative on the Vancouver International Airport Aeronautical Noise 
Management Committee (YVR ANMC). 

Mr. Acheson reviewed tbe report and highlighted that reverse thrust usage 
was now restricted on both the north and south runways, and that at a meeting 
attended by City staff, the City 's YVR ANMC representatives, and major 
float plan operators, a discussion had taken place about the community's 
concerns related to float plane operations. A follow up meeting is anticipated 
in the near future. 

3. 
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A discussion then took place about: (i) float plane arrivals and departures and 
whether operators were following the recommended flight paths; (ii) concerns 
associated with altitudes that had been observed for different aircrafts during 
flight; and (ii i) protocol for night operations at Vancouver International 
Airport. It was noted that no set guidelines for night operations at YVR has 
been established. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That a leiter be sent to the VanCOIlVer Airport Authority 10: 

(a) acknowledge the positive efforts made by the Authority towards 
addressing Ihe Richmond Airport Noise Citizens Advisory Task 
Force recommendations; anti 

(b) request that tire Authority provide a sta/Ils report on its progress 
towal'ds allY outstanding Task Force recommendations as part 
of its next annual presentation to Council; and 

(2) Tlrat tire te'rm of tir e Richmond Airport Noise Citizens Advisory Task 
Force be extended to March 2012 in order to provide feedback on the 
initiatives of tire COlltrol Zone Procedures Working Group of ti,e 
YVRANMC. 

CARRIED 

4. TEMPORARY LIQUOR LICENSES 

Prior to adjournment, Councillor Bill McNulty made a query related to the 
renewal of temporary liquor licenses, particularly the temporary liquor license 
granted annually to the Buck and Ear Pub in Steveston fo r an outdoor beer 
garden on Canada Day. Councillor McNulty questioned who was responsible 
for the cost of cleaning the vicinity after the event, and if consideration could 
be given to requesting that some of the proceeds from the event be used to 
benefit the community. 

It was moved and seconded 
That staff report back on the experience with Licensed Liquor 
Establishments which have been granted Temporary Liquor Licences on the 
JuLy 1st weekend. 

CARRIED 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (5:02 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

4. 
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Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie 
Chair 

General Purposes Committee 
Monday, July 4, 2011 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the General 
Purposes Commhtee of the Council of the 
City of Richmond held on Monday, July 
4,20 11. 

Shanan Dhaliwal 
Executive Assistant 
City Clerk's Office 

5. 
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To: 

From : 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Jane Fernyhough 
Director, Arts, Culture & Heritage Services 

Report to Committee 

Date: July 5, 2011 

File: 11-7000-09-20-112Nol 
01 

Re: Richmond Community Safety Building Public Art Project 

Staff Recommendation 

That the revised concept proposal and installation of the Richmond Community Safety Building 
Public Art Project "The Coat of Anns" by arti st Glen Andersen, as presented in the report from 
the Director, Arts, CuI e & Heritage Services d ed-:Juty-5, 2011 , be approved. 

Jane F~ ...JI'.Y"L/W 

Director, Arts, Cultur 
(604-276-4288) 

Att. I 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Budgets y g'ND au 
RCMP y Ill-N 0 
Project Development Y GI'N 0 

ReVIEwED BY TAG YES NO RE~EWEDBY CAO ~ NO 

U UV 0 0 

nSOIm 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On May 16, 20 II the General Purposes Committee reviewed the concept proposal for the ReMP 
Community Safety Building Public .Art Project "The Crest" by artist Glen Andersen, as 
presented in the report from the Dinxtor. Arts, Culture & Heritage Services dated May 2, 2011, 
and endorsed the following referral: 

Tlrat tire ReMP Community Safety Building Public Art Project be referred back to 
sla//lo work with the artist on further options. 

Analysis 

At the May 16, 2011 General Purposes Committee meeting the proposed public art project for 
the new community safety building was presented by artist Glen Andersen. 

Committee members expressed their appreciation for the artist's work and recommended that the 
theme focus on the City of Richmond and its community and characteristics, as set out in the 
"City o/Richmond Public Arl Program CaU lo Artists" for this public art opportunity. 

Based on the Committee 's direction, the artist has revised the proposal. The artist has maintained 
the concept ofa "dcconstructed crest" but has shifted the content to reflect the Richmond 
community. This has been achieved by basing the artwork on the City of Richmond "Coat of 
Arms". The resulting concept is a stronger proposal, with a more immediate connection to the 
heritage and environment of Richmond. 

The entrance plaza mosaic paving is based on robes, cornucopia, and alluvial river flows, 
effectively creating the two arms of the Fraser River to welcome visitors and staff into the 
building. The disappearing animal in the reeds is represented by three salmon, a direct reference 
to the three salmon on the shield within the Coat of Anns. The text panel , which completes the 
elements of the Coat of Arms, bears the inscription "Child of the Fraser" (Attachment 1). 

The revised concept proposal has been reviewed by the Public Art Selection Panel and the 
Richmond Public Art Advisory Committee, who recommend that Council endorse the revised 
concept proposal. 

Financial Impact 

A public art budget of $1 00,000 was allocated in the construction budget for the Richmond 
Community Safety Building replacement. The allocation is based on the construction costs of the 
capital project and excludes soft costs (i.e. , administration, professional and legal fees, 
furnishings and pcnnit fees). 

A budget of $90,000 is provided to the artist for the design, fabrication and installation of the 
artwork including all related artist expenses. The remaining $1 0,000 in the approved budget is 
for administration of the project, including selection panel expenses, design honoraria paid to the 
five short listed artist teams, and a contingency fund. The operating budget impact (OBI) for 
cleaning and maintenance of the art work is included in the approved OBI for the 2010 Public 
Art Program capital project. 
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Conclusion 

The new community safety building represents an opportunity to use public art to honour the 
history and identity of the City of Richmond. Staff recommend that Counci l endorse the revised 
concept proposal and installation of the Richmond Community Safety Building public art project 
"The Coat of Anns" by artist Glen Andersen, as presented in this report. 

Et;.f:-
Public Art Planner 
(604-247-4612) 

EF:ef 
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Glen Andersen I :M:o .. aic P1a.:n.e~ 10071 Dyke Road, Richmond BC, Canada 
V7A 2L7 ph: 604 710-7421 email: mosaicplanel@mac.com web: www.mosaicplanet.net 

Richmond Communiljr Safety Building: Rs-design of Public Art 
components 

Richmond Coat of Arms 

This new de. ... ign for the public art at the Richmond Community Safety Building 
takes the concept and formal elements of the original design and reworks them based on 
the Richmond Coat of Arms. This way the City is represented via its own symbols. and 
should the usc of the building ever change from RMCPlPoiice Force to another City usc, 
the relationship to Richmond will remain intact. 

The Coat of Anus. used for many decades and originally drawn by an un-credited 
artist (as was nol uncommon in the day), comprises a representation of the Fraser Ri ver 
on the shield with lhe Goddesses of Fortune flanking it. They each hold a cornucopia, 
representing Richmond' s past and present agricuhural bounty which forms the ground on 
which they sland. A knight's helmet tops the shield with floral regalia Ooating from it A 
dove-like bird, which more closely resembles a cedar waxwing (common to these parts) 
stands on the dogwoods and maple leafs adorning the crown. Underlining the shield is the 
phrase "Child of the Fraser", the flrst line of a poem by Thoma.;; Kidd, a Significant social 
contributor and historian of early Richmond. 

VISUAL CONCEPT: 
The robes of the goddesses arc represented in tile mosaic, morphing into the folds 

of the north and south arms of the Fraser River, which frame the plaza, as the cornucopias 
pour their abundant garden and farming wealth into the central plaza. The fabric 
accoutrements to the knight's helmet are also worked into this river/robe collage. 

This proposal also includl~s rc-paving the inner section of the plaza with seeded 
glass and aggregates of greens, suggesting the verdant meadows of the Delta prior to 
development. Of course, under aU the present development SljJJ lies a wealth of fertility, a 
reality that is easy to forgel in the sweep of progress. Some fingers of blue can similarly 
suggest the many sloughs that once fed water deep into the what we now call "Lulu" and 
"Sea" Islands. In front of the doorway, the waxwing/dove is rendered in pebble mosaic, 
cast in independent slabs and recessed, flush with the surrounding pavement. 

J2427YI 
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Glen Andersen I M:osa.ic PlaI1et 10071 Dyke Road, Richmond BC, Canada 
V7A 2L7 ph: 604710-7421 email: mosaicplanet@mac.com web: www.mosaicplanet.net 

Entrance Plaza - Mosaic Design 

The salmon have taken the place of the originally-conceived buffalo sculpture on 
the grassy mound to the south. 

Grassy Mound - Salmon 

The original site for signagc, along the balcony fascias, will host the phrase 
"Child of the Fraser", cut out of metal sheets, with light on the wall behind [or night-time 
viewing. While this latter element could be seen as just signage. it is in fact an integral 
part of the artistic rendering of the Richmond Coat of Arms. 

Balconies - Child of the Fraser 
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Glen Andersen IlVIoaa.i.c l?1a.n.et; 10071 Dyke Road, Richmond BC, Canada 
V7A 2L7 ph : 604 71 0-7421 email: mosaicplanet@mac.com web: www.mosaicplanet.net 

Technical Considerations: 

MOSAICS: The tile mosaics at either side of the plaza would be built to grade 
with the final level of the plaza. All pavement has been removed and upon rcpaving 
would be seeded with the colored aggregates. This technique is consistent with standard 
exposed aggregate, except with additional material being scattered during paving. 
Recesses would be created for the tile mosaic using plywood "blanks" which permit the 
tile to reach a flush level when complete. 

The 3 jumping salmon would be rendered in steel rods. buill to resemble estuary 
reeds and grasses. Viewing of tht!m will be priv ileged so that as one passes, on foot, bike 
or car, the clarity of the 3-D image comes and goes, leaving the view of a simple grove 
before and after the animal image crystallizes. This effect underlines the "now you see it ; 
now you don't" aspect of publk art (a<; well as that of the natural estuaries, whieh tend to 
get obliterated by development. 

Previous examples of pebble mosaic application by the artist in other Lower Mainland 
locations 

32-f2791 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Mike Kirk 
Oeputy Chief Administrative Officer 

Re: City Grant Program Rev:iew 

Staff Recommendation 

That: 

1. The City Grant Policy (Attachmil'flt 6) be adopted. 

Report to Committee 

Date: July 7, 2011 

File: 

2. The revised City Grant Program (Attachment 7) be implemented on an interim basis until 
specific guidelines are prepared for the proposed (1) Health, Social & Safety, (2) Arts, 
Culture and Heritage, and (3) Parks. Recreation and Community Events City Grant 
Programs. 

3. Staff propose the following Casino revenue allocations to Cily Grant Programs be considered 
during the 2012 budget process: 
• Health, Social & Safety, $536,719 
• Arts, Culture and Heritage, $100,000 
• Parks, Recreation and Comm unity Events, $96,587 

4. Staff report back. following implementation of the 2012 City Grant Programs and prior to 
implementation of the 2013 City Grant Program, regarding 
• Stakeholder consultations regarding the new Policy and Programs; 
• The establ ishment o[an arms-length City Grant adjudication panel; and 
• Possible impacts of the Social Planning Strategy on the Health, Social and Safety Grant 

Program. 

5. Staff explore the development of an information technology system whereby Ci ty Grant 
Program applications, including Anachments, may be submitted on-line. 

Mike Kirk 
Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 
(604-276-4142) 

Atl. 7 
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July 7, 201 1 , 2 , 

FOR OHiGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Budgets Y~O U2V Arts, Culture and Heritage Y~O 
Information Technology Y~O 
Community Safety Y~O 
Parks and Recreation Y NO 

REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REVIEWED BY CAQ YES NO 

-'4 Gr\(. ' 0 Ul J1 0 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On November 9, 2009, COlU1CiJ made: the following referral: 

"That sraff"investigate whether if would be more efficienllO develop a program for awarding 
grants lO arts and culture organizations fhat would be separalcjrom the exisling community 
grams program. " 

On February 14,2011 Council resolved: 

"That a general review of the City Grant Program be underfaken will1 Couneil Representatives 
Councillors Linda Barnes and Evelina Halsey-Brandl including a review ojlhe/imding sources 
and application. " 

Recommended changes to the City Grant Program support the following Council Tenn Goal: 

Improve the effectiveness of tire llelivery o/social services ill the City through the 
development and impfemcllIatiolt of a Social tlml Community Service Strtllegy that 
includes: 

Clearly articulated roles and services for the City, and a viable funding sirafegy. 

Recommendations also support Council 's March 2007 motion, based on discussion of 
"Ric1unond's Sustainability Profile": 

Tltat tlte concept of enltanced investment ill the social fabric of the comnwni(v, with 
illtemal resources to support social programs, be .mpported. 

Findings Of Fact 

1. City Contributions to Non-Profit Societies 

While the City Grant Program is one important means of support proVided to non-profit societies 
serving Richmond residents, other significant contributions are made by the City on an annual 
basis. The total amount of grants and subsidies provided to non-profit and other Richmond 
organizations in 2010 totalled $1,770,984 (Attachment 1), of which the 20 I 0 City Grant budget 
was $518.000. The City also provides permissive tax exemptions valued at $836,289 in the areas 
of recreation, child care. community services, seniors housing and community care facilities 
(Attachment 2). Furthermore, churches and religious properties. many providing social sl!rviccs, 
received tax exemptions worth an additional $313,503 in 2010. In addition. in-kind services are 
somctimes provided. including staff time, meeting space and community bus usc. 

Within the context of City support for non-profits, the City Grant Program represents a 
distinctive and essential form of support. Program reviews have been undertaken intermittently 
to ensure that it remains responsive to commWlity needs. 
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2. City Grant Program Review 

This review was lead by a City Grant Program Review Team comprised ofCllr. Evelina Halsey­
Brandt. Cllr. Linda Barnes and Community Social Services staff. 

A consultation process was undertaken whereby submissions were requested of Community 
Associations, the Richmond Communities Committee CRee), the Richmond Community 
Services Advisory Commi ttee (RCSAC) and RCSAC member organizations. Community Social 
Services staff also met with the RCC and the RCSAC to disclIss the review and stakeho lder 
suggestions. Arts organizations have been consulted by Arts, Culture and llcritagc Services staff 
as part of the Arts Strategy review. 

Submissions regarding the City Grant Program (Attachment 3) were rcccivl:d from: 
• East Richmond Community Association 
• Richmond Addiction Services 
• Richmond CoomlUnities Committee CReC) 
• Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee (RCSAC) 
• Richmond Mental Health Cons-umcr and Friends Society 
• Stevcston Community Society 
• Thompson Community Association 

• Turning Point 
• Vollmteer Richmond Information Services 

Analysis 

Submissions reflected consistent concerns and suggestions for improving the effectiveness and 
resporu;iveness of the City Grant Program. Three main topics were addressed: (I) base funding 
(2) re-structuring and (3) application requirements and process. 

1. llascFunding 

1.1 Comparative Amllysis 

Stakeholders have observed that the City Grant Program budget may not have kept pace with 
increases in population, Casino funding, or City revenue, and asked for clarification. While the 
following table illustrates the accuracy of some of these observations, it must be bome in mind 
that City Grants represent one form ora range ofstlpports provided to the non-profit sector, as 
described above. 
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Year Population %> City 
Revenue' %.> Grant 

Budget 
%> Grant! 

Revenue 
Casino 
Funds 

%> 

200' 

2003 
2004 

2009 
2010 

Totol 

175,530 

,248 

2. 

12. 

' ,000 

~ m 
44. 

-0 . 
335,7' ',ODD -0 . 

78 . 
'ICily" 

.18% 

'C---t-J:~-----C;'-;i~~~;-t--;""*I~~~ 

2. 
1. 

6: 

13% 

.,;% 
;% ,10C 

4. 

15.5% 

1 

----' 

4. 

4.6% 
4.7% 

Services Budgets 
"irlcludes Capita l Funding sources 
" Cost of Living increase has been incorporated each year since 2009 
"'While $529.600 was budgeted lor 201 1 City Grants. S5'42,522 was expended (4.7% increase o .... er 2010). 

As the table ind icates, since 200 1, the population has increased 12.7%; City revenue has 
increased 78.2%; Casino revenue has increased 296.4%; and the City Grant budget has increased 
63.8%. With respect to the City Gnmt budget increase, the f()lIowing points may be considered: 
• Most of this increase resulted from an addition of$183.500 to the City Grant Program in 

2005 with the introduction of the expanded Casino. 
• This increase was primarily allocated for addictions prevention s6rvicc~ ($80,900 for 

substance abuse prevention and $91 ,050 for problem gambling prevention) to Richmond 
Addiction Services (RASS). 

• While the overall City Grant Program budget increased 58% in 2005, for applicants other 
than RASS, grant funding increased by only 3.6% (from $316,500 to $328,050). 

• As a percentage of Casino revenues, Grant Program funding has diminished considerably. 
• As a percentage of City revenue, Grant Program fWIding has remained relatively stablc. 

The following table identifies how 2011 Casino revenues have been budgeted. While the City 
Grant Program constitutes 4.8% of the total, it must be noted tl1at the quality of life for 
Richmond residents is significantly enhanced by all Casino revenue uses. 

,. 

1.2 Cost of Living Increase 

While the City Grant Program pre-dates 1993, the City's database of Grant expenditures begins 
that year, when $348 .640 was budgeted for grant allocations. Be Statistics data indicate that the 
Cost of Living (CoL), based on Statistics Canada's Consumer Price Index in the Vancouver area, 
has risen 27.8% since that time. White the overall City Grant Budget (both Health, Social & 
Safety and Culture, Recreation & Commwlity Events categories) has increased 52% in the same 
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period (from $348.640 in 1993 to $529,600 in 201 1), the majority of the increase was devoted to 
addictions prevention, as indicated above. Excluding grants to RASS for addictions prevention, 
the budg.et for all remaining applicants rose by 5%, from $340.640 in 1993 to $357,650 in 2011. 
This increase is considerably smaller than the actual Cost of Living incrca:-;e (27.8%) for the 
same time period. 

Council has recently endorsed a CoL increase for the City Grant Program as a way of keeping 
pace with community service organizations' rising costs. In 2008, Council adopted a revised 
Richmond Grant Program .including the following policy: 

AllIllIal CO!J" of Living Illcrea:w 
• To maintain file effectiveness of Program base funding in light of general rising costs 

(e.g., (he cost of Iivinf,?, fees), slClrting in 2009 and each year Ihereajier, an emnueil 
COSI of Iivingjl:lctor will be automatically added 10 {he base program jimding. 

• The cost of living increase will he based on the Vancouver CPI annual dwrage 
change as determined by Be 5;tClts for the previolls year. 

• Finance Divisiol1 of the Cily ofRichnumd wili determine the amount annually and 
add it to the base pl·ogramfimding. 

Counc il subsequently directed staff to provide the 2011 CoL increase to each grant recipient. Tn 
February 2011 Council resolved that: 

All ]0 / / granl recipienrs be Clwurded a cost of living allowance a<!juslmentfimdedfrom 
lhe Council Contingency Fund. 

Council direction has indicated support for the principle of providing CoL increases to the City 
Grant Program as a way of keeping pace with service providers' rising costs, and to adj ust the 
amOLlnt received by rec ipients accordingly. 

1.3 Comparison with Other MUlnicipalities 

The City's provision of grants and subsidies to non-profits, including the City Grant Program, 
Richmond Centre for Disability, Therapeutic Equcstrian Society and others, totalled $1 ,716,57 1 
in 2010 (Attachment 1 includes Sport Hosting Grants funded by Tourism Richmond). These 
expenditures represent 5.1 % of City revenue, without considering pcnnissive tax exemptions and 
in-kind contributions. This percentage compares favourably with New Westminster's 4.5% of 
revenue allocation, particularly considering that New Westminster's total includes traffic, 
transportation, climate change, economic development and tourism grants. This percentage is 
significantly higher than Burnaby' s 1.1% of revenue allocated to community grants, including 
nomina! lease payments. 

On a per capita basis, the City of North Vancouver has applied a $2 per capita formula to fund its 
grant program but also provides addilional funding in their base budget. As illustrated above. the 
City Grant budget alone exceeds $2 per capita. Including other grants, subsidies and tax 
exemptions, without including religious property exemptions, City contributions amount to 
approximately $9 per capita. 
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1.4 Summary 

While Riclunond ' s contributions compare favourably with other municipalities, and the Grant 
budget as a percentage of City revenue has remained fairly stable since 200 I, a comparative 
analysis demonstrates a significant reduction in the percentage of Casino revenue allocated to 

City Grants following the introduction of the River Rock Casino (from 9% to 4%). The City 
Grant Program has also lost considerable ground since 1993, considering Cost of Living 
increases. City Grant funding also represents a small percentage of overall Casino revenue (4 .8% 
budgeted in 2011). Thereiore, staffreconunend support for stakeholders ' request that City Grant 
funding from Casino revenues be substantially increased. Options are presented below, following 
an analysis of proposed structural ch:mges to the City Grant Program_ 

2_ Rc~Structuring 

The existing City Grant Program consists of two categories: (1) Health, Social and Safety 
Services, and (2) Culture, Recreation and Community Events. One City Grant Program budget 
exists and grants are awarded by Coullcil on an annual basis. 

In this section, the following aspects of City Grant Program rc~structuring will be addressed: (I) 
Category Distinctions, (2) Program Funding, (3) Multi-Year Cycles, (4) Specific Agency 
Funding, and (5) Priority Service Needs and Additional Intake. 

2.1 Category Distinctions 

(1) r\mding Imbalances 

Historically, the Health, Social and Safety Services (HSS) category has received the majority of 
grant funding. To illustrate, in 2011,83% ($449,698) of City Grants were allocated in this 
category, compared with 17% ($92,824) to Culture, Recreation and Community Events (CReE). 
Within the CRCE category, arts orga:nizations received the smallest amount ($18,729). As only 
one City Grant budget ex.ists, increasing funding to one sector would result in decreasing funding 
to another. These circumstances have: perpetuated under-funding to the CReE category. and 
particularly to arts, culture and heritage organizations. As identified in the following table, all 
grants to arts, culture and heritage organizations in 2011 were less than $5,000. 

ORGANIZATION AMOUNT 
Cinevotu!ion Media Arts Society $ 2,335 
Communi! Arts Council of Richmond S 2.030 
Gateway Theatre Society $ 4.060 
Gulf of Gear ia Canne Socle $1 .015 
Pacific Piano Com etition Societ $ 508 
Richmond Art Gallery Association $ 2,030 
Richmond Artist Guild $ 762 
Richmond Community Orchestra & Chorus AssociaUon $1,015 
Richmond Museum Society $ 2,030 
Richmond Music School Soclet $ 91. 
Richmond Youth Choral Societ" 51 ,015 
Textile Arts Guild of Richmond $1,015 
TOTAL $18,729 
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(2) Type of Applicant 

Applicants in the HSS and CReE categories rcOcct operational as well as program differences. 
All applicants in the HSS category are non-profit societies primarily funded by senior levels of 
government, foundatlons, other granting bodies, fundraising/ and donations. Most have no or 
minimal means of generating revenue, and none have formal , ongoing relationships with the City 
other than occasional fee-for-service contracts (e.g., Volunteer Richmond Information Services). 

In contrast, many appl icants in the CReE category, and particularly in Recreation and 
CommW1ity Events, are the City's Community Partners (Attachment 4). As pa11 of the City' s 
operating budget, the City provides fac ilities and core staffing while Community Partners plan 
and fund programs and events offered ihrough these facilities. The following table identifies 
Community Partner 2011 applications: Parks, Recreation and Community Events (8); Arts, 
Cultural and Heritage (2); and Health, Social and Safety (0). 

I 

I ~~;~t 
Arts. I >and' I 

~ I Galle" E,eot - -
I I I 

Tota l 1.060 
City facil ity: . , 

P .. ks. I >and' '"ts 

~ 
, CA I I 

I I 
I t Fitness and II , I I ' .0: 
I I 

I , Daze ',a' 
i f Society (SCS) • Spin ~ S~S) 1& , I Society I "" 

s CAs) , -

:""''' I , h":, ::~~~d~" , ,I I I, South Am), 
Community Associations. as well as Steveston I i II Society. 

Further discussion of the relationship of Community Partners to the City Grant Program follows, 
under Application Form and Requirements. 

(3) Program Differences 

In addition to distinctions in the primary type of applicant, each of the three proposed grant 
program areas requires specialized knowledge to properly assess. In add ition to the need for 
program expertise, knowledge of existing funding, contractual or in-kind partnerships with the 
City are important to consider in assessing applications and are best done by staff in the relevant 
departments. 
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(4) Re-structuring Options 

The following options may be considered with respect to City Grant Program re-structuring. 

Option 1: Maintain the status quo IOf one City Grant Program and Budget. 

Pros: 
• simplifies administration concerns by having one program, budget, application form, 

review process and report to Council; 
• allows Council to review all requests together; 
• applicants are familiar with the existing program and procedures; and 
• review by an inter-departmental staff team increases staff knowledge of a range or 

community initiat ives. 

Cons: 
• one budget is available, whereby an increase to one category requires a decrease to 

another, resulting in unha:lanced funding; 
• arts organizations arc particularly under-funded; 
• the existing program and application foml are insufficiently tailored for particular 

sectors; 
• the program is cumbersome to administer; a number of staff are required to review 

the approximately 50 app:tications per year, and staff with program expertise arc also 
consulted. 

Option 2 (Ilecommended): Establish three separate categories of City Grant Program with 
separate Budget line items, funded by Casino revenue 

Pros: 
• separate budgets would eliminate competition for the same limited pool of funds; 
• separate programs and application forms may be developed that are better suited to 

the sector; 
• applications would be reviewed by staff vvith specialized knowledge: 
• existing non-profit funding arrangements and reporting requirement"; are known by 

the departments responsible (e.g ., funding agreements; fee-for-service contracts); 
• the application review process would be less cumbersome if undertaken by relevant 

departments; and 
• programs would be governed by one City Grant Policy and guided by a Steering 

Committee (see 4.1, below). 

Cons: 
• separating programs and responsibilities may limit a City-wide perspective; and 
• staff in relevant departments will need to incorporate administration oftlle Grant 

Program into existing roles and responsibilities. 

Staff recommend that, to recognize the distinct nature of programs, applicants and service goals; 
to eliminate "competition" for grants from one limited pool of funds; to establish grant programs 
that are more responsive to their field; to bring specialized knowledge to the review process; to 
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reflect existing relationships with the City; to enhance the profile, support and rCt:ognition of 
community initiatives and related City partnerships; to acknowledge the invaluable contributions 
made by each sector; and to make the grant review process more efficient, three separate 
progrdIlls be established, administered by the respective departments: (1) Health, Social and 
Safety (Community Social Services, with representation from Conununity Safety), (2) Arts, 
Culture and Heritage (Arts, Culture and Heri tage), and (3) Parks, Recreation and Community 
Events (Parks and Recreation). 

2.2 Program Funding 

Should Council endorse the staff recommendation to create three separate Programs, the 
following funding levels are proposed fOT consideration in the 2012 budget process. 

(1) Health, Social & Safety Funding 

To bring the HeaJth, Social and Safety (J-lSS) Grant budget to a level reflecting the Col. increase 
of27.8% since 1993 (see 1..2 above regarding CoL and the overall City Grant budget), it is 
proposed that the CoL difference be added to the amount budgeted for non-RASS applicants, 
plus an estimated CoL annual increase of2% for all applicants as per the Council-adopted 
Richmond Grant Program, to arrive at figures for consideration in the 2012 budget process. The 
full increase of27.8% is warranted because the actual allocation to non-I~SS applicants in the 
HSS category has decreased from $3.31 ,570 in 1993 to $275,168 in 2011. 

Health, Social and Safet Fundin 
Non-RASS applicants in the HSS category 2011 Allocation $275,168 
Cost of Livin difference since 1993 27.8% $76,497 
Subtotal $351,665 
Addiction Prevention Grants RASS) 2011 Allocation $174,530 
Subtotal $526,195 
2011 Cost of livinq increase"" Estimated at 2% $10,524 
Total Proposed HSS Budget 2012 $536,719 . . as per the Counci l endorsed Grant Program 

Staff recommend that an increase of the CoL difference since 1993 for non-RASS applicants 
($76.497), plus an estimated CoL inc rease for 2011 to the HSS budget ($10,524). totalling 
$87,021 be considered in the 2012 budget process. If approved, this would bring HSS funding to 
$536.719. 

(2) Arts, Culture and Heritage Funding 

Under the current Grant Program there is no specific amount or percentage allocated to arts, 
culture and heritage. In 20 11 within the CReE category, $'18,730 was awarded to 12 arts, culture 
and heritage organizations with grants ranging from $508 to $4,060. 

A robust arts, culture and heritage gr.ant program is seen by many communities as a way to 
strengthen arts organizations, increas.e the cultural opportunities and support local artists. A 
review of other cities of similar size to Richmond (1 00,000 - 300,000 population) showed 
cultural grants to not-for-profit organizations (not major institutions) to range from $1.20 up to 
$2.56 per capita. 
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It is recommended that an Arts, Culture and Heritage component to the community grants 
program be initiated with $0.50 per capita to support the growth and development of Richmond's 
artists and cultural sector. 

2011 Allocation .09 per capita) 
Pro osed Casino fundin increase 

Arts, Culture and Herita eACH 

Proposed 2012 Bud et (.50 er ca ita) 

$18 ,729 
$81,271 

$100,000 

This per capita increa5e would require that an additional $8 1,271 be considered in the 2012 
budget process. 1f approved, this would bring the ACH budget to $100,000. 

(3) Parks, Recreation and Community Events Funding 

As City Grant Program funding for Parks, Recreation and Communjty Events (PRCE) has not 
increased since 1993. an increase of27.8% would be required to accommodate changes in the 
Cost of Living over the period. 

" 

Staff recommend that an increase oflhe CoL difference since 1993 ($20,598), plus an estimated 
CoL increase for 20 11 ($1,894), totalling an additional $22,492, be considered in the 20 12 
budget process. If approved, this would bring PRCE funding to $96,587. 

(4) Funding Options 

The options presented below reflect either maintaining the status quo, or increasing the budget to 
reflect CoL increases. 

Option t: Maintain current funding with the annual Cost of Living increase, as per the 
existing Grant Program. 

Existing Grant Program 
AU Categories 2011 Allocation $542,522 
Cost of livin Estimate 2% $10,850 
Total Proposed 2012 City Grant Budget $553,372 

Pros: 
• maintains Casino funding levels available for non-Grant uses; and 
• includes annual Cost of Living increase to address rising costs lor non-profits. 

Cons: 
• does not adjust City Grant funding to keep up \vith Cost of Living increases since 

1993; 
• continues the decline in " purchasing power" of City Grant funding to non-profits; and 
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• maintains arts funding at relatively low levels, lilliess cuts are made in grants 10 other 
sectors. 

OPtion 2: Provide an overall CoL increase to rci1ect rising costs since 1993, as follows. 
Existin Grantt Pro ram Ius Cost of Llvin Oifference 

AI! Categories 2011 Allocation S542,522 
Cost of Livin difference 22.8%~ $123.695 
Total $666,217 
• Cost of LIVing has risen by 27.8% Since 1993, fundmg to the Grant Program (w~h the exception of RASS funding) has nsen by 5% 
fn the same period, resultlng in a shortfall of 22.8%" 

Pros: 

• incorporates the CoL incn~ase differential since 1993. 

Cons: 
• does not take into account: the discrepancy in funding to addiction prevention and aU 

other services; 
• docs not ensure equitable allocation of increase between categories. 

Option 3 (Recommended): Provide' a Cost of Living increase that most accurately reflects 
cost increascs c_xpcrienccd by applicants since 1993, calculated for proposcll programs as 
follows: 

Proposed Cost of Living Increase by Program 
Specific Grant Program 2011 Allocated Proposed 2012* 

Health, Social and Safet $449698 $536719 
Arts, Culture and Heritage'" $18 ,729 $100,000 
Parks, Recreation and Community 574,095 $96 ,587 
Events 
Total $542,522 $733,306 

. Please see tables In SectIOn 2.3 for rallonale 
··Calculations per capita, rather than CoL 

Pros: 
• wilh the exception of substaIK:e abuse and problem gambling prevention programs, 

funding increases since 1993 have been minimal; 
• most accurately reflects cost increases borne by the non-profit sector since 1993 Grant 

Program funding; 
• senior government funding cuts and re-allocations. dimjnishcd Foundation revenue , and a 

challenging fundraising environment have also eroded organizational capacity; 
• acknowledges the real cost of providing service; 
• ensures that sectors will not have to compete for the same limited pool of funds; 
• ensures that each sector receives an increase; and 
• demonstrates C ity recognition of the essential role played by non-profits in creating a 

liveable community. 

Cons: 
• will reduce the City's ability to fund other Casino revenue uses; and 
• may imply a greater City role in funding of services that fall under the jurisdiction of 

senior governments. 
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Bringing the 2012 City Grant budget to a total of $733,306 would. in addition to making up for 
Cost o/" Living differences. raise the percentage of Casino revenue devoted to Grants from a 
budgeted 4.8% to a projected 7%, closer to pre-200S levels. 

As indicated above, separate budget line items of Casino funding are recommended for each of 
the three categories to ensure that program areas do not compete for the same limited pool of 
funds and that CoL increases are provided to the respective areas. 

2.3 Multi-Y car Cycles 

The RCSAC has proposed multi -year funding as an alternative to annual grants. Benefits to 
member organizations include providing greater stabi lity 10 operations, enhancing recipients' 
ability to leverage other funds, and reducing the time and cost of preparing anl)ual applications. 
Benefits to the City include reduced City staff and Council time reviewing annual requests. 

As illustrated below, most applicants in the Health, Social & Safety Category (62% in 201 I) 
have received City grants consistently over the last five years, for operating expenses and/or 
ongoing programs and services. Most (13 of 18) have received annual grants for 13 years or 
more, and most (II of 18) have received grants since the City Grants database was established in 
1993. These organizations have demonstrated organizational stability, commitment to quality, 
and dedication to improving the qual ity of life of Richmond residents. 

A multi-year funding model has been implemented for several years by the District of West 
Vancouver. whose Grant Program provides three-year granting cycles, as well as annual grants . 
The District grants arc recommended, rather than guaranteed, for three-year cycles. District 
Council reviews the status of the cycles on an annual basis (c .g., reviews recommendations to 
fund the subsequent year of a cycle), along with other grant recommendations. Recipients of 
three-year cycles are required to submit evaluation reports of previous grants, annual reports and 
financial statements to receive continued funding. The City of West Vancouver attempts to 
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stagger the three-year cycles so that roughly one-third of applicants are required to fe-apply in 
anyone year. 

An "Updated Policy Framework" approved by the West Vancouver District Council in June, 
2011 recommended the continuation of this grant structure. Discussion with West Vancouver 
staff indicated that the three-year cycle has been advantageous for both applicants and District 
staff by reducing the need for full annual applications. 

Multi-Year Grant Options: 

The following options may be considered with respect to multi-year nmding. 

Option 1: Maintain the status quo of annual funding. 

Pros: 
• ensures that atl application information is current and reflects any relevant organizational, 

program or fInancial changes;, 
• emerging needs may be incorporated into the following year's grant request; and 
• ensures annual accountability. 

Cons: 
• costly for agency staff to complete in terms of staff time and docwnentation; 
• reduces agency ability to de,jiver programs and services; 
• particularly challenging for small organizations or those relying on volunteers to 

complete applications on an annual basis; 
• a new application must be submitted annually, although many requests arc to fund the 

Same programs and services each year; and 
• iime-coDsuming for City staff and Counci l to review on an annual basis. 

Option 2 (Recommended): Prc;lVide. applicants with the opportunity to apply for a threc­
year funding cycle. 

Pros: 
• demands less time and expense of non-profits , many of whom mllst devote significant 

staff time to seeking grants; 
• provides non-profits with a meaSUre of stability; 
• assists non-profits to leverage: other funding by demonstrating continuity of funding; 
• allows non-profits more time and resources to fulfill their missions; 
• does not bind agencies or Council to long-tenn arrangements or contractual obligations; 

either party may temunate the cycle at any time; 
• avoids the need to develop formalized funding agreements which can be a timc­

consuming and costly process; 
• funding agreements based on Casino revenues may be problematic because of revenue 

fluctuations; 
• provides flexibility given potential funding changes to the non-profit sector; 
• annual documentation would still be required; and 
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• requires less City staff and Council time in reviewing annual applications and 
recommendations. 

Cons: 
• not a guarantee of multi -year funding; 
• discontinuing a cycle may present practical challenges [or non-profits planning on a 

previously-recommended cycle; 

• although less than a full application, non-profits must still submit documentation on an 
annual basis; and 

• staff must still ensure that accountability docwnentation has been received and report 
status to emmei!. 

Staff recommend that a three-year granting cycle be introduced. Generally, non-profits devote 
considerable staff time to seeking grants, thereby reducing their capacity to deliver programs. 
Multi-year flll1ding enables them to devote more time to accomplishing their mandates, provides 
them with a measure o[stability in a challenging funding environment, and enhances their ability 
to leverage other funds . Furthermore,. it requires less City staff and COlmcil time in reviewing 
annual applications . 

Three-year cycles are considered preferable to longer cycles, e.g., five-year cycles because : 

• community needs may chang(~; 
• changes in senior govcrnrnenr funding to non-profits may result in fe-structuring of 

servIces; 
• the non-profit sector may be dc-stabilized by other factors including economic 

conditions; 
• future Councils would not be committed to long-term arrangements; 
• casino revenue may decrease, affecting the City's abi lity to fulfill longer-term 

commitments; and 
• City prioriti es, based on Council Term Goals and adopted Strategies, may change. 

Staff consider that a shorter cycle (e.g., two-year) would provide limited benefit to both 
applicants and the City, but may be offered as an option (e.g. , choice between annual. 2-ycar or 
3-ycar cycle). 

2.4 Specific Agency Funding 

Stakeholders suggested establishing !:;eparate City budget line items for speci fic agencies to help 
ensure their financial stability. 

Some agencies currently receive funding through separate line items in the Ci ty budget 
(Richmond Centre for Disability, Richmond Therapeutic Equestrian Sot:iety, Touchstone's 
Restorative Just ice Program). The RCSAC is proposing that additional agencies be removed 
from the City Grant Program and funded from the City's operating budget, which would both 
stabilize their City funding and~ assuming that the Grant budget would not be reduced 
accordingly, make City Grant funding available for other applicants . No specific agencies are 
identified by the RCSAC, although RASS has made such a request, most recently in a letter to 
City Couucil dated July 4, 2011 . 
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Line Item Options: 

Staff propose tbe following options with respect to creating separate City Budget Line Items for 
specific agencies in the City' s operat~ng budget. 

Option 1 (Recommended): Maintaiin the status quo by Dot creating additional separate City 
operating budget line items for specific agencies. 

Pros: 
• removing grant recipients frol11 the Casino-funded grant program and adding them to the 

base budget would increase l':::LXCS; 

• the number of agencies requesting this status would grow annually; 
• creating additional line items for separate agencies would be inconsistent v .. "ith the 

perspective that the City is not a primary [under of non-profit organizations; 
• providing three-year fund ing cycles, as recommended in this report, would provide a 

measure of stability to applic,mts; 

• increasing the overall amount of funding available through the Grant PrOb'Tam addresses 
the need for increased funds in a more equitable manner; and 

• the status quo option does not. provide preferential treatment for some agencies. 

Cons: 
• does not provide organizations with the level of assurance they are seeking; 
• does not streamline the City Grant Program by removing agencies that have received City 

Grants for many years ; and 
• some programs arc currently :fundcd this way. 

Option 2: Create separate City ope·rating budget line items for specific agencies. 

Pros: 
• provides agencies with stable funding; 
• stabilizes services for Richmond residents; 
• acknowledges City' s long-tetm commitment; 
• enhances agencies' ability to leverage other funds; 
• ensLUCS accountability by annual documentation requirements; and 
• minimizes the need for full a.nnual applications. 

Cons: 
• increases taxes ; 
• agency requests would be considered singly, rather than in the comext of other agencies' 

work; 
• may increase agency reliance on City funding; 
• conveys impression that the City is assuming greater responsibility for funding social 

serVIces; 

• may be less responsive to annual changes in the non-profit sector and changi ng 
community needs; 

• would provide preferential treatment to some organizations; and 
• more applicants would seek to be incorporated into the City budget. 
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Rather than creating additional budget lines, staff are recommending alternate means [or 
organizations to achieve a measure of City funding stability through a thIee-year funding 
reconunendation as outlined above. Staff have also proposed a CoL increase as a way of 
increasing avai lable Grant funds, rather than by moving agencies out of the program. 

2.5 P.-iority Service Needs and Additional Intake 

The RCSi\C recommended that the City Grant Program fund priority needs that will be 
identified in the IO-year Social Planning Strategy. 

The RCSAC also recommended establishing another intake period during the year so that 
recipients receiving funding [or ongoing operations may also apply for grants to support 
emerging needs and secure matching funds for specific projects that may arise during the year. 

As priority necds will be identified as part ofthc Social Planning Strategy, and the need for 
additional staff and financial resources required by an additional intake period must a.lso be 
considered within the context of overall needs, staff recommend that these requests be 
considered in the development oftbe Social Planning Strategy. 

2.6 Restructuring Summary 

In summary, staff recommend establishing three separate City Grant Programs; providing Casino 
funding to create separate budget lim: items for each Program; increase funding for each Program 
to reflect CoL increases; introducing a three-year fWlding cycle option; and considering priority 
service needs and additional intake p,eriods in the development of the Social Planning Strategy. 

3. Application Requirements and Process 

3.1 Simplified Application Form 

A number of submissions emphasized the need for a simplified application form for minor grant 
requests (e.g., $5,000 or less). The following table identifies 2011 requests and grants received of 
$5,000 or less. 

2011 Applicant 
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2011 Applicant (cont) Requested Received 
</= $5,000 </= $5,000 

Culture, Recreation & Community Events 
Cinevolution Media Arts Socie $3,950 $2,335 
Community Arts Council $2 ,030 
Gatewa Theatre $4,060 
Gulf of Geor ia Canne 52,000 $1,015 
Hamilton Community Association $1,ODO $1,015 
Pacific Piano COrylpetilion 51,500 $508 
Richmond Art Galle $2,000 $2 ,030 
Richmond Artists Guild $1 ,500 $762 
Richmond City Centre CA $4,060 
Richmond Communi Orchestra & Chorus $1 .015 
Richmond Fitness and Wellness Association $2,030 
Richmond Girls Ice Hockey Association 52 ,000 $1,015 
Richmond Museum Socie! $5,000 $2,030 
Richmond Music School Society $914 
Richmond Youth Choral Sociel $1 ,000 51,015 
Sea Island Communi! Association $1.200 $1m5 
Steveslon Community Society $1,015 
Textile Arts Guild $3,000 $1,015 

As illustrated by this table, a number 0[2011 applicants in the Culture, Rccrcation & 
Community events category both requested and received grants of$5,000 or less, and the 
majority (73%) of applicants in this category received minor grants (18 of25). to contrast, only 
onc lkahh, Social & Safety applicant requested $5,000 or less. although approximately 40% of 
applicants (12 of29) received minor grants . 

Staff propose that applicants for minor grants in the 2012 City Grant Program complete a Grant 
Application Summary Sheet and provide required documentation, as outlined in Submission 
Requirements (Attachment 5). Thes'e requirements may be used by all proposed Programs, or 
until such time as Program-specific forms arc developed. Applicants will be consuJted regarding 
the effectiveness of this streamlined [ ann following the tirst year of implementation and reported 
to Cowlcil prior to 2013 implementation. The form may be refined as necessary thereafter. 

Applicants requesting more than $5,000 (major grants), as well as those seeking three-year 
[wIding cycles. will be requested to ,~omplctc tile existing City Grant application form, with 
appropriate modifications, lll1til such time as program-specific forms are developed. Major grant 
applicants must also provide required documentation and complete a Grant Application 
Sunmlary Sheet. 

3.2 Documentation Requirements 

Community Associations requested that, based on existing reporting and accountability 
documentation required by their funding agreements with the City, they be exempt from 
submitting additional copies to the City Grant Program. FurthemlOrc, most receive small grants, 
and find the time and effort required by the duplication of required documents, in add ition to the 
lengthy fonn, to be excessive given the small grants received. Staff therefore reconunend that 
Community Partner documents submitted to fulfill annual fund ing agreements with the City be 
considered as part of City Grant application requirements. 
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3.3 On-line Submission 

It was also suggested that the City develop the capaci ty to accept applications on-line, including 
atHlchmt!nts. Staff r~comrnend that lnfonnation Teclmology assess City capacity to adopt thi s 
method of application. 

4. Ci ty Grant Policy, Program aDd Administration 

To ensure consistency among City Gram Programs, staff rcconllnend the adoption of a City 
Grant Po li cy (Attachment 6) that will incorporate recomm!!ndalions proposed in this report. 

It is proposed tbat a revised City Grant Program (Attachment 7, revisions underlined) be 
implemented 011 an interim basis unli;1 such time as specific programs are deve loped. As long as 
spec ific programs and application forms conform with City policy, they may be modified by 
staff. 

Stafr recommend thal the department responsible design, administer and report on each Program, 
i.c .. Parks. Recreat ion and Community Events by the Parks and Recreation Department. To 
ensure communication among the City Gnmt Programs, staff propose that a City Grant Steering 
Committee be established consisting of representat ives of Comm unity Social Services. 
Community Safety, Arts and Culture, and Parks and Recreation departments. The Steering 
Committee would meet at key points in the Grant cycle (e.g., once applications have been 
received; prior to tlle presentation of recommendations) and otherwise on an as-needed bas is. 
Coordinat ion of thi s committee may be undertaken on i:i rotat ing bas is. 

Stakeholders have proposed that an arms-length adjudication proce::is be considered. Potential 
benefits im:lude an independent assessment of applications and considerable savings in staff 
time. As exploration of this alternate structure merits further consideration, stafJ'rccommend that 
thi s analysis be undertaken in time for the 2013 Grant Program. 

Financial Impact 

An additional allocation of Casino funds, for consideration in the 20 12 budget process. is 
proposed as fol lows: 

I . 
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July 7, 2011 - 20-

Conclusion 

Staff have reviewed stakeholder submissions and considered ways in which the City Gmnt 
Program may become more responsive to community needs, and have also considered ways in 
which the Grant Program may be more effectively structured and efficiently managed from both 
a community and staff perspective. Adoption of a City Grant Policy incorporating key 
stakeholder suggestions, governing three City Grant Programs, funded to reflect increases in the 
Cost of Living, is recommended. 

Lesley Sherlock 
Social Planner 
604-276-4220 

LS:1s 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 
Statement of Granta and Subsidies In 2010 

jGrants and Subsidies 

2010 World Wheelchair Rugby Championship 
Big Brothers of Greater Vancouver 
Big Sisters Of Be Low13r Mainland 
Canadian low Income Affordable 
Canadian Mental Health Assoc (Richmond) 
Canadian NationallnsU!ulo for Blind 
CHIMO · CrisIs 5ervlces 
ChInese Mental Wellnoss Assoclallon 
Cinevolutlon Media Arts Society 
City Centre Communlty Assocloilon 
Community Arts CounGii 
Community Meal 5t AI bans Hall 
East RIchmond CommunIty Association 
Family Services of Greater Vancouver) 
Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society 
Hamilton Community t~ssoclaUon 
Heart of Richmond Aids Society 
KldSpoi1 Richmond 
Pacific Plano Competition Society 
Paradigm Shift Martial Arts Inc 
Richmond Addiction S'Elrvices 
Richmond Agricultural & Industrial 
Richmond Amateur Radio Club 
Richmond An Gallery 
Richmond Artists Guild 
Rkhmond Carefree Soclety 
Richmond City BasabeU Assoclallon 
Richmond City Centre Community Association 
Richmond Committee on Disability 
Richmond Community Band Society 
Richmond Community Orchestra & Chorus 
Richmond Country Club 
RIchmond CurUng Club 
RIchmond Family Place 
Richmond Food Security SOCiety 
RIchmond Gateway Theatre Society 
R!chmond Girls Soccer Association 
Richmond Hospice Assoclallon 
Richmond l acrosse Association 
RichmOfld Mental Health Consumer & Friend 
Richmond Minor Football league 
Richmond Minor Hockey Association 
Richmond Multicultural Concerns Society 
Richmond Museum Society 
Richmond Music School Society 
Richmond Poverty Response Committee 
Richmond Secondary School Athletic Association 
Richmond Senior Lacrosse 

Amountj 

3,500 
3,000 
3,000 
1,000 

27,000 
1,000 

44,000 
8,400 
2,300 

35,000 
2,000 
2,000 
1,000 

.45,000 
1,000 
8,200 
7,500 
5,000 

500 
300 

171,950 
7,000 
1,000 
2,000 

750 
2.500 
3,457 
3,000 

110,496 
1,000 
1,000 
5,000 

400 
18,000 
15,000 

985,900 
4,330 
4,000 
9,510 
3,000 
1,000 
3,510 
8,000 
2,000 

900 
6,000 

600 
1,906 

AHACHMENT I 

CNCL - 82 
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CITY OF RICHMONO 
Statement of Grants and Subsidies In 2010 

IGrants and SubsIdies 

Richmond Sanlor Soccer league 
Richmond Soccer AssocIation 
Richmond Society for Community Living 
RIchmond Summer Project 
Richmond Therapeutic EquestrIan Society 
Richmond Winter Club 
Richmond Women's Resource Centre 
Richmond Youth Services Agency 
Richmond Youth Socoer Association 

Safa Communilles Rlclhmond 
Sea Island Community Association 
Seafalr MInor Hockey AssocIation 
South Arm Community AssocIation 
Texllle Arts Guild 

The Nations CUp Soccer Society 
Turn ing Point Recovery Society 
Volunteer RIchmond Information Services 

Grants and Subsidies 

Amounl l 
1,980 
1,263 

11,000 
50,000 
46,975 

2,697 
14,400 
9,800 

11,720 
5,000 

1,000 
200 
240 

1,000 
2,800 

2,000 
35,000 

1.770,984 

Schedule 5b 

CNCL - 83 



GP - 39

ATTACI IMENl2 

2010 Permissive Property Tax Exemptions 

2010 Municipal 
Property f Organization Address Tax Exempted 

Churches and Religious Properties 
B,C. Muslim Association 12300 Blundell Road S 5,755 
Bakerview Gospel Chapel 8991 Francis Road 1,811 
Beth Tikvah Congregation 9711 Geal Road 5,605 
Bethany Baptist Church 22680 Westminster Highway 15,065 
Brighouse United Church 8151 Bennett Road 4,147 
Broadmoor Baptist Church 81 40 Saunders Road 5,543 
Canadian Martyrs Parish 5771 Granville Avenue 7,143 
Christian and Missionary Alliance 3360 Sexmith Road 2,490 
Christian Reformed Church 9280 No.2 Road 5,555 
Church of God 10011 No.5 Road 3,300 
Church of latter Day Saints 8440 Williams Road 8,043 
Cornerstone Evangelical Baptist Church 12011 Blundell Road 1,518 
Dharma Drum Mountain Buddhist T emp!e 8240 No 5 Road 6.627 
Emmanuel Christian Community 10351 No. 1 Road 2,923 
Faith Evangelical Church 11 960 Montego Street 2,635 
Fraserview Mennonite Brethren Church 11295 Mellis Drive 7.213 
Fujian Evangelical Church 12200 Blundell Road 5.073 
Gilmore Park United Church 8060 NO. 1 Road 8,891 
t Kuan Tao (Fayi Chungder) Association 8866 Odlin Crescent 2,365 
Immanuel Christian Reformed Church 7600 NO. 4 Road 3,289 
India Cultural Centre 8600 No. 5 Road 7,609 
International Buddhist Society 9120 Steveston Hi9hway 3,533 
Ismaili Jamatkhama & Centre 7900 Alderbridge Way 19,310 
Johrei Fellowship Inc 10380 Odlin Road 2,844 
Lansdowne Congregation Jehovah's Witnesses 11014 Westminster Highway 2,310 
Larch SI. Gospel Meeting Room 8020 No.5 Road 1,890 
Ling Yen Mountain Temple 10060 No, 5 Road 5,099 
Nanaksar Gurdwara Gursikh Temple 18691 Westminster Highway 1,971 

North Richmond Alliance Church 9140 Granville Avenue 1,670 
Our Savior Lutheran Church 6340 NO. 4 Road 4,078 

Parish of 51. Alban's 7260 S1. Albans Road 4,187 

Patterson Road Assembly 9291 Walford Street 486 
Peace Evangelical Church 8280 No 5 Road 4,961 

Peace Mennonite Church 11571 Daniels Road 8,069 

Richmond Alliance Church 11371 No, 3 Road 3,648 
Richmond Baptist Church 6560 Blundell Road 1,004 
Richmond Baptist Church 6640 Blundell Road 3,545 
Richmond Bethel Mennonite Church 10160 No. 5 Road 11,966 
Richmond Chinese Alliance Church 10100 No. 1 Road 4,970 
Richmond Chinese Evangelical Free Church 8040 NO. 5 Road 2.356 
Richmond Gospel Society 9160 Dixon Avenue 5,993 
Richmond Pentecostal Church 9300 Westminster Highway 6,689 
Richmond Pentecostal Church 9260 Westminster Highway 513 
Richmond Presbyterian Church 71 11 No. 2 Road 3,282 

Richmond Sea Island United Church 8711 Cambie Road 6,141 

Salvation Army Church 8280 Gilbert Road 2,564 

Science of Spirituality SKRM Inc 11011 Shell Road 1,013 
Shia Muslim Community 8580 NO.5 Road 4,871 
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South Arm United Church 11051 No.3 Road 2,357 
St. Anne's Anglican Church 4071 Francis Road 3,159 
St. Edward's Anglican Church 1011 1 Bird Road 2,949 
st. Gregory Armenian Apostolic Church 13780 Westminster Highway 705 
St. Joseph the Worker Roman Catholic Church 4451 Williams Road 7,410 
St. Monica's Roman Catholic Church 12011 Woodhead Road 4,872 
St. Paul's Roman Catholic Parish 8251 SI. Albans Road 17,198 
Steveston Buddhist Temple 4360 Garry Street 7,160 
Steveston Congregation Jehovah's Witnesses 4260 Williams Road 3,491 
Steveston Un ited Church 3720 Broadway Street 2,373 
Subramaniya Swamy Temple 8840 No. 5 Road 623 
Towers Baptist Church 10311 Albion Road 5,757 
Trinity Lutheran Church 7100 Granville Avenue 7,595 
Ukrainian Catholic Church 8700 Railway Avenue 1,763 
Vancouver Airport Chaplaincy 3211 Grant McConachie Way 435 
Vancouver Gospel Society 11331 Williams Road 708 
Vancouver Gospel Society 8851 Heather Street 846 
Vancouver International Buddhist Progress Society 6690 - 8181 Cambie Road 6,607 
Vancouver International Buddhist Progress Society 8271 Cambie Road 2,444 
Ved ic Cultural Society of B.C. 8200 No.5 Road 1,320 
West Richmond Gospel Hall 5651 Francis Road 2,164 

$ 31 3,503 
Recreation, Child Care, and Community Service Properties 
Cook Road Children's Centre 8300 Cook Road $ 1,806 
Girl Guides of Canada 4780 Blundell Road 2,423 
Kinsmen Club of Richmond 11851 Westminster Highway 365 
Navy League of Canada 7411 River Road 10,326 
Richmond Caring Place 7000 Minoru Boulevard 163,452 
Richmond Family Place 8660 Ash Street 8,226 
Richmond Lawn Bowling Club 6131 Bowling Green Road 6,340 
Richmond Public Library 11580 Cambie Road 3,162 
Richmond Public Library 11688 Steveston Hwy 7,494 
Richmond Rod and Gun Club 7760 River Road 14,445 
Richmond Tennis Club 6820 Gilbert Road 13,071 
Richmond Winter Club 5540 Hollybridge Way 90,251 
Riverside Children's Centre 5862 Dover Crescent 1,112 
Scotch Pond Heritage 2220 Chatham Street 7,824 
Terra Nova Children's Centre 6011 Blanchard Drive 1,691 
Treehouse Learning Centre 100 - 5500 Andrews Road 1,428 
Richmond Ice Centre 14140 Triangle Road 144,968 
Richmond Watermania 14300 Entertainment Blvd 218 ,348 

696,732 
Private Educational Properties 
B.C. Muslim Association 12300 Blundell Road $ 2,139 
Choice Learning Centre 20411 Westminster Highway 714 
Choice Learnin9 Centre 20451 Westminster Highway 4,748 
Cornerstone Christian Academy School 12011 Blundell Road 1,684 
Richmond Christian School 10260 No 5 Road 12,197 
Richmond Christian School Association 5240 Woodwards Road 27,494 
Richmond Jewish Day School 8760 No. 5 Road 15,979 
SI. Joseph the Worker Roman Catholic Church 4451 Williams Road 20,162 

85,117 
Senior Citizen Housing 
Richmond Kiwanis Senior Citizens Housing 6251 Minoru Blvd $ 32 ,685 
Richmond Legion Senior Citizen Society 7251 Langton Road 24.028 

$ 56,713 
Community Care Facilities 



GP - 41

Canadian Mental Health Association 8911 Westminster Highway S 6,574 
Development Disabilities Association 6531 Azure Road 1,517 
Development Disabilities Association 8400 Robinson Road 1,689 
Greater Vancouver Community Service 4811 Williams Road 1,976 
Pinegrove Place , Mennonite Care Home Society 11331 Mellis Drive 17,879 
Richmond Society for Community Living 303 - 7560 Moffatt Road 747 
Richmond Society for Community Living 4433 Francis Road 1,482 
Richmond Society for Community Living 5635 Steveston Highway 4,856 
Richmond Society for Community Living 9 -11020 No.1 Road 903 
Richmond Society for Community Living 9580 Pendleton Road 6,026 
Rosewood Manor, Richmond Intermediate Care Society 6260 Blundell Road 39,194 

$ 82,844 
Municipal Use 
Oval 3 Holdings 6051 River Road $ 85,141 
Oval 4 Holdings 6071 River Road 109,866 
0815024 BC Ltd 5440 Hollybridge Way 27,348 
Richmond Oval 6111 River Road 597,069 

819,424 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

City lGrant Review Submissions 

Turning Point 
• No new monies - grant funding levels have not increased although City budget has 
• 2-3 main recipients of majority of funding - limits other projects from expanding or adding new 

programs or maintaining other vital services 
• Form itse lf is not entirely user friendly - it would be nice to have a form that can be filled In (that might 

be a technical problem at my end however) 
• ok with the timing of the granting cycle as it is now. 

Richmond Menta l Health Consum(!r and Friends Society: 
• the only feedback we have is that the application form is too long, considering the amount of funding 

granted, 

Richmond Addiction Services 
• consider core funding alternatives to the Grant process 
• for bigger grant amounts it should be: similar to the current reporting process and application, but 

agencies requesting less money should not need to complete the same amount of work that agencies 
like Richmond Addiction Services must do 

• the application is similar to many grant proposals that I have completed . 

Volun teer Richmond Information Services 
• Consideration should be given to multiyear grants - 3? - this would allow organizations to plan 

appropriately , less admin work needl3d for the organization and the City. and each year the org would 
have to put in an accountability report Applying each year is an onerous process and no sooner do 
we receive our funds then it seems like we are applying again . And in MOST, not all cases , there is 
no change to the application, it is for continued programming. Seems very inefficient to start from 
scratch every year. 

• The concern might be for "funds available" but for the longest time the grant pool money has been 
pretty consistent. 

• The other consideration might be for application procedures for minor/major amounts - and 
determining what that is - less than $5000, less of a process for example. 

• Also another way to categorize it is Cine time (project) vs on going funding i but I think you do that 10 
some degree now 

• Grant funds should be for Richmond based organizations only. 

East Richmond Community Association 
• Comprehensively written and very similar to other grant applications (government, charitable or 

corporate) 
• Beneficial and should continue to be available. 
• If the submitter doesn't have any experience in grant writing it could be complicated . 
• Public benefit societies and associations (non-profits) must have a program that is solid enough in 

structure that it is worth funding , Including: objectives. deHverables. uniqueness, size. 
• The program must not rely only on grant monies, especially annual programs, and must prove to be 

sustainable , 
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RICHMOND COMMUNITIES MEETING 

Present: 

Kuo Wong - Chairperson 

Wednesday May 25, 2011 
7:00 pm 

Cambie Community Centre 

Ian Shaw. Karen Adamson - South Arm Community Association 
Julie Halfnights - Thompson Community Association 
Hans Havas, Richard Scott - West Richmond Community Association 
Ben Branscombe, Jim Kojima- Stevestc_n Community Society 
Sherry Sutherland, Marie Murtagh - Eust Richmond Community Association 
Dick Chan, Eric Ling - Hamilton 
Maggie Levine, Bill Sorensen - Minoru Seniors Centre 
Paige Robertson - City Centre Commun.ity Association 
Elizabeth Ayers. Sue Varley, Lesley Sherlock - City ~taff 

Meeting called to order al 7: 1 0 pm. 

I. Round table introductions 
2. Agenda approved with the addition of Grant Opportunity under New Business. 
3. R~vi~ed minutes from March 30. 20 II - accepted as circulated. 

4. City Grant Program - Lesley Sheirlock 

Les ley stated that the review of the program was an ongoing process . Counci l had formally requested a 
review of tile program which would be headed by Councillors Linda Barnes and Evelina Halsey Brandt 
and would include consultations and possible alternate funding sources . The program is Casino funded at 
present and is for non profit societies that add value to the community. 

Lesley staled that comments had been received that the application form was too cumbersome for the 
small amount recei:ved. Lesley then requested feedback on the program by June J, 20 II , 

Comments' from community association representatives were as follows: 

Qllestion: 

Wlull is lhejimding .'Jprelld? 

Response: 

The largest amount goes to Richmond Addiction Services ($171,950). however, the average 
amount is $15 .000 with CHIMO, Volunteer Richmond and Family Services receiving $40,000. 

Comments: 

Wesl Richmond only received 3750 for fireH!Orks display one yeti,. and the followil1f? year zero. 
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2 

Thompson took 22 haws to complete (he application/arm but did nol receive any funding even 
though the application was only for afew thousand dollars. Julie suggested rha! applicc/J/fsFom 
City oWlled properties should he treated SeparaIi?/Y jrom OllieI' applicants as others seem to he a "fee for 
.Icrvi( e ' AIm, could a reason be. given/or grant refusal? 

Response: For the last two )il!arS, the reason for refusal has been included and this will continue. 

Jim commented that we seem to be going backwards, there is too much paperwork and it is 
cumbersome. Could applications be div.ided into sections i.e. $1,000 to $5,000, $5,000 to $10,000 and so 
on so thot the forms could be simpler jar the regular applicants and more comprehensive jor the larger 
amounts. "} hope something gets done ". 

Ion stated that he recalled the same conversotion two years ago and a lot of effort and feedback was 
given on the form and it appeared ta be as if the City was "storving winners and feeding losers". Ian 
drew attention to the fact that the community assaciations may have large bank accounts but it is all 
earmarked. "We would certainly like t.o work with the City as partners". 

SherlY enquired ifotherfunding models were preferable for community associations. 

Response - this will be looked into. 

Richard enquired how much was available in City grants and Lesley confirmed $500,000. 
Richard noted that only approx.imately 10% ($13 ,000) went to the community associations. 

Lesley stated that following the review of the grant application form, the results will be 
circulated to the community associations in July. 

5. Continuing Business 

Job Evaluation 

Sherry circulated information on the hourly rate and the BC minimum wage rate as it applies to 
positions affected by the new legisla~ion. The corn m illee will provide everyone with amended 
pay schedules prior to November 1,2011 and May 1,2012. 

Sherry referred to a scheduled meeting for Monday June 20th from 6 pm to 8 pm at Thompson 
Community Centre and circulated an attendance list for confirmation of attendance. The reason 
for the meeting will be an update on the JE plan and Sherry requested that those attending must 
bring along their JE Binders'. 

Jim expressed his concerns in regard to salaries and "where we are all going now and into the 
future '·. The purpose being to standardize wages for job positions, however, it is also important 
to keep programs affordable. To have the process staff driven and comparable to unionized 
workers is a concern. Jim asked that the committe,e take this into consideration. Sherry 
emphasiz~d that these kinds of conc(:rns will be addressed at the meeting. 
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Richmond Community Services 
Advisorv Comm ittee -

RCSAC Grant Review Meeting & Submission 
Date and Time: Thursday, May 26, 2011, 1 -3 pm 

Location: ToU(:hstone Family Association, RJ Room 
209 - 6411 Buswell Street 

Richmond 

Meeting Notes 

A task force was struck consisting of a sub-group of RCSAC member agencies to review and 
provide initial feedback on the City of Richmond annual grants program. 

Task Force members include: 

Elizabeth Specht 
(Meeting Chair) 

Carol While 

Rebeca Avendano 

Lisa Whiuaker 

Kim Winchell 

Lisa Cowell 

Volunteer Richmond Information Services 

I-Ieart of Richmond Aids Society 

Chima Crisis Centre 

Family Servic~~s of Greater Vancouver 

Richmond Famil y Place 

Richmond Society for Community Living 

Regrets: Jennifer Larsen (provided comments to be included in the d.iscussion), Jud y Val son is 

Meeting Note.'t: 

The task force discussed the City of !Richmond grant program. The discussion brought forward 

common themes based on the experience each agency had with the grants process which arc 

documented below. 

It wa.-; decided the nott!s of the meeting would be summari:lcd into themes so that the top 2-3 

issues and recommendations could be identified when reviewing the mecting results with the 

RCSAC executive and general committee. 
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RCSAC Grant Review Submission Meeting 
Date and Time: Thursday, May 26, 2Dll, 1-3 P 

Timing of Grant Applications: 

Grants are requested and granted during one time of the year. 

Consideration should be given to project or "one time" funding outside of regular or annual 
funding requests . 

The city process does not provide an opportunity to apply for grants at different times of the. 
year. Tlli;> becomes an issue when, for example, provincial grant runds are approved and 
additional funds may be required to complete the funding for a project or program. 

Perhaps the City could look at other ,City models to see if there are ways to incorporate funding 
opportunities throughout the year. 

Currently there is only one grant application program which includes both ongoing and special 
projects requests. Consideration should be given to multi-year grant" as the cun-cnt process of 
applying annually for the same thing without a change is onerous. 

Programs also evolve over time and .funding does not increase to meet the needs. 

There is also no additional money or subsidy to respond to emerging needs throughout the year. 
Cons ideration should be given to additional or discretionary funds made. available to meet 
emerging community needs or projects when other funding has come through. 

Throughout the year the priorities of a community social service agency may come up outside of 
grant time and there is no process for rhis in Richmond. There are cities that do provide grunt 
application opportunities throughout the year, Surrey and Vancouver. for example have funds 
available for these Iypes of applications. This is a mindset around how funding takes place. 

The timing from grant application to grant approval: submit in October - funds received in 
January. The grant application requests budget infonnation from March 31'~. The applicat ion 
timing does not follow the fiscal calendar of City or non-profits. 

Funding of the Grant Program: 

The pool of funds has remained the same for several years. The following question was raised: 
On what principles is the $500,000 established? 

There are not appropriate adjustments of scale to the total grant amount available. 

Questions were raised regarding how the City allocates budget dollars for the grant program: 

• What is the % of the budget allocated to the grant program a I 0 years ago, 5 years ago, 3 

years ago? 

• What is the change in the community populalion this time from Census? 

2 
C:\Users\Joe\Desktop\RCSAC\May 201l\RCSAC Grant Review Submission Final.docx 



GP - 47

RCSAC Grant Review Submission Meeting 
Date and Time; Thursday, May 26,2011,1·3 P 

• What is the projection for grant funding in the future, say in 2013? 

• Could there be an evaluation of City budgct increases received through gaming, business, 
property taxes etc. and compare the change to the grant funds available? 

• What are the Cities priorities and how do these priorities match the allocation of grant 
funds? For example, do the grant fund recipients and amounts support the draft Social 
Planning Strategy? 

• Are the grant recipients and funding amounts changing as the priorities of the community 
of Richmond changing? 

Applving for Grant<;: 

There should be an abridged application fonn for lower grant request amounts, $5,000 and lower 
for example, could usc a truncated application and process. 

Evaluating Grant Applications: 

Questions were raised about what kind of support City staff receive to assist in making grant 
decisioo.:;? l'l there an opportunity to provide more transparency in how grant decisions are made 
so the grant process is understood by applicants better? With this knowledge whether to undergo 
the City grant process to apply for a grant for a project, program or service would be beller 
umlers[ood. 

The criteria for grants could be clarified morc. If more clarification of grants eligibility was 
available it would help to know when to apply for a grant and when not to. 

Late proppsals are accepted when it is communicated that they will not be accepted. 

Coalitions partnerillg with other community agencies should not have to work from operational 
funding. Often the province or other funders ask if City is on board. 

Eligibilitv of funding: 

Currently the requirements arc that you are a registered non-profit, and your board approves the 
application. Also describes the type of program I service eligible. 

Only one application per group may apply. This limits taking the opportunity to apply 
throughom the year for grant funds and does not support having the grant program manage 

emerging needs. 

Meeting Adjourned: 2pm 

3 
C:\Users\Joe\Desktop\RCSAC\May 20ll\RCSAC Grant Review Submission Final.docx 



GP - 48

RCSAC Grant Review Submission Meeting 
Date and Time: Thursday, May 26, 2011, 1-3 P 

June 2, 2011 

Key Recommendations 

Overall Grant Funding: 

Tie grant funding to City strategies li.ke the Social Planning Strategy. 

Provide appropliate adjustments of ~cale to the total. grant amount available. 

It is recommended that the City mah~. provision for multi-year funding t:ommilmCl1ts. 

Timing of the Grant Program 

Provide opportunity to apply more tban one time ofthc year to take into consideration "~merging 
needs" and to complement other funding approved outside of the City grant tirneJine. 

Currently there is only one grant application program which includes both ongoing and special 

projects requests . Consideration should be given to multi-year grants as the current proccs~ of 

applying annually for the same thing without a change is onerous. 

Applying for Grants: 

Move regular, annual funding to the City budget as a "line item" vs . applying for an annual grant 

while providing the same stringent p;rocess of reporting on how funds are being used throughout 

the year. 

Provide an abridged application form for grants requesting a smaller funding amount, $5,000 or 

less. for example. 

Evaluating Grant Requests: 

CUlTently City staff are tasked with c:valuating grant requests. In order to provide a ncutral 
evaluation without historical or political influence the City might consider designating an outside 

organization to evaluate grant reques.ts. 

4 
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June 6, 2011 

Lesley Sherlock 
Social Planner 
City of Richmond 

by email 

Rc: 2011 City Granl Review 

Dear Lesley, 

STEVESTON COMMUNITY SOCIETY 
4111 Moncton Street, Richmond, BC V7E 3AB 

Tel: 604-718-8080 Fax: 604-718-8096 
Salmon Festival Tel : 604-718·8094 

stevestoncommunitysociety.com 
stevestonsalmonfest.ca 

We arc pleased 10 offer the following thoughts regarding the City Grant Program for consideration with 
your review: 

l. 
We do feci that the City Grant Program is an appropriate source of additional funding for community 
events or programs. We do, however, have a number of concerns with respect to the review process. 

Each year. we complete the appl ication, which frankly has become quite a task, and year after year. 
receive the same funding and for the same one event, despite requesting support for other projects or 
events. It appears that the adjudicators do not take the time to read our submission, and simply " renew" 
funding "same as last year" . This is very ciiscour'dging, especially when the funding amount is less that a 
percent of our event' s total budget, and other, new projccts or events do not seem to receive consideration 
at all. 

2. 
The application fonn has become very complex, time consuming and expensive to complete. espec ially 
for small groups who may only need a little help. For organizations who do not have staff to complete the 
application, it can be very intimidating, and we are aware of a number of groups who no longer bother to 
submit an application due 10 the complexity of the application versus the possible reward of little or no 
funding. We apply for a number of grants each year, and none compare to the City of Richmond for its 
level of difficulty and dctail. (i.e Section 5, especially page 7, part 4 of section 5). 

Respectfully we would like to offer for consideration the following suggestions for improvi ng the 
applicat ion form: 

• have a system in place for repeat applicants so as to not need to submit all information year after 
year i.e. group's history, vision, purpose etc., unless there is a change to report 

• simplify lhe language in the application . Keep in mind that many of the people who complete 
these appl ications are vo lunteers working at the proverbial kitchen table and are not necessarily 
trained to prepare grant applications to the extent that thi s one seems to be 

3230276 

~JI-.-It/.. STEVESTOH SALMON fESTIVAL Xo. • ....., 
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• consider two appli cation options, for example one for funding requests fo r smaller amo unts 
perhaps under $5,000, and one for requests over $5,000 

• for the smaller requests, keep th~: application simple. 
o a one-page application: applicant name and related information ; a simple detail of the 

reason for the funding request, project description, and the amoun t requested . 
• Does the group' s proposal meet with the C ity's vision, wh ich is ", .. ". 1\ simple 

yes or no response. 
• rather than section 5 (Demonstratin g Community Need, Measurable Benefits, 

Target Groups etc .) can this somehow a ll be simplified? 
o attach operating and proj ect budget 
o attac h financial statement 
o attach Board li st 

• what is the reasoni ng for requiring three support letters from other organizations? 
• what is the reasoning fo r obtaining a board motion to approve submission of a grant application? 
• for the larger requests, ask for more detailed infonnat ion (i.e. this is when Section 5 cou ld come 

into play) 
• in loday's digital (and green) age, can thi s application be submitted on- line, with the various 

attachments uploaded, rather than submitting four s ingle sided complete sets of documentat ion? 
• Shou ld there be some kind of community representation on the adjudication committee? Le. 

include committee representation from various categories - peer evaluations. 
• Although we apprec iate and understand you receive applications and demonstrated need which 

rar outweighs the available fund lng. it is d iscouraging when year atler year it appears our 
application is "rubber stamped" from the previo us year. When we apply for funding for a new 
project or event, it would be good to have some kind of response which acknowledges this, rather 
than "same level as previo us". 

Thank yOll fo r this opponunity to prov id,,, input into the City Grant Program. Should you require any 
further information or clarification, please contact us at any time. 

Kindest regards, 

J2J027b 



GP - 51

41r 
THOMPSON 

Community 
Association 

THOMPSON COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 
5151 GRANV ILLE A VE .. RICHMOND , 8 .C. V 7C 1 E6 

TEL : (604) 718-8422 FAX: (604) 718-8433 

Dear Councillors linda Barnes ancl Evelina Halsey-Brandt and Ms Sherlock 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback to the grants process and to Ms Sherlock 

for her attendance at the May 2S,th Richmond Communities meeting. In answer to questions 

asked within Ms Sherlock's memo of April 27, 2011: 

Funding Sources: 

• As our operations are currentlly modelled, Thompson Community Association is 

dependent upon facilities, staffing and resources provided by the City. However, the 

Thompson Community Association does not receive core operational funding from the 

City of Richmond. We do return annually remit for approximately $26,000 for services 

provided by City staff to extend hours of operation to our community. 

• We agree that the City Grant program is a good idea and an appropriate source for 

special events, new programs and initiatives that have community value but will not 

return sufficient funds to COVE!r costs incurred. 

• Thompson believes that the City staff and Councillors involved in grant request reviews 

need to recognize that most community associations have money 'in the bank' and 

many years have an excess of revenue over expenses but that these funds are usually 

designated to major and minor projects, equipment lifecycle replacement as well as 

prudent fiscal policy that reta:ins a percentage of budget for unforeseen business 

interruptions. Thompson, with an annual budget in excess of $1,000,000, aims to retain 

$222,000 for business continuance alone. 

Application Form: 

• We believe a short form should be made available to all organizations for grant requests 

of $2000 and less, that this form should be written in simple language and be no more 

than two pages long. 

Other: 

• Regardless of the size of the grant request, Thompson would like to see a City Grant 

model that allows community associations and other bodies that work under 

partnership agreements with the City of Richmond and in City facilities to deliver 

Thompson. .. the centre of your community 
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recreation, heritage and cultural services to be exempt from the requirements that 

prove the veracity of the orga nization. Our missions, visions, organizational structures, 

budgets, annual reports and f~nancial statements are all shared with t he City's PRCS 

department in the normal course of business and should not need to be reiterated each 

year for the grant process. 

• Thompson and other community associations often work in partnership with the 

organizations that receive the larger grant fund amounts and we appreciate the work 

they do. Based upon information outlined by Ms Sherlock at the Richmond 

Communities meeting, we respectfully suggest that those larger annual grants that 

annually provide for specific community services be separated from the remainder of 

the City Grant program and administered under a fee for service or other arrangement. 

It appears that evaluation by the City and planning by these organizations for their 

programs is quite different from that required for the smaller grant requests that our 

organization may submit. 

Thompson Community Association has only once submitted a City Grant request and this 

was denied; we were staggered by the amount of time required to pull all the paperwork 

required for our submission. While any future request could be built upon this and thereby 

reduce the volunteer hours spent. in preparation, it constituted a significant commitment by 

several board members and somE! staff. We look forward to a simpler system and one that 

is more efficient for both City staff and prospective grant seekers. 

Sincerely 

~~ 
President 

Cc: Karen MacEachern, Thompson Community Centre Area Coordinator 

Elizabeth Ayers, Richmond PRCS Manager of Recreation Services 

Presidents of City Centre Community Association, East Richmond Community 

Association, Hamilton Cornmunity Association, Minoru Seniors Society, South Arm 

Community Association, Steveston Community Society, Sea Island Community 

Association ,West Richmond Community Association 
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City of Richmond Be . Community Partners 

-~" ~ • - City of Richmond 
_ . .... British Columbia, Canada 

::> Horne " C~ IM~ & Hesi' .... ge,. A~I CUIIO"" &. Heritage" Communlly Pannels 

ABOUT CUl TURE & t-IERITAGE 

Community Partners 

ATTACHMENT 4 

In Richmond, leisure opportunities are made possible through a partnership between the City and our community 
associations. The city provides the facilities and core staffing and the associations plan and fund all programs and 
events offered through these facilities. 

Britannia l:iMitage .s.!lipyard-.Sociflty 
Email : britan.l!ia@richmond.ca 
Phone. 604·718-8050 
Chair. Larry T olton 

Ea~t Richmond Community 
~§soci a tion 
Email: c;.~mbie@rjchmond.Ci% 
Phone: 604-233-8399 
President: 8atwant Sanghara 

City Centre Community AssociaJion 

Email: c itycentre@richmond.ca 
Phone: 604-233-8910 
President: Susan Match 

Harnl!19n ~QIT!ml.lnity .As~ociatiQn 
Email: hal1Jilton@ridJ[JJond.~a 
Phone: 604-718-8055 
President: Dick Chan 

Min9r1,lSe.niors Soc;jety 
Email : senio(s@.richmond.~ 
Phone: 604·718-8450 
President: Jacob Braun 

to! atu r~LPa rJL§9C iety 
Email: nature@richmond.ca 
Phone: 604-718-6188 
President: Brenda Bartley-Smith 

Richmond Aq uatics Services Board 
Email: aquatics@!ichmoqd.ca 
Phone: 604-448-5353 
Chair: Ian Macleod 

Richmond Arenas Community 
AssoJ;;iation 
Email: arenas@lf..chmond.ca 
Phone: 604-448-5366 
Chair: Frank Claassen 

Richmolll!AI1 G:anery_~s§..ociati9n 
Emai1: gaJlety@richmond.ca 
Phone· 604-231-6440 

Lond~:mnrn'lJ:listori~ociety 
Phonn : 604-271·5220 

Richmond Fitness ~ WeIlDCs$ 
AssQciatiQft 
Email· fitness@richmond._ca 
Phom~ : 604-718-8004 
Chair: Bonnie Beaman 

BichmolI~t Museum Board 
Email: museum@!j£ttmond.ca 
Phom~ : 604-231-6440 
Chai r: Peter Wagenblast 

Sea Island Community 
Assoc iation 
Email: §eaisland@richmond.ca 
Pho",~: 604·718-8000 
President: Terri Martin 

South Ann Community 
P.ssociation 
Email. southarm@richmond.t;8 
Phone: 604·718-8060 
President: Karen Adamson 

Steveston Community Society 
Email: 
stevt;,!stoncc@richmQnd.~ 
Phone: 604-718~8080 
President Jim Kojima 

Steveston Historical Society 
Phone: 604-271-6868 
Chair: Graham Turnbull 

I h_ompson Community 
Association 
Email: thompson@richmond.ca 
Phone: 604·718-8422 
President: Kim Jones 

W.J!st Richmond Communjty 
A.ssQ~iajlon 
Email: westrici1@rjc;hmond.c8 
Phon,:!:: 604-718-8400 

http://www.riclml0nd .caf~sharcdlprinlpagcslpage2099.htm 06129/20 11 
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City of 
Richmond 

AfT ACIIMENT 5 

City Grant Program Application 

Submission Requirements 
69 11 No.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 1('1 

Tel: 604-276-4000 
www.richmond.ca 

The City Grant Program and Appliciation Form is available from the Information Counter at 
Richmond City Hall or on the City's Website at www.richmond.ca. 

Please read the Richmond Grant Program and these submission requirements before completing 
the application form. Please submit this signed document with your application. 

SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

1. For Minor Grant Requests ($5,000 or less): 
o Complete the City Grant Application Summary Sheet (attached) 
o Attach all documentation identified below 

2. For Major Grant Requests (over $!5 ,OOO): 
o Complete the City Grant Application Summary Sheet (attached) 
o Complete the City Grant Application Form 
o Attach all documentation identified below 

3. Please ensure that the following documents are attached to the back of your application: 
D Your Group's history, purpose, vision, goals and objectives 
o A list of the Group's Board of Directors, Officers and Executive Directors including 

addresses and contact information 
D Financial Statements, including a Balance Sheet 

a. The Group's audited financial statements for the most recent completed fiscal 
year including the auditors' report signed by the external auditors, OR one of the 
following alternatives: 

b. If audited financial statements are not available, submit the financial statements 
reviewed by the external auditors for the most recent completed fiscal year along 
with the review engagement report Signed by the external auditors. 

c. If neither audited nor reviewed financial statements are available, submit the 
compi led financial statements for the most recent completed fiscal year along 
with a compilation report signed by the external auditors . 

d. If neither a, b, or c are available, financial statements for the most recent 
completed fiscal year endorsed by two signing officers of the Board of Directors. 

o The Group's current fiscal year operating budget. 
o City Grant Progress Report/Evaluation Plan, including results to date (if a City grant was 

previously received) 

4. Please include documentation that specifically supports your request. Please do not include 
general information that does not pertain directly to your application (e.g., promotional 
brochures, annual reports) . 

5. Submissions should be on letter-size paper and three whole-punched. Please clip; do not bind. 

6. Send four complete sets 01 documentation (original plus three copies) to the Information 
Counter at Richmond City Hall by the stated deadline. 

324%D 

({cv;",-~I July 2011 Application Deadline: October 14, 2011 
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7. Submissions that do not contain complete financial and budgetary information will be 
considered incomplete and will not be accepted. 

8. Please Note: Late submissions will not be considered. 

APPLICATION PROCESS 

1. If you have general questions regc:lrding your application, please contact the Community 
Services Department, City of Richmond at (604) 276-4000. 

2. As part of the review process, a City staff member may contact you for further information. 

3. Decisions regarding funding allocc:ltions within the City Grant Budget rest with Richmond City 
Council. 

4. Following Council approval, each applicant will receive notification of Council's decision 
pertaining to the application. 

S. The annual review and allocation of City grants may take three to six months. 

6. Please submit your application by 5:00 p.m., October 14, 2011 to: 

The Information Counter 
(City Grant Applications) 
Richmond City Hall 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

SIGNATURES 

Signatures of two signing officers of the Board of Directors are required to indicate 
agreement that: 

To the best of our knowledge, the information provided in this City Grant application, 
including all required documentation, is accurate, complete and endorsed by the 
organization. 

Signature Title Date 

Signature Title Date 

3]498]3 

R~,'j ... J Julyl01 1 Application Deadline: October 14, 201 1 
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1. r:- -
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

City of 
Richmond 

2012 Grant Application Summary Sheet 

This Summary Sheet will be provided to City Council for consideration. Please type. 

Applicant: 

Grant Request: $ I Proposal Title: 

Summary of Request (inc luding proposed activities, target group(s) and community benefit) 

Purpose: o Group Operating Assistance, ,and/or o A Community Service (e.g .• Program, Project, Event) 

Duration: o An Ongoing Activity, andlor o A One-time Activity Start Date: End Date: 

Non-Grant City Supports Currently Recei\j'ed (e.g., facility use; permissive tax exemption): 

YOUR GROUP'S TOTAL BUDGET 
Most Recent Completed Year 
I (e.g., Audited Financial Statement) 

Budget for Current Year 

Total Revenue $ $ 

Tota l Expenses $ $ 

Annual Surplus or (Deficit) $ $ 

Accumulated Surplus or (Oeficit) $ $ 

Justification for any Annual and Please explain: Please explain: 
Accumulated Surplus or (Deficit) 

Amount of Previous City Grant: $ 
Year: S~ending Details : 
PROPOSED CITY GRANT USE 
1. Use: AmOlU nt: 
2. Use: AmolUnt: 
3. Use: AmolUnt: 
4. Use: AmolUnt : 
5. Use: AmolUnt: 

Total City Grant Request: 

Other Funding Sources for this Operating Assistance/Service: 

1. Source: Amo'Unt: Purpose: 

2. Source: Amount: Purpose: 

3. Source: Amount: Purpose: 
Tota l project budlget: 

FOR STAFF USE ONLY 

Recommended Grant: Staff CommentsfConditions: 

Purpose: 
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DRAFT Policy Manual 

Page 1 of 1 Adopted by Council: S I Policy 9 

File Ref: 9 City Grant Policy 

City Grant Policy 

Please note that there is a separate Sport Hosting Incentive Grant Policy (3710) . 

It is Council Policy that: 

1. The following City Grant Programs be established, to be designed, administered and 
reported by the respective departments: 

• Health, Social and Safety (Community Social Services , with representation from 
Community Safety) 

• Arts, Culture and Heritage (Arts, Culture and Heritage) 
• Parks, Recreation and Community Events (Parks and Recreation) . 

2. Casino funding be used to Cfe:ate three separate line items for these City Grant 
Programs in the annual Cily operating budget. 

3. Each Program receives an annual Cost of Living increase. 

4. Recipients who received a grant the preceding year for the same purpose will receive a 
Cost of Living increase. 

5. A City Grant Steering Committee consisting of a representative of Community Social 
Services, Community Safety, Arts and Culture, and Parks and Recreation, wilt meet at 
key points in the grant cycle to ensure a City-wide perspective. 

6. Applications will be assessed based on relevance to the City's Corporate Vision, Council 
Term Goals and adopted Strategies, as well as program-specific criteria. 

7. Each Program will consist of two tiers, one for minor ($5,000 or less) and one for major 
grant requests . Application requirements for minor grant requests will be streamlined . 

8. Only registered non-profit societies serving Richmond residents , governed by a 
volunteer Board of Directors, are eligible. 

9. Applicants may apply to one of the three Programs. 

10. Applicants receiving City Grants for a minimum of the five most recent consecutive years 
will have the option of applying for a maximum three-year funding cycle. 

11 . Community Partner documents submitted to fulfill annual funding agreements with the 
City will be considered as part of grant application requirements. 

12. Due to the high number of applications for limited funding , and as applicants may apply 
the following year, no late applications are accepted and there is no appeal process to 
Council's decision. 

3249989 
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THE RICHMOND GRANT PROGRAM 

1. Overview 

(i) City Grant Policy 
• The Program is governed by the City Granl Pollcy (attached). 

• This Program will be in effect until such time as separate Grant Programs are established as follows: 

• Health, Social & Safety. 
• Arts, Culture and Heritaq§,. 
• Parks. Recreation and Community Events 

(ii) Purpose 
The purpose of the Richmond Grell" Program is to : 

• Achielle the City's Corporate Vision: "To be the most appealing, livable well managed City in Canada" , 
• Ensure that the limited Program dollars are effectively spent, 
• Improve Program benefits, effectilJeness, management. administration and phases. 

(iii) Program Context 
• The City of Richmond is one oflhe most diverse and family oriented communities in Canada . 
• Richmond residents voluntarily form many types of community groups to meet a wide range of social , 

economic and environmental interests. 
• In doing so, these groups assist In creating a vibrant, livable and appealing City. 
• The Richmond City Council acknowledges that these groups: 

• Are essential in building a viable community, 
• Make Richmond a beller place to live, work and play, 
• Address important needs and issues. 
• Wish to contribute their ideas , vast experience, abilities , and education, 
• Sometimes require financial assistance to implement their projects. 

(iv) Principles 
The Program is based on the fo!low~ng principles: 
• Support The City's Corporate Vision 
• Support Non-Profit Groups 
• Benefit Richmond Residents 
• Maximize Program Benefits 
• Promote Volunteerism 
• Build Partnerships 
• Increase Community Group Capacity 
• Cost Sharing 
• Cost Effectiveness 
• Grants Earned - Not An Entitleme·nt 
• Promote User Pay of Community Group Programs 
• Innovation. 

(v) Goal Of The City Grant Plrogram 
The goal of the Program Is to build !,trong communities by assisting non-profit community groups in 
delivering services to Richmond residents. 

(vi) Program Objectives 

3247037 

The objectives of the Grant Program are: 
• To assist Council to achieve Term Goals and adopted Strategies. 
• To improve the quality of Ufe of Richmond residents through a wide range of beneficial community group 

programs, 
• To assist primarily Richmond based community groups to provide more beneficial programs. to more 

residents, 
• To build community group capacity to deliver programs, 
• To promote partnerships and financial cost sharing among the City , other fut'\ders and community groups. 
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Program Criteria and Interpreltation 

3247037 

To maximize the City's Program benefits and limited funds, the following Criteria are established. The 
table clarifies how the Multiple Criteria can be interpreted; applications are to indicate how. 

iii 

" 

MUL TIPLI:' CRITERIA - CITY GRANT PROGRAM 

CRITERIA A - EIENEFITS TO THE RICHMOND COMMUNITY 

). Applications are to clearly address some of these criteria. 

.. Applications which promote volunteer participation and crt izen 
involvement are encouraged. 

» Innovation is encouraged. 

» Applications must address at least one of these communities. 
" Group program objectives must be slaled. 
). Need: Applications are to: 

Demonstrate community need 
Show financial neoo, and 
Demonstrate the impact that would occur if the City did not 
fund the appl icat ion. 

» Maximize Benefits: 
Applications that prOVIde the greatest benefits to the largest number 
of Richmond residents are encouraged. 

,. Applications must address at least one of these types. 

» How the Group's program benefrts Richmond residents must be 
stated. 

CRITERIA B - BENEFITS T O THE APPLICANT GROUP 

, program 
» What the Group will do must be ciearly stated. 
» The City will favour applications that involve more partners, 
» How Group andlor resident capac1ty is built must be explained. 
» Co-ordination: 

Applications. which demonstrate co-ordination and co­
operation with other groups to prevent the duplication of 
projects, programs, services or events, are favoured. 

» Multiple-Funded Project: 
App!ications, which provide evidence of having funding from a 
variety of sources, are favoured. 

» "User Pay' 
» Where , projects that require that the users of the 

program! service pay some amount for the services are 



GP - 62

(viii) 

- 5 -

Program Funding 
a) Base Program Funding 

• Until Council determines otherwise, $500,000 is available for the Program. 
• Every five years beginning in 2013, Council will review base program funding. 
• Council may Increase or decrease the amount allocated to the Program, or keep it the same, based 

on overall City corporate pciorilies. 

b) Annual Cost of Living I"crll~ase 
• To maintain the effectiveness of Program base funding in fight of general rising costs (e.g .. the cost 

of living, fees) , starting in 2.009 and each year thereafter, an annual cost of living factor will be 
automatically added to the base program funding . 

• The cost of living Increase will be based on the Vancouver CPI annual average change as 
determined by Be Slats for the previous year. 

• Finance Division of the City of Richmond will determine the amount annua lly and add it to the base 
program funding. 

Base Fundin 
Consumer Price Index CPI 
TOTAL 

c) Unused Program Funds 

2009 Grant Pro ram Fundin 
$500000 reviewed eve 5 rs. be innin in 2013 
To be determined annuall 
$500,000 + CPI New base ro ram fundin 

At the end of each year, any unallocated Grant Program dollars must be returned to the City's 
General Revenue Account. 

(ix) Definitions 

To clarify terms for applicants, reviewers and Council , the following are defined: 

Partnership: A relationship between individuals or groups that have a joint interest and which is 
characterized by mutual cooperation ancl responsibility, often for the achievement of a specified goal. This 
may be a formal relationship defined by written agreement outlining the contributions and expectations of 
each partner, or an informal relationship dependent on the goodwill of the partners involved with a 
particular project, issue or initiative. 

Duplication: Two or more agencies running an identical non·profit service andlor program for the same 
target population during the same a.m. or p.m. hours. Duplication may be desirable when a single agency 
does not have the capacity to meet the demand for service. 

School (public and private) based programs: "School (public and private) based programs" are those 
funded. offered or initiated through regular fiscal, operational , curricular, extra..c;urricular and social 
activities of a school or a school district. 

Community based programs in schoo,ls: 'Community based programs· offered In public and private 
schools or on school grounds will be considered to be Mcommunity based" rather than school·based if 
they do not meet the definition of Mschool -basedff and primarily benefit the larger community, rather than 
the school itself, the school district, or its· students. 

2. Eligibility 

(i) Who Can Apply 
• Only registered non-profit societies (society incorporation number must be provided) , 
• The Group's Board must approve of the application being submitted. 

3247037 
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(ii) Who Cannot Apply 
• Groups other than registered non-profit groups [e.g., for profit groups]. 
• Individuals , who do not reprel;enl a registered non-profit group. 
• Public and private schools including post secondary educational institutions, or groups seeking 

funding for school-based prowams (see Definitions, p. 5) . 
• Pre-schools and child care providers (A separate City Child Care Grant Program exists]. 
• Organizations that primarily fund other organizations (e.g., grants) or individuals (e·9., scholarships) . 
• Others, as determined by Council. 

(iii) Applications Per Year 
Due to limited Program funds, only one application per Group/per year will be accepted. 

(iv) Purposes Eligible for Funding 
Grants may be used for the following purposes: 

1. Operating Assistance 
Regular operating expenses I)r core budgets of established organizations, including supplies and 
equipment, heat, light, telephone, photocopying, rent, and administrative support salaries. 

2. Community Service (e.g., program, project) 
Must respond to the program criteria, have specific goals and objectives, and have a defined start 
and finish date. 

3. Community Event 
Must respond to the program criteria, have specific goals and objectives, and have a defined start 
and finish date. 

(v) Key Determinants of Eligibility 
To be considered eligible, all proposals must demonstrate that: 

a. Primarily Richmond residents will be served, 
b. An effort has been made to seek funding from sources other than the City and the applicant, and 
c. Funding and/or non-fundin~;J partnerships have been established. 

(vi) Items Eligible For Fund'ing 
Items eligible for funding are thos'e required to directly deliver the project, including regular Group 
operating expenses or program/pTOject specific expenses, including: 
• Professional and administrative salaries and benefits 
• Consultant servIces to deliver the project 
• Office rent 
• Supplies 
• Equipment 
• Rentals le.g., vehicles, equipment, and maintenance] 

• Heat 
• Light 
• Telephone 
• Photocopying 
• Materials 

(vii) Items Not Eligible For Funding 
Grants are not for: 
• Debt retirement 
• Land and land improvements 
• Building construction and repairs 
• Retroactive funding 
• Operating deficits 
• Proposals which primarily fund or award other groups or individuals 
• Political activities including: 

• Promoting or serving a political party or Group, 
• Lobbying of a political party, or for a political cause . 

3247037 
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• Activities that are restricted to or primarily serve the membership of the organization, unless group 
membership is open to a wide sector of the community (e.g" women. seniors) and is available free­
of-charge or for a nominal feE~ that may be reduced or exempted in case of need. 

• Expenses that may be funded by other government programs or entities 
• Annual fund-raising campaigns, form letter requests or telephone campaigns 
• Expenses related to attendance at seminars, workshops, symposiums, or conferences 
• Public and private school-based programs (see Definitions) 
• Pre-school or child care programs, as a separate City Child Care Grant Program exists 
• Travel costs outside the LOWier Mainland 
• Other. as Council may determine. 

3. Application Review Considerations 

(i) Benefits of Funding Proposal 
To determine the benefits offund,ed group programs, the following Qualltative and quantitative factors are 
considered: 
• The quality and credibility of 'the group (e.g .. accredltatlon, licenses) . 
• The purpose of the proposed program (e.g., prevention , treatment and wellness programs have 

inherent value). 
• The quality of the program offered (e.g,. sound practice followed, delivered by responsible people and 

professionals). 
• The number of clients seNeel. 
• Evaluations of the program once delivered (e.g. , client and participanlletlers . surveys; community 

acceptance; program evaluations). 
• Benefits to the community al large. 

(ii) Grant Allocation Considerations 

3247037 

• In reviewing grant applications , preparing recommendations and making grant decisions. primary 
consideration is given to meHting the Program Principles, Goals. Objectives, Multiple Criteria, Policies 
and Requirements including: 

• Demonstrated organi2:ational efficiency, effectiveness and stability 
• The number of Richmond residents served 
• The quality of service 
• The financial need of tthe Group 
• The proposed community interaction 
• The role and number 'Jf volunteers 
• The use of existing community services and facilities 
• Unique nature - not a duplication of service 
• Applying to more than one funding source 
• Partnership roles 
• Other City programs, ~5ervices and financial assistance already provided. 

• Grant allocations are partially dependent on the annual Program budget. 
• The value of any other City support (e.g., space, photocopying. staff services) that the Group receives 

may affect the amount of grant awarded. 
• Not all groups meeting the Program requirements will necessarily receive a grant. 
• Based on the number of applications, groups may not receive the full grant that they request. but only 

a portion of it. 
• Grants are not to be regarded as an entillement. 
• Approval of a grant in anyone year is not 10 be regarded as an automatic ongoing source of annual 

funding. 
• As Council wishes to maximize benefits from the Grant Program. the assessment of City Grant 

applications is flexible. 
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(iii) Quality Of Documentation 
• A uality, fully completed application has a better chance of receivrnQ City fundinq (see chart below) . 

Quali Of A Ilcation Comments 

- Thoroughness of proposal 
- ClarIty of proposal > Applications are to clearly address criteria. 
- Amount of requested grant and why 

State proposed benefits of City grant > Groups must be accollnlable, -
- Capability of Group to deliver project > Groups must demonstrate that they are capable . 
- Applicants are to demonstrate f inancial 

partnerships and whether they have > Applicat ions are to clearly and fu lly stale funding 
been: details. 
• Applied for. or 
• Alreadv recei\oed 

• City staff have a limited amOlmt of time to ask groups to clarify their applications. 
• Applicants are required to address Grant Program Phases 2, 6, 7 and 8. 
• Successful applicants are thclse who fully address all their Program Phases and requirements. 
• Applicants are to provide doc.umentation that addresses the Program Principles, Goals, Objectives, 

Multiple Criteria , Policies and Requirements. 
• How well applicants do this, thoroughly and with clarity, will affect the success of their application and 

their future applications . 
• All application projects mustl1ave a specific set of goals, objectives, deliverables , clients and benefits. 
• All funded activities must specify a start and finishing date. 
• Documented authorization of the appUcation by the Group's Board must be provided (e .g., Board 

resolution). 
• organizations seeking fundin!;! of community based programs in schools or on school grounds(see 

Definitions) must provide a statement from the School Principal or the School District that the 
proposed use is approved of and will be accommodated , should funding be received. 

• All required documentation is. indicated on the Grant Notice and Application . 

(iv) Financial Considerations 
Applicants must submit: 

a) The Group's audited finalncial statements for the most recent completed fiscal year including the 
auditors report signed by the external auditors. 

b) If audited financial statements are not available, submit the reviewed financial statements for the 
most recent completed fiscal year along with the review engagement report Signed by the 
external auditors. 

c) If neither audited nor rev'iewed financial statements are available, submit the compiled financial 
statements for the most recent completed fiscal year along with a compilation report signed by 
the external auditors. 

d) If neither a, b, or c are available, financial statements for the most recent completed fiscal year 
endorsed by two signing officers of the Board of Directors. 

e) The Group's current fiscal year operating budget. 
f) The Group's budget to support the application (e.g., Operating Assistance or Community Service 

budget). 
Group applications will be reviewed for financial accountability by Finance staff. 

(v) User Pay Princ iple 
Applicants are encouraged to consider applying the 'user pay" principle, where appropriate [e.g., users of 
the proposed service, program, or project would pay some oflhe COSI] . 

(vi) Less Favourably Considered Appl ications 
Applications which are less favoured, are those which: 
• Rely only on City funding 
• Are funded by a single Group and the City 
• Risk the Group becoming dependant on City grants 
• Demonstrate insufficient partnering 
• Unnecessarily duplicate exist ing services 
• Other. 

3247037 
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4. Procedures 

(I) Program Phases and CClnsiderations 
The following Program phases and considerations are to be managed, monitored and improved, as 
necessary: 

. ;'h~';; ' Who Acti vity ConslderatJons 

Phase 1 City staff Prepare For Annual Grants • ~ollow . 
~ 

• ~tabi~~i · 
• i of Group 
• of Group 

• Maximum benefits; 

• Increased numbers served 

• Of quality of service 

• Degree 01 Need 

• Most assisted per grant 

• Cost effectiveness · of proposal 
Phase 2 Applicant Apply For A Grant • Promote multiple partner funding & support 

• Leverage of more funds from others 

• Group's own support of their application: 

• Funding 
• Services, 

• Ir'I-I(ir'\d resources 
• Thoroughness of proposal 
• Clarity of proposal 

• Amount of requested grant 

· Be,,'" i , ''',' 
Phase 3 City staff • R"i,w Ii i Fol low program requirements 

• ,,;,; 
• i i 
• Reviews , 
• Considers any presentations 

Phase 4 Council • Awards Grants • Program Principles 

• AI1y referrals by Council regard ing • Program Policies 
the grant recommendations will be 

~~~~~~ed by staff and forwarded to 

Phase 5 Cft)' staff 
I ""'.'01'"'' 

grants Follow program requ irements • 
• ; , ; , i , ; i 

Phase 8 Applicant 
~,po~~,:;:::,~~ Clt;c 

Follow program requirements · " ~ ; ,'" .. ",' 
• 

Phase 9 City slaff 
• Evaluates Grant benefits • Analysis 
• Evaluates Grant • Options 
• • M", 

Phase 10 Council • Makes decisions 
• , ; 

3247037 
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(ii) Funding Programs 
• To facilitate comparisons. staff will categorize the applications as follows: 

• Operating Assistance 
• Programs. Services (e.g " Health, Social and Safety), and Events(e.g., Cultural and Community). 

• Applicants may apply to one of three Grant Programs: 
• Health, Social & Safety, 
• Arts , Culture and Heritaq§... 
• Parks, Recreation and Community Events 

• Guidelines and application forms may be developed specific to each Program, 

• Staff will provide information to Council regarding the total amount requested and recommended in 
each category as part of the annual grants review report. 

(iii) Application Forms 
• A simplified application form will be available for minor requests ($5 000 or less) 
• A longer application form wlU be reguired of applicants seeking over $5,000, or wishing to be 

recommended for a three-YE!ar funding cycle . 

(iv) Application Deadline 
The annual deadline for submitting City grant applications will be determined annually (e.g" on the second 
Friday of October). 

(v) Late Applications 
Applications which miss the application deadline must not be accepted, processed or funded from the 
Grant Program for that application year, as: 
• There is an ample annual application notice period for aiL 
• There are limited Program funds, 
• The Program management phases are to be competed within a defined time period , 
• Applicants desire a decision, as soon as possible. 
• The processing of late applications would require that those applications that made the deadline be 

re-evaluated , thus delaying the process. 
• Late applicants may apply in the next year. 

(vi) Staff Review Of Applic"tions 

(vii) 

(viii) 

3247037 

• Staff are to administer the Program based on the City Grant Policy. Council Term Goals, adopted 
Strategies, Program Princi pl!~s , Goals, Objectives, Multiple Criteria, Policies and Requirements. 

• Staff in the respective departments will review the applications: 
• Health Social and Safety (Community Social Services, with representation from 

Community Safety) 
• Arts, Culture and HE~ritage (Arts, Culture and Heritage) 
• Parks, Recreation a,nd Community Events (Parks and Recreation ) 

• As staff review applications, they may contact the applicants and others, to clarify the proposals , 
• As it is Council who makes the final grant decisions, while reviewing applications. staff are nol to 

advise applicants regarding : 
• Whether or not they will receive a grant, or 
• The possible amount of a grant. 

Timing Of Grant Decisilons 
Generally. Council will decide on the appHcations in Ihe first quarter of the year; however. no specific date 
is set to allow for processing , budget and timing. 

No Interim Funding 
There is to be no interim funding of a group or its application while it waits to hear if lis application is 
approved , as such would delay application review times and final decisions. 
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(ix) Reporting of Grant Benefits 
Those who receive a City grant are required 10 demonstrate the benefits of their program. by providing: 
• A statement of program purpose 
• Program evaluations (e.g., by group, or independent sources) 

Groups are required to demonstrate program benefits in severa! ways: 
• When they apply, by providin!~ information regarding anticipated program benefits, 
• Those receiving a grant must report either at year-end or, if applying again, by providing information 

regarding the program benefits including evaluation results. 

Mid-year progress and financial reports may be requested from those seeking annual grants. For those 
seeking a three-year grant cycle, evaluation results, annual reports and financial statements will be 
reauired prior to each year's funding, as well as information regarding any changes thai may impact the 
use of City grants _ 

(x) Program Review 
• The Program will be reviewed annually by staff after the grants have been awarded for that year. 
• Council may change the Program at any time . 

5. Awarding of Grants 

(i) Counci l Decision 
• Council will make the final grant decisions, at its sole discretion, based on the Program Goals, 

Principles, Multiple Criteria, Policies and Requirements, and a review of City staff recommendations. 

Council may: 
• Approve a funding application: 

• In total. with or without conditions (e.g ., subject to a mid-year review) 
• In part, with or without conditions 

• Ask for more information 
• Issue dollars in phases with conditions 
• Deny an application . 

• For example, where a large amount of grant money is to be provided, or where Council is not familiar 
with the proposed program, Council may: 

• Issue the program Ijollars in phases, and 
• Request additional information (e ,g. , mid-year reviews) to ascertain program benefits prior to 

issuing any additio:nal program dollars. 

• If an application is not funded by Council, it is deemed to be denied . 

(ii) Recuperation of Grant 
Should the funds nol be used for the stated purpose, the applicant is to automatically return them to the 
City. 

(iii) No Appeal 
There is no appeal 10 Council 's decision, due to the high number of applications for limited Grant Program 
funding , and as applicants may Elpply in the next year. 

6. Program Support Documents 

To facilitate Program administration, a variety of documents may be used and modified from time to time 
by staff. including: 

ATTACHMENT A GRANT PROGRAM APPLICATION NOTICE 
ATTACHMENT B GRANT PROGRAM APPLICATION FORM 
ATTACHMENT C GRANT APPLICATION SUMMARY SHEET (FOR COUNCIL) 

3247037 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Alan Cameron 
Director of Information Technology 

Report to Committee 

Date: July 06, 2011 

File: 01-0340-30-
CSER512011-Vo101 

Re: City Online Fonns and the Previous Online Events Approvals System Funding 
Request from 2010 Appropriated Surplus 

Staff Recommendation 

That the $60,000 being held from the 20 I 0 Surplus Appropriation be allocated to fund the 
development of an online Event Approvals system. 

Cameron 
Director of Information Technology 
(604-276-4096) 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

c:s~ 
REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO 

~Q" 0 
REVIEWED BY CAO 

~ 
NO 

0 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At the Council meeting on June 13,2011 the following referral was assigned to staff: 

That Item No. 7 - Consultanr for Event ~ Online Form and the related potential Surplus 
Appropriation be referred back 10 staff/or further analysis on other appropriate/arms/or online 
use. 

Background 

The City provides a significant nwnber of online systems and staff continues to review existing 
processes to identify those that would benefit from online automation. The current online 
systems include: 

• Recreation registration 
• Home Owner Grant Applicatton 
• My Property Accounts 
• Volunteer Recruiter 
• Property Infonllation Inquiry 
• Pay Parking Tickets 
• Purchase Garbage Tags and Vouchers 
• Order Recycling Receptacles 

• GIS 
• Parks Database 
• Archives Database - General and Be Packers Exhibit 
• Public Ar1 
• Customer Feedback/Rcquest A Service 
• Let's Talk Richmond (OCP and Planning Discussions) 
• Discussion Forums - Talk Recycling 
• Calendar of Events 
• Email Notification System - Subscribe to the Website 
• Job Applications 
• Live Election Updates 
• Council Meeting Scheduler 

• BizPal 
• Richmond Service Directory 
• Fire-Rescue Recruitment Results 
• Heritage Inventory 

lbe current systems range from simple fonns to fully automated systems. There are 
approximately 30 simpler fomts used to solely to solicit information from the public, simi lar to a 
hard-copy survey handed out at an open house. An example of one of those foons is the City 
Centre Transportation Plan Update - Comment Sheet. The Recreation Registration system, 
however, is a far more complex system which automates the entire process of checking 
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individual accounts, confirming eligibility for courses, selecting courses, wait-listing individuals 
and taking payment. 

Analysis 

Other Appropriate Forms for Online Use 

There arc currently several other online initiatives underway to automate existing processes that 
involve publishing online forms . Th,ese initiatives have already had their requirements 
documented (the initial stage of any proposed technical development work) and are in various 
stages of development and implementation: 

• Business Licensing 
• Facility Booking 
• Vote Anywhere 
• Request a Service (being updated) 
• Integrated Calendar of Events (being updated) 

More recently there has been some interest in reviewing the feasibility of hosting City Grant 
Applications online too but that idea has yet to be developed to a proposal that can be reviewed. 

Earlier this year the IT Steering Committee (which comprises all business units in the City) met 
to prioritize project proposals and the following online system ones were included in the 
submissions: 

• Events Approvals system ($60k) 
• Integrated Calendar of Events (replace the existing system - $70k) 
• Domestic Animal Licensing ($44k) 
• Field Entry of GIS Data Capability ($16k) 
• Open Online Access to Corporate Memory ($9k) 
• Extend the existing Online Job Applications system to include RFR Applications ($t2k) 

• Open Data Portal ($ 17k) 
• Extranet (external collaboration portal for volunteers, staff, consultants, vendors working 

on projects - $IOOk) 

The committee recommended the Event Approvals proposal be funded. The ranking of 
proposals was ultimately approved by TAG with four proposals only being recommended for 
funding. 

After reviewing the Events Approvals proposal it beeame clear to the committee that the 
business procedures involved in approving events being held in the City are extensive. The 
process may involve numerous depal1rnents and external agencies, have many approvals, invo lve 
significant collaboration as requests are refined, involve numerous updates and requests for 
additional information, and conclude with approvals either given or withheld. These procedures 
typically involve significant collaboration, which takes a great deal of time and can result in 

3240995 
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delays in refining and approving an event. The amount of disparate communication can also 
result in misunderstandings, delaying; the final approval further. The committee agreed that 
customer service and effective use of slaff time would benefit significantly from automating this 
process and publishing it online. 

It was also anticipated that implementing an online system in the City will reduce the lead time 
for approvals without increasing the staff hours dedicated to the process. Tn addition, the Event 
Approvals proposal is the only proposal that has completed the prerequisite requirements 
documentation stage and is ready to be approved for technical development work. This is an 
involved process and the work needed to identify the requirements was significant. The 
Enterprise Team responsible for this proposal has completed that work. 

Current Events Approvals Process 

Events in Richmond come in all sizes, [rom small community events (hosting up to 50 guests) to 
large international events (hosting tens of thousands of guests). Each event organizer must apply 
to the City to host their specific event no matter the size. More than 100 events take place in 
Richmond annually and the number is expected to continue to grow. 

Applying for and receiving approval for events in Richmond can be lengthy and unwieldy for 
event organizers. When an event occurs in the City, a number of City departments and outside 
agencies are involved both in the approval process and during event itself They are grouped 
together as the Richmond Events Approval Coordination Team (REACT). The members are: 

Parks 
Recreation 
RCMP 
Fire Rescue 
Emergency Programs 
Community Bylaws 
Building Approvals 
Transportation 
Business Licenses 
Sport Hosting 

Major Events 
Richmond Olympic Oval 
BC Ambulance Service 
Translink - Coast Mountain Bus Company 
Transit Police Service 
Vancouver Coastal Health 
Insurance Corporation of BC 
Steveston Harbour Authority 
Canadian Coast Guard 
Port Metro Vancouver 

Chal lenges to the current Event Approval process include: 

• Inefficient and ineffective approval process including approval of up to 18 different areas 
and involving 20 different business units/agencies (REACn 

• Lack of a coordinated communication process between business units/agencies (REACT) 
and event organizers 

• Event organizers are usually not aware of City standards and often leave out key details 
from their application, causing delays in event approval 

324099~ 
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Proposed Online Events Approvals System 

Stakeholders, including REACT, current event organizers, City departments and other 
municipalities were consulted as pari: of the improvement process. The resulting proposed 
Online Event Approvals system is an integrated, user-friendly, efficient and effective tool for 
both event organizers and the City's REACT committee members. 

The proposed Online Event Approvals system consists o f numerous approval fonns that are used 
to input information to a database. 1be database will provide logging and centralization of 
communication with the added benefit of automated workflows. Also, event organizers need 
submit common infonnation such as names and addresses once only_ The system will also lead 
the event organizers through the apphcations process ensuring necessary forms only are 
completed, again improving the customer experience. The approval forms arc: 

t. General Customer Information Form (REACT) 
2. General Event Information Form (REACT) 
3. Temporary Tents or Structures Infonnation Fonn (Building Approvals) 
4. Transportation Plan Infonnation Form (Transportation, Translink, Transit Police Service) 
5. Street Closures lnfonnation Form (Transportation) 
6. Parking Plan Information Ponn (Transportation, Community Bylaws) 
7. Electrical and Power Informa.tion Form (parks) 
8. Washroom Information Form (Parks) 
9. Food and Beverage Infonnation Form (Vancouver Coastal Health) 
10. Merchandise and Vendor Information Form (Business Licenses) 
11. Amplified Sound and Recorded Music Information Form (Community Bylaws) 
12. Potable (Drinking) Water Information Form (parks, Engineering and Public Works) 
13 . Water-Based Event Information Form (Steveston Harbour Authority, Canadian Coast 

Guard, Port Metro Vancouver) 
14. Alcoholic Beverage Information Form (RCMP, Parks) 
15. Pyrotechnics and Fire Information Form (Fire Rescue) 
16. First Aid Information Form (BC Ambulance Services, Fire Rescue) 
17. Safety Plan Information Fornl CReMP, Fire Rescue, Emergency Programs) 
18. Litter and Recycling Information Form (Parks) 

Recommendation 

Improving the existing Events Application process was determined to be a corporate priority and 
was recommended for funding by both the IT Steering Committee and TAG. In addition, the 
prerequisite requirements documentation work for this proposed system has been completed in 
preparation of technical development work. It is therefore recommended that the $60,000 being 
held from the 2010 Surplus Appropriation be allocated to fund the development of an omine 
system to automate the Event Approvals process. 

Financial Impact 

The estimated cost of developing the system is $60,000. The IT Division will assume 
responsibil ity for ongoing maintenan.ce of the system without any additional operating costs. 
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Conclusion 

The City has numerous processes already online and several more pending. The prerequisite 
requirements documentation for an online system to provide a morc effective Events Approvals 
process has been developed and a proposal was submitted requesting funding to develop an 
online Events Approvals system. The IT Steering Committee, comprising all business units, 
recommended this proposal proceed for funding. 

AI n Cameron 
Director of Information Technology 
(604-276-4096) 

:ac 

3240995 

M lager, Enterprise Team 
04-276-4091) 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

General Purposes Committee 

Andrew Nazareth 

Report to Committee 

Date: June 30, 2011 

File: 03-0900-01/2011-Vol 
General Manager, Business & Financial Services 01 

Re: Social Financial Hardship Assistance Fund 

Staff Recommendation 

That an interest-free loan of$9,000 from the City's Social Financial Hardship Assistance Fund to 
the Chinese Mental Wellness Association of Canada, with full repayment to be made to the City 
six months subsequent to the advance of the loan, be approved. 

~ -------c..-
Andrew Nazareth 
General Manager Business & Financial Services 
(604-276-4095) 

FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Budgets Y1ii N 0 +~ 
Community Social Services Group Y 0'N 0 

REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO REVIEWED BY CAD YES/ NO 

CB'!.(' 0 (jf~ 0 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

On October 26, 2009, Richmond City Council approved the establishment of a Social Financial 
Hardship Assistance Fund (the "SFHA Fund"), where $500,000 is to be funded from the 2008 
unallocated surplus for a period not to exceed three years. The maximum annual allocation is 
$250,000, $150,000, and $100,000 respectively for years 2010, 2011 and 2012. 

The intention of the SFI-IA Fund is to provide temporary financial assistance and interim funding 
for social service agencies and community organizations that are experiencing delays in receiving 
grants from other funding bodies during the economic downturn. Once the SFHA Fund is 
approved by the City, the fund can be utilized by qualified applicants to finance their daily 
operations until their grants are received from other donors or funding agencies, for up to a period 
of no more than six months. 

The conditions with respect to obtaining a loan from the SFI-IA Fund include: 

• Maximum loan for any qualified applicant will not exceed $25,000 during the three-year period; 

• Repayment period fo r the term of the loan is six months; 

• The loan 'is interest-free upon timely repayment of the loan, otherwise, an annual interest rate of 
2.0% compounded monthly will be charged on the loan from the day the fund is dispersed; and 

• Applicant is required to provide supporting documentation that funding has been approved by 
an independent external donor/agency. 

Analysis 

An application was received from the Chinese Mental Wellness Association of Canada (CMWAC) 
to apply for a six-month interest-free loan from the City's SFHA Fund. 

StatThave reviewed all the required documentation submitted by CMWAC. Based on staff's 
review and discussion with the board members of CMWAC, it is noted that: 

• Due to reduced funding from external agencies, CMW AC has been depleting its cash reserve 
to continue operations. CMWAC' s current cash position is only enough to cover its 
operational expenses for the next 3 months. 

• The availability of temporary bridge financing to CMWAC will al low it to focus on improving 
its long-term financial sustainability through fe-positioning itself with new partnerships, 
expanded membership and increased fund raising. 
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• CMW AC indicated that they will apply for $48,000 in external grants to ensure continued 
operations, which includes an application 0[$20,000 from the BC Gaming Grant. However, 
CMW AC has not received any assurance from these agencies, thus the likelihood of receiving 
the funding is unknown at the time: the application is made. 

• In the absence of any commitment letters from these external agcncies, staff reviewed tbe 
history ofCMWAC's BC Gaming Grant receipts to assess its likelihood of getting its 
upcoming annual grant funding from the BC Ganling Commission. 

• Based on the 2007 to 20 II information provided by CMW AC, it is noted that CMWAC has 
received Be Gaming Grants annually over the past few years. Assuming that the grant amount 
remains at a similar level, it is estimated that CMWAC could be receiving approximately 
$9,000 in Be Gaming Grants in March 2012. 

• Despite the absence of any commitment letters from any external agencies showing that 
funding has been approved (one of the requirements of the SHFA Fund Program), staff 
believes that the likelihood ofCM·WAC receiving $9,000 in BC Gaming Grants can be 
reasonably assured based on the historical trend provided. 

Recommendation 

Staff is recommending that an interest,-fiee Social Financial Hardship Assistance Fund loan of 
$9,000 be advanced to CMWAC for a six-month period. The amount of$9,000 has been 
determined using the following basis: 

• With the purpose of the SFHA FWld being to provide temporary financial assistance and 
interim funding for social service agencies and community organizations that arc experiencing 
delays in receiving grants, the amount of borrowing from the SFHA Fund should not be more 
than the amount of committed funding from an external agency. In this case, the amount 
should not be greater than the expt:cted funding of $9,000 from the Be Gaming Grant. 

• The recommended amount 0[$9,000 will assist CMWAC in covering its office rental costs for 
a period of six months. 

• During this time, CMW AC could focus on its effort to restructure its business model in efforts 
to ensure its long-term sustainability by finalizing its partnership agreement with the 
Multicultural Helping House SociNy and allowing for the expansion of its membership base 
and fundraising efforts. 

• Any time before the end of2012, CMWAC would still qualify to apply for additionalloan(s) 
of up to $16,000 ($25,000 maximum arnountless $9,000 recommended) in bridge financing 
from the SFHA Fund Program when it receives other external funding commitments in the 
future. 
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Public Notice Requirement 

Under section 24 of the Community Charter, Council must give public notice of its intention to 
provide financial assistance (i.e. lend money) to a person or an organization. The notice must be 
published before the assistance is provided where the intended recipient of the assistance be 
identified, and the nature, tenn and ext.ent of the proposed assistance be described. In accordance 
with section 94 of the Community Charter, the publication must be posted in the public notice 
posting places and be published in a newspaper that is distributed at least weekly for two 
consecutive weeks. 

A public notice regarding the financial assistance provided to CMWAC has been scheduled for 
publication for the two-week period ending July 23, 201 I. 

Financ ial Impact 

Under the tcrms of the SFHA Fund program, CMWAC is required repay $9,000 to the City's 
SFHA fund on or before six months after the advance the loan. If repayment is not made within 
six months, CMWAC will be charged an annual interest rate of2.0% compounded monthly on the 
loan from the day of the advancement of the loan. 

Conclusion 

That an interest-free loan of$9,000 from the City's Social Financial Hardship Assistance Fund to 
the Chinese Mental Wellness Association of Canada, with full repayment to be made to the City 
six months subsequent to the advance of the loan, be approved. 

ven~~:'~ 
Manager, Treasury Services 
(604-276-4217) 
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