- City of

# Richmond Agenda

Public Works & Transportation Committee

Pg. # ITEM

PWT-7

PWT-11

4202443

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Thursday, April 24, 2014
4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works &
Transportation Committee held on Wednesday, March 19, 2014.

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Thursday, May 22, 2014, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PROPOSED RAILWAY-ROADWAY GRADE CROSSINGS

REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS
(File Ref. No. 01-0140-20-TCAN1-01) (REDMS No. 4165866 v.3)

See Page PWT-11 for full report

Designated Speaker: Victor Wei

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That a letter be sent to the federal Minister of Transport and to
Transport Canada as formal comment in response to the pre-
publication of the proposed Grade Crossings Regulations in the
Canada Gazette, Part I, on February 8, 2014:
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Pg. #

PWT-23

PWT-41

ITEM

(&) requesting that the specification of a maximum time limit of five
minutes that a moving train may block any at-grade roadway
crossing be included in the proposed Grade Crossings
Regulations;

(b) reiterating the previous Council resolution of July 23, 2012 that
the proposed Grade Crossings Standards be revised to be
engineering guidelines to allow for a risk-based approach that
provides flexibility to address any identified safety concerns and,
if the proposed Standards are implemented, a dedicated
program be established by Transport Canada to provide
adequate funding support to municipalities for any upgrades
required from the new Standards; and

(2) That a copy of the above letter be sent to all Richmond Members of
Parliament and Lower Mainland municipalities affected by the
proposed Regulations and Standards for support of the above request.

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

BATH SLOUGH REVITALIZATION INITIATIVE
(File Ref. No. 10-6125-25-017) (REDMS No. 4149768 v.9)

See Page PWT-23 for full report

Designated Speaker: Lesley Douglas

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Option 1 — Proceed with the Bath Slough Revitalization Initiative on a
Pilot Basis, as presented in the staff report titled Bath Slough Revitalization
Initiative dated February 6, 2014, from the Director, Engineering, be
endorsed.

GATEWAY THEATRE - ENERGY RETROFIT PROJECT
(File Ref. No. 06-2050-20-GT) (REDMS No. 4169249 v.4)

See Page PWT-41 for full report

Designated Speaker: Peter Russell
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Pg. #

PWT-48

PWT-53

ITEM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the staff report titled Gateway Theatre — Energy Retrofit Project dated
March 26, 2014, from the Director, Engineering be received for
information.

JAPANESE FISHERMAN'S BENEVOLENT SOCIETY BUILDING -

INTERIOR DESIGN
(File Ref. No. 06-2050-20-JNB) (REDMS No. 4171969 v.4)

See Page PWT-48 for full report

Designated Speaker: Jim Young

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the status update report for the Japanese Fisherman’s Benevolent
Society Building Interior Design be received for information.

RICHMOND ENERGY CHALLENGE AND THE CLIMATE SMART

PROGRAM
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 4196803)

See Page PWT-53 for full report

Designated Speaker: Brendan McEwen

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That, as presented in the staff report titled Richmond Energy Challenge and

the Climate Smart Program dated March 28, 2014, from the Director,

Engineering:

(1) staff’s development and implementation of a *“Richmond Energy
Challenge” for larger private buildings be endorsed; and

(2) the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager, Engineering
and Public Works be authorized to execute a funding agreement with
BC Hydro, and other potential funders, to implement this Challenge.
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Pg. #

PWT-70

GP-165

GP-174

ITEM

RICHMOND'S ECOLOGICAL NETWORK  MANAGEMENT

STRATEGY
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01/2014) (REDMS No. 4143643 v.3)

See Page PWT-70 for full report

Designated Speaker: Lesley Douglas

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Ecological Network Management Strategy, as described in the staff
report titled Ecological Network Management Strategy — Phase 1 dated
April 3, 2014, from the Director, Engineering, be endorsed for the purposes
of public consultation.

MANHOLE COVER ART CONTEST AND PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 11-7000-09-20-100) (REDMS No. 4184720)

See Page PWT -165 for full report

Designated Speaker: Lloyd Bie

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the implementation of the public art contest and program for
integrating artwork on sanitary sewer and storm drainage manhole covers,
as outlined in the staff report from the Director, Engineering, and Director,
Arts, Culture and Heritage Services dated April 8, 2014, be endorsed.

MULTI-MATERIAL BC PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-03-01) (REDMS No. 4196769 v.2)

See Page PWT -174 for full report

Designated Speaker: Suzanne Bycraft

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager,
Engineering & Public Works be authorized to negotiate and execute an
amendment to or replacement of Contract T.2988, Residential Solid
Waste & Recycling Collection Services with Sierra Waste Services Ltd.
(in accordance with the April 7, 2014 staff report titled “Multi-Material
BC Program Implementation” from the Director, Public Works (the
“Staff Report™)), to:
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Pg. #

ITEM

(2)

(3)

(4)

(&) include acquisition, storage, assembly, labelling, delivery, and
related tasks for the bags, containers and carts associated with
implementation of the program changes and added recycling
materials to be collected under the terms of the City’s agreement
with Multi-Material BC per Sectionl, Item a) of the Staff Report;

(b) remove the processing and marketing components from the scope
of work and incorporate other changes described in Section 1,
Item b) of the Staff Report, effective May 19, 2014;

(c) modify the scope of work as described in Section 1, Item c) of the
Staff Report to collect glass as a separate recycling stream,
newsprint and mixed paper products as one combined stream, and
collect an expanded scope of recycling materials as defined by
Multi-Material BC as Packaging and Printed Paper for all
residents serviced by the City for recycling services under
Contract T.2988, effective May 19, 2014;

(d) add administrative provisions to address the requirements of the
contract with MMBC, as described in Section 1, Item d) of the
Staff Report;

(e) revise the annual contract amount to approximately $6,391,841.26
(depending on contract variables such as required added
equipment, inflationary and unit count increases), effective May
19, 2014;

That additional funding for the remaining portion o f the 2014
Sanitation and Recycling budget be approved at the estimated amount
of $650,000 and that full program funding in the estimated amount of
$1,040,000 be included in the 2015 utility budget process for Council’s
consideration;

That a letter be sent to Allan Langdon, Managing Director of Multi-
Material BC (MMBC), expressing concern regarding the negative
operational and financial impacts associated with the current
designated post-collection site (located in Surrey) for Richmond’s
recycling materials, and that MMBC be urged to establish a site within
closer proximity to Richmond; and

That staff evaluate options, alternatives and costs associated with
addressing the operational and logistical challenges associated with the
current designated post-collection site for Richmond, and report back to
Council.
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9. MANAGER’S REPORT

ADJOURNMENT
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City of
Richmond Minutes

Public Works & Transportation Committee

Date: Wednesday, March 19, 2014
Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall
Present: Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Derek Dang (entered at 4:04 p.m.)
Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded

That the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works & Transportation
Committee held on Wednesday, February 19, 2014, be adopted as
circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

Thursday, April 24, 2014, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

1. METRO VANCOUVER GILBERT TRUNK SEWER NO. 2 UPDATE
(File Ref. No. 10-6060-03-01) (REDMS No. 4164217)

In reply to queries from Committee, John Irving, Director, Engineering,
advised that the first section of the Gilbert Trunk Sewer No. 2 (GTS 2) project
is underway and scheduled to be completed in June 2014.
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Public Works & Transportation Committee
Wednesday, March 19, 2014

4183688

Discussion ensued and Mr. Irving noted that Metro Vancouver, through their
contractors, implement the project’s traffic management plan. He commented
on the number of traffic-related complaints and advised that a significant
concern from a local business has been resolved. Also, Mr. Irving advised
that once the project enters its second phase, staff will liaise with Vancouver
Coastal Health in an effort to ensure access to and from Richmond Hospital is
not affected by works along Gilbert Road.

Cllr. Dang entered the meeting (4:04 p.m.).

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled Metro Vancouver Gilbert Trunk Sewer No. 2
Update (dated February 25, 2014, from the Director, Engineering), be
received for information.

CARRIED

CLOTHES WASHER REBATE PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 10-6650-01) (REDMS No. 4166980 v.6)

In reply to queries from Committee, Jason Ho, Project Engineer, provided
background information and advised that the proposed program will be
promoted on the City’s web site, in a local newspaper, and at community
centres. Also, Mr. Ho stated that, upon conclusion of the proposed program,
staff will report back on the program’s outcome.

Discussion ensued regarding the proposed program’s eligibility requirements,
and Mr. Ho advised that the proposed program is currently only available to
residents. Also, it was suggested that air-drying clothing be encouraged as
part of the proposed program’s outreach message.

It was moved and seconded
That:

(1) the City partner with BC Hydro for a combined rebate program in
May and October 2014, which provides a minimum 3100 and
maximum $200 rebate (equally shared between BC Hydro and the
City) for the replacement of an efficient clothes washer;

(2)  the scope of the existing toilet rebate program be expanded to include
clothes washer rebates; and

(3) the CAO and General Manager, Engineering and Public Works, be
authorized to enter into an agreement with BC Hydro to execute this
program.

CARRIED
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Public Works & Transportation Committee
Wednesday, March 19, 2014

4183688

AGEING FACILITY INFRASTRUCTURE - UPDATE
(File Ref. No. 06-2050-01) (REDMS No. 3788323 v.6)

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Irving commented on the current
facility infrastructure replacement, improvement and maintenance funding.
He noted that it is estimated that such funding be increased by approximately
$1 million annually to maintain the current facility index score of 0.08.

Discussion ensued regarding the potential to utilize casino funds to bridge the
estimated $1 million annual shortfall.

In reply to a further query from Committee, Mr. Irving stated that unplanned
equipment failures occur regardless of the City’s robust preventative
maintenance efforts.

It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled Ageing Facility Infrastructure — Update dated
March 4, 2014 from the Director, Engineering be utilized as input in the
annual capital and operating budget preparation process.

CARRIED

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

ICBC/CITY OF RICHMOND ROAD IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM -

PROPOSED PROJECTS FOR 2014
(File Ref. No. 01-0150-20) (REDMS No. 4158403)

In reply to a query from Committee in relation to correspondence received
from a Hamilton resident regarding pedestrian safety, Victor Wei, Director,
Transportation, advised that it is anticipated that this pedestrian safety concern
be resolved in 2014.

It was moved and seconded

(1) That the list of proposed road safety improvement projects, as
described in the staff report titled ICBC/City of Richmond Road
Improvement Program — Proposed Projects for 2014, from the
Director, Transportation, be endorsed for submission to the ICBC
2014 Road Improvement Program for consideration of cost sharing
Sunding; and

(2) That should the above applications be successful, the Chief
Administrative Officer and General Manager, Planning and
Development be authorized to negotiate and execute the cost-share
agreements and that the 2014 Capital Plan and 5-Year (2014-2018)
Financial Plan be amended accordingly.

CARRIED

PWT -9



Public Works & Transportation Committee
Wednesday, March 19, 2014

5. MANAGER’S REPORT

Tom Stewart, Director, Public Works, introduced Bryan Shepherd, Manager,
Water Services and spoke of Mr. Shepherd’s tenure with the City.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:33 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Public
Works & Transportation Committee of the
Council of the City of Richmond held on
Wednesday, March 19, 2014.

Councillor Linda Barnes Hanieh Berg
Chair Committee Clerk
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April 3,2014 -4 -

must collaborate to resolve the safety concern within 90 days. If an agreement cannot be reached
within the 90 day period, the road authority must notify the Minister of Transport.

Whistling Cessation

The proposed Regulations include enforceable anti-whistling requirements such that when the
Regulations come into force, authorities will be prohibited from enacting anti-whistling at grade
crossings that do not meet the specified standards with respect to warning systems and signage.

Analysis

Staff acknowledge the worthy goal of the proposed Regulations to improve public safety at
railway-roadway grade crossings but have concerns regarding the potential costs to
municipalities of complying with the proposed Standards as well as issues not fully addressed,
namely:

e the prescription of standards versus guidelines plus the need to upgrade existing public
crossings within the specified time frame without any financial considerations; and

o the lack of a maximum time limit that a moving train may block a roadway causing delays,
frustration, and potential safety consequences of other road users, including trucks.

These concerns are shared by a number of municipalities across Canada and staff have continued to
participate in discussions with Transport Canada regarding the proposed Regulations and Standards
through the aegis of the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM). Transport Canada also
recognizes that the proposed Regulations and Standards are crafted from a legal perspective and
lack clarity with respect to their practical application in the field. The agency is therefore in the
process of developing a manual for road authorities that will provide interpretation and guidance.

Standards versus Guidelines

As stated in the previous report, staff recommend that the proposed Regulations be introduced as
guidelines rather than standards to allow for a risk-based approach that provides flexibility for
road authorities to address any identified safety concerns. Compliance with the proposed
Standards is likely to create an additional burden for the City and, given limited resources, may
displace other municipal priorities as discussed in more detail in the following sections.

Preliminary Assessment of Existing Public Grade Crossings

Based on information supplied by Transport Canada in 2012 and staff knowledge, there are 39
active public at-grade crossings in Richmond, all of which (30 roadway crossings and nine
pedestrian crossings) are used by CN Rail (see Attachment 1 for their locations). Of the 30
roadway crossings, the City shares responsibility with the Ministry of Transportation &
Infrastructure for one crossing (Alderbridge Way-Highway 91 just east of Shell Road) and the
remaining 29 are wholly within the jurisdiction of the City. While the two pedestrian crossings
at the south end of the Horseshoe Slough Trail and the pedestrian crossing for the Bath Slough
Trail are all signed as private, the three crossings have been deemed public as the City has signed
the trails (i.e., the path is maintained by a road authority and is designed for public use). The 11
at-grade crossings along CP Rail’s former Van Horne spur in north Richmond have been
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o Sightlines (within 5 Years): Per Table 1, the basic Standards do not identify any requirements
for sightlines. The full Standards do not apply to roadway crossings with warning systems
(lights and bells) and gates (five crossings). For roadway crossings with warning systems but
without gates (11 crossings), roadway crossings with stop signs (10 crossings) or pedestrian
crossings (eight crossings), sightlines requirements must be met from the stop position of the
vehicle or individual to approaching railway equipment. For roadway crossings without
warning systems or stop signs (four crossings), additional sightlines are required (i.e., from
the stopping sight distance to the stop position of the vehicle).

Staff’s preliminary assessment indicates that 26 crossings (23 road and three pedestrian) have
sightline issues, the majority of which (22 of 26) are due to overgrowth of vegetation within
the sightline area. The remaining four road crossings, three on Vulcan Way and one on
Bridgeport Road east of Viking Way, are all located on spur lines and have sightline issues
due to buildings situated within the sightline area. More detailed assessments (i.e., sightline
calculations) at these four crossings as well as discussion with CN Rail as to the actual train
movements on the spur lines will be undertaken to confirm whether or not there is a sightline
concern and, if so, what level of warning system is warranted.

o Warning Systems (within 5 Years): the full Standards identify a formula to determine
whether or not a warning system is needed based on the speed of the train, the average annual
daily railway movements and the average annual daily traffic of vehicles using the crossing.
Warning systems would not be required for the pedestrian crossings in Richmond due to the
combination of a low train speed and only one set of tracks at each crossing. Of the 15
roadway crossings without warning systems, the combined low volume of daily railway and
vehicle traffic indicates that it would be unlikely that any crossing would need to be
upgraded based on rail and vehicle movements. However, as discussed above, sightline
requirements may still necessitate upgraded warning systems. More detailed assessments
(i.e., traffic volume counts and train speeds) will be undertaken to confirm whether or not a
warning system is warranted based on rail and traffic volumes.

o Traffic Control Devices (within 5 Years): As shown in Table 1, the basic Standards do not
identify any requirements for traffic control devices. With respect to the full Standards, stop
signs may be necessary at the four roadway crossings where there is no stop sign and
sightline issues exist ( two crossings on Vulcan Way, one on Viking Way and one on Rice
Mill Road leading to BC Ferries site). All four roadway crossings are located on local or
collector roads where the installation of a stop sign would not unduly impact traftic
movements. Additional signage (e.g., stop/railway crossing ahead) would not be required as
the railway crossing sign and/or stop sign are visible within the stopping sight distance.
Although not required by the Standards, the City’s practice is to also install a stop bar; 16
road crossings are lacking stop bars while six crossings have stop bars that need refreshing.
Two of the 29 roadway crossings and six of the nine pedestrian crossings lack railway
crossing signage, which is the responsibility of the railway authority. Stop signs are not
required at pedestrian crossings.

In summary, the majority (34 of 39) of public road and pedestrian crossings in Richmond do not
meet the basic and/or full Standards. However, the vast majority of the deficient crossings (30 of
34) require only remedial work (i.e., repaving, shouldering, signage, pavement markings, trimming
of vegetation) to comply with the Standards. Only the four road crossings that have sightline issues
due to a building located within the sightline area_ll_ havle éJotentially major deficiencies.
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Crossings Blocked by Moving Trains

Since the start of the consultation process on the proposed Regulations and Standards led by
Transport Canada, municipalities across Canada have consistently voiced (through FCM) a
preference for a maximum time limit (between five and 10 minutes) that a moving train can block a
crossing for reasons of public safety (e.g., need for emergency vehicle access) and negative impacts
on the local road network (e.g., congestion and delays, particularly for goods movement). That
preference was rejected by railway companies plus Transport Canada deemed that there is
insufficient evidence that a blanket 10-minute rule is required. Transport Canada has further
advised that the clause is intended to address safety concerns only and not the impacts to other
travel modes. However, blockages of long duration may encourage drivers to engage in risky
manoeuvres such as U-turns on two lane roads.

As noted earlier, the proposed clause contains qualifying conditions that would in effect eliminate
virtually all crossings in most urban areas from consideration, as the threshold distance of three
kilometres between crossings is measured along the railway line and most crossings are spaced
closer than that. The clause does not take into account the configuration of the local road network
where the detour for motorists may be much greater than three kilometres.

In addition, the clause does not identify any recourse for road authorities after they have notified the
Minister of Transport that a blockage concern could not be resolved with the railway company.
While Transport Canada has advised that a guideline similar to the whistling cessation process
will be developed, a guideline lacks certainty and authority.

Given the shared concern of roadway authorities regarding blocked crossings, Transport Canada
initiated a short-term project in December 2013 to examine measures to mitigate risky behaviour
by road users at blocked crossings. The study comprises a literature review of railway
operational reasons for blocking crossings, road user behaviour at blocked crossings and
countermeasures to avoid risk taking behaviour. Both FCM and City staff are participating on
the project steering committee, which is chaired by Transport Canada’s Rail Safety Directorate
and also includes representatives from the Railway Association of Canada. Staff recently
received a draft of the final report, which identifies the following potential countermeasures
outside of grade separation of the crossing:

« use of communications technologies and/or changeable message systems to provide real-time
information on expected blockages and wait times, and alternate routes;

« pre-emption of traffic signals to clear traffic through the crossing;

» linkage of emergency service providers with rail traffic control centre to display crossings
either blocked or potentially blocked, and also the nearest clear crossings; and

 shorter trains, track circuit upgrades and revised train schedules.

As the City has received concerns from local businesses regarding the negative impact of blocked
crossings, particularly in the East Richmond area, a notice was published in the March 5 and 19,
2014 editions of the City Page of the Richmond Review advising the public of the proposed
railway-roadway grade crossing regulations and, in particular, the lack of a maximum time that a
moving train can block a crossing. The public and business owners were encouraged to review
the proposed regulations and provide feedback directly to Transport Canada, particularly if they
have been negatively impacted by a blocked crossing.
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Staff Report
Origin

The purpose of this report is to present a strategy for environmental enhancement and
community stewardship, focused on the Bath Slough catchment in the Bridgeport
neighbourhood. Several factors converge in this area that makes the location ideal for a focused
stewardship initiative. The proposed initiative directly supports the Ecological Network (EN)
endorsed by Council as part of the 2041 OCP (Chapter 9) and the more detailed Ecological
Network Management Strategy under consideration by Council for public consultation.

The Bath Slough Revitalization Initiative is broad based and supports a range of Council Term
Goals across several sectors that include:

e Community Social Services Goal #2.9
Encourage the development of community volunteer programs and strategies,

¢ Sustainability Goal #8.1
Continued implementation and significant progress towards achieving the City’s
Sustainability Framework;

e Community Wellness Goals #10.3 and #10.4
Create urban environments that support wellness, Continued emphasis on the development of
the City’s parks and trails system), and;

e Waterfront Enhancement Goal #12.3
Consider day-lighting more sloughs in the City.

Background

Waterways form an integral part of Richmond’s history, in a unique way among lower mainland
municipalities. Before the European settlement, Lulu Island was crisscrossed with watercourses,
wetlands and sloughs. Sloughs provided the earliest avenues of travel into the heart of the island
and were also important habitats for a myriad of organisms, including the juveniles of all five
species of Pacific Salmon. Bath Slough forms part of a historical watercourse complex that
stretched across Lulu Island. Today, its catchment area spans over 750 hectares of industrial,
agricultural and residential land in the Bridgeport area (Figure 1).
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properties have enhanced the trail network somewhat through redevelopment but this has been
done in a discontinuous fashion. The combination of infrastructure issues and limited community
engagement has led to degradation of the corridor through illegal dumping, poor water quality,
vandalism and infestations of invasive plant species.

The drainage pump station for Bath Slough is due to be replaced in 2014 as part of ongoing
capital projects. As with other upgraded pump stations, the new pump station will be both an
attractive central feature and community amenity, focusing interest in the area. Combined with
ongoing dike trail upgrades and new residential development in adjacent areas, the pump station
redevelopment sets the stage for revitalization in the neighbourhood. Bath Slough is well-
situated as a greenway for public recreation and transportation, connecting the Cambie
Community Centre and surrounding neighbourhoods with the Bridgeport retail and industrial
operations and the Fraser River Shoreline.

The City has recently experienced great success in promoting community stewardship and
engagement of the public on environmental topics. The annual REaDY Summit has grown to be
a significant event in the City, driven by an enthusiastic and informed core of High School youth
volunteers. The City’s Earth Day Events are diverse, well supported and are expanded by year-
round events engaging community and corporate participants.

Earth Day 2012 was held adjacent to Bath Slough at King George Park, which provided an
excellent opportunity to reintroduce enhancement and stewardship activities in the Bath Slough
area. In the summer of 2012, Environmental Sustainability staff built on this momentum by
implementing a program of industrial stewardship, targeted at the major industrial operators in
the area. Outreach materials were created and staff conducted 96 individual business visits, with
the specific goal of increasing awareness of the City’s Pollution Prevention Bylaw (Attachment

D).

Finally, students from the Richmond Green Ambassadors program volunteered in the summer of
2012 and spring of 2013 to conduct a storm drain marking program on hundreds of catch basins
throughout the neighbourhood. Under the guidance of the City’s Environmental Sustainability
team, they successfully marked the entire Bath Slough catchment area.

To provide context for the revitalization of the Bath Slough corridor, staff commissioned the
preparation of the Bath Slough Restoration Plan in 2012. The Plan outlines several priority
strategies for enhancement of the slough, including:

Increasing riparian tree cover,

Selectively controlling invasive plant species,
Strengthening the identity of Bath Slough,
Improving the use of Bath Slough as a greenway,
Addressing riparian encroachment issues, and,
Assessing bank stability.

SRR

Recent outreach activities that have been undertaken by staff to industrial tenants in the area,
combined with discussions with businesses and new stewardship activities engaging the
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Richmond Green Ambassadors has indicated a groundswell of community interest in Bath
Slough. Ideal outcomes include community groups and volunteers taking ownership of the area
and participating in hands-on work to improve it, and industrial and commercial tenants taking
pride in their setting and encouraging their employees and clients to be engaged.

Following the adoption of the EN strategy as part of the 2041 OCP, Sustainability staff have
been developing the Ecological Network Management Strategy to guide the preservation and
enhancement of the City’s natural assets. The EN was adopted as part of the 2041 OCP Update.
A central component of the EN is the concept of improved or restored connectivity between
ecologically significant areas. In the case of Bath Slough, the corridor has the potential to link
the important habitats of the Fraser River foreshore to the interior of the island, including the
King George park area and nearby Richmond Nature Park. The revitalization of Bath Slough
presents a rare opportunity to further the goals of the EN in an area already largely under City
jurisdiction. The initiative also directly supports Council goals for active transportation and GHG
reduction.

Analysis

Initiatives promoting the restoration of natural systems in the urban context have proven to have
wide-ranging community benefits beyond enhancing habitats. Concepts such as watercourse day-
lighting and adopt-a-stream programs capture public imagination and draw residents into
stewardship activities. In Richmond, natural enhancements at Terra Nova Park and the Nature
Park provide popular engagement and education opportunities. Place-based environmental
enhancement and stewardship initiatives have the potential to draw in sponsorship and corporate
support and provide for leveraged funding. Richmond is endowed with many natural areas and
has an opportunity in Bath Slough to create a unique urban enhancement and stewardship
program that will revitalize a community amenity and further the goals of the Ecological
Network. Increased ownership by the community and industrial tenants provides an opportunity
to recreate a sense of place and long term stewardship.

A draft Vision / Concept Plan graphic for the Initiative is provided in Attachment 2. The Bath
Slough Revitalization Initiative is envisioned to consist of several inter-related elements
designed to target different user groups and constituents, such as;

o  Community Mapping: A critical element to developing a robust long-term stewardship
program is to understand clearly the community’s views on the Bath Slough corridor,
including how they use it and their priorities for enhancement in the area. Community
mapping workshops are an important method to gauge the opinion of local residents and
engage them in dialogue. These workshops would consist of drop-in sessions held in
partnership with the Cambie Community Centre and Secondary School and facilitated by
staff. Participants would identify areas that are significant to them with the assistance of
maps and graphics. Staff propose that this be a first step to launching the Initiative as it
provides important supporting information to define the program.

e Ongoing Capital and Operational Projects: This initiative would provide more specific

context for the direction of engineering upgrades and maintenance in the corridor.
Currently, the Bath Slough Pump Station Upgrade design includes opportunities to
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stabilize the slough banks and improve water quality within the lower reaches of the
slough. Preliminary investigations are also underway through the Parks Department for
the lower reach of the slough to: seek formal permission to establish a public right of
way; apply for a railway crossing permit for the slough trail; and determine options for a
bridge repair or replacement.

e Public Stewardship Events: Staff will seek to implement an ongoing program of
volunteer engagement in the slough catchment consisting of public stewardship and
education events. These events would be targeted projects taking place under the
“Partners in Parks” umbrella. The Bath Slough Restoration Plan outlines methods for
restoration; these consist broadly of invasive plant removal and native species plantings.

e Industrial Stewardship & Outreach: The Bath Slough catchment is highly industrialized
area, with over 70% of land zoned for industrial uses. The Industrial Stewardship
program involves direct onsite outreach to clients by staff, supported by educational
resources targeting the most common industrial operations found in the area. This
program would ideally expand to include all industrial tenants in the catchment.

e Special Events: The Bath Slough initiative presents an ideal opportunity to host
dedicated events such as future Earth Day related celebrations. As yet the City does not
have a significant event celebrating World Rivers Day, held on the last Sunday in
September. Situated as it is at the mouth of British Columbia’s largest river, Richmond is
in an excellent position to host a Rivers Day event centred on a revitalized Bath Slough.

The above projects represent focus areas for the Bath Slough Revitalization Initiative but should
not be considered a comprehensive list; projects will be scoped and prioritized by a coordinated
team of staff members.

Consideration of Other Sloughs

Staff also considered other major sloughs in the City and evaluated their relative suitability for
stewardship initiatives as compared to Bath Slough.

e Agricultural context: Other significant sloughs in the City such as Woodward,
Horseshoe and Hartnell are more closely associated with agricultural areas and function
as both drainage and irrigation features. The immediate adjacency of agricultural
properties means that enhancement options for these sloughs are more limited.

e Adjacent communities: Adjacency to residential areas and ideally a community centre is
considered significant to the development of stewardship as these provide an existing
constituency from which community volunteers can be drawn. Other sloughs in the City
are in agricultural areas with significantly less population density, making it more
challenging to recruit volunteers.

e Access considerations: Pedestrian and public access are important to developing a

community stewardship initiative as these provide for easy and safe implementation for
enhancement projects and public events. Other sloughs have less public access overall
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compared to Bath Slough. Some areas of Bath Slough are currently closed to the public
due to infrastructure considerations; this will be considered in planning the Initiative and
proposed activities will be limited to areas open to the public. Increased engagement in
the slough can provide assistance and support in resolving these issues.

e Supporting Context: Synergies with the launch of this initiative at the same time as the
capital project for the Bath Slough pump station replacement provides significant
opportunities for potential water quality improvements and bank stabilization. As
described above a restoration plan that is already in place for Bath Slough includes these
types of actions as priority strategies.

All of the above factors support the launch of a revitalization program at Bath Slough as a
starting point for future stewardship. The success of the pilot initiative will produce important
knowledge applicable to other sloughs in the City.

Staff Steering Group

Multiple City divisions will be involved in a successful Bath Slough Revitalization Initiative. An
internal steering group is proposed including but not limited to:

Parks

Engineering Operations
Sustainability

Community Recreation
Corporate Communications
Sewerage & Drainage

Options for consideration

Option 1 (Recommended) — Proceed with the Bath Slough Revitalization Initiative on a Pilot
Basis:

Under this option, staff would convene the proposed staff steering group, who would further
develop the work plan and timeline and outline priority projects for the launch of the initiative.
The launch period would extend through October 2014. Staff would report back to Council on
the Initiative’s progress once initial meetings have been held in spring 2014, both internally and
with the community.

This approach is considered to provide a strong foundation to community environmental
enhancement and stewardship that builds upon current opportunities with existing Capital and
Operations projects and their integration with community based initiatives.

Option 2 (Not Recommended) — Alternative slough initiative:

The general concepts presented in this report are applicable to other sloughs in the City. Should
Council decide on this option staff would consider the specific environment of the selected area
and report back with options for implementation.
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Staff Report
Origin

In September 2008, Council signed the BC Climate Action Charter, voluntarily committing the
City of Richmond to carbon neutral operations. In addition to this, Council adopted on April 26,
2010, the provincial greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets and approved an amendment to the
Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, which sets Richmond’s community-wide
GHG reduction targets at 33% below 2007 levels by 2020, and 80% below 2007 levels by 2050.
In connection with these community targets, Council also adopted on July 14, 2010, the Energy
Sustainability Strategic Program with the target to reduce energy consumption in the Richmond
community by at least 10% by 2020, from 2007 levels.

Through these commitments, the City of Richmond has a mandate to reduce GHG emissions and
integrate renewable technologies into its existing corporate energy systems.

Background

Council endorsed staff’s recommendation to implement a pilot project to install a sewage
wastewater heat recovery system at Gateway Theatre on September 24, 2012. The heat recovery
system was designed to provide a renewable heating source to the facility and displace natural
gas use. A summary of the project and images of the technology are included in Attachment 1.
In addition to the installation of the heat recovery system, other mechanical heating system
components at Gateway Theatre that were at the end of their service life were upgraded.

It was estimated that the integration of the heat recovery system would reduce natural gas use
annually by 900 gigajoules (GJ) or 35%, operating costs by an estimated $8,100, and GHG
emissions by 50 tonnes. Other measures, including boiler and coupling replacements were
expected to further reduce annual natural gas use by approximately 300 GJ and operating costs
by an estimated $2,700.

A similar and larger scale sewer waste heat recovery system is currently the preferred technology
for supporting the purposed River Green District Energy Utility.

Analysis

The installation of the Gateway Theatre sewage heat recovery system was completed in April
2013. Mechanical system upgrades, including a boiler replacement, coupling replacements, and
a building envelop improvement were completed by September 2013.

The total capital cost of the heat recovery system was $55,000. Including design costs, other
associated building improvement measures included a boiler replacement and installation; the
total cost of the combined energy retrofit and upgrade project was approximately $192,000.

Prior to project implementation, grant and incentive funding agreements were arranged with the
Federal Government through the Western Economic Diversification Canada and with Fortis BC.
Fortis BC has contributed $15,000 and Western Economic Diversification Canada has committed
to contribute $85,000 for this combined project. This incentive funding of $100,000 will help
reduce the net capital cost of this project allowing for a shorter payback period.
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Natural gas reductions since April 2013 have resulted in an annual savings of approximately
$15,000, surpassing the project’s conservative estimates. In addition, the facility has reduced its

GHG emissions by approximately 70 tonnes annually, which is equal to removing 20 cars from
Richmond roads.

Initial returns on the City’s investment indicate that the project is successful and meeting
expectations. Based on the first year cost avoidance savings and including the incentive funding,
the project is estimated to have just over a 6 year payback period. It is estimated that the
system’s usable life is approximately 25 years.

Conclusion

The installation of an innovative sewage heat recovery system was a key component of this
overall project, which will help displace and reduce natural gas use over the long term. It is
through innovative and effective solutions that the City of Richmond can demonstrate how the
community as a whole can transition to a more sustainable and low carbon community.

Levi Higgs, B.Sc, EMIT
Energy Manager
(604-276-1239)

| Attachment 1 | Community Energy Association Award Submission - 2013 | REDMS# 3917596 |
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Staff Report
Origin

The Japanese Fishermen’s Benevolent Society Building Rehabilitation Project (Japanese
Building) interior/exterior renovations were approved by Council as part of the 2010 and 2014
capital programs. Exterior renovations were completed in 2013.

The purpose of this report is to update Council regarding the status of interior renovations.
Background

On November 13, 2012, Council adopted additional terms of reference for Site Building
Committees for heritage projects as follows:

a) Review the tender package prior to the tender process;

b) Review any subsequent changes that affect heritage conservation outside of the Council
approved project scope; and

¢) Include appropriate heritage documents in the orientation package.

The Japanese Building interior design has been completed and was endorsed by the Council
appointed Building Committee on March 6, 2014. The floor plan design has been included as
Attachment 1.

Analysis

The City values Richmond’s historically and culturally significant buildings, monuments, and
other sites. There are currently 27 buildings in Richmond’s heritage inventory. The Japanese
Building is valued for its historical and social significance, for its cultural significance as a rare
remnant of a once-extensive infrastructure built by Steveston’s Japanese Canadian community,
and for its surviving original and early material and design elements.

Photographs of the completed Japanese Building exterior renovation are included as
Attachment 2.

The project site is within a small park located on 3811 Moncton Street in the Steveston Village.
The building was relocated in 2010 from Chatham Street to its current location and exterior
rehabilitation was completed in Spring 2013.

Interior Design

The interior design captures the historical nature of the original building through re-use of
existing materials, application of similar paint colours and general design features reflective of
this period in Steveston’s history. Some of the design highlights include:

e A fire protection system which will enable full public occupancy

e A kitchenette area which can be used for public events
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e Secure space for storage of exhibit and programming support materials.

e Upgraded electrical and HVAC system

e Upgraded interior lighting system

e Use of original interior wood panel as interior finishes for walls and ceiling

e Exhibit development is in progress working with the Steveston Historical Society and the
Nikkei National Museum and Archives.

Landscaping design is in progress and will expand the park functional space as well as create
synergies between the town square and the building structure.

It is anticipated that interior construction will commence in the July/August 2014 timeframe and
be completed by early 2015.

Financial Impact

No financial impact. Funding is available for the Japanese Fisherman’s Benevolent Society
Building, as previously approved by Council. The Steveston Museum upgrades will be funded
through the Building Improvement Operating Budget

Conclusion

The Japanese Building located in Steveston represents one of the City's important heritage
buildings. Exterior restoration was completed in 2013. The building interior renovation design
was endorsed by the Building Committee on March 6, 2014 and construction is anticipated to be
completed by early 2015. Once complete, the Japanese Building will be fully accessible to the
public.

Jim Young, P Eng
Senior Manager, Project Development
(604-247-4610)

Attachment 1 — Floor Plan
Attachment 2 — Exterior Renovation Photographs
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Attachment 1
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Staff Report
Origin

In November 2012, the City piloted the Climate Smart program to help businesses reduce their
energy use and emissions. The City provided $5000 to leverage funding from the Pacific Carbon
Trust, Fortis BC, and participating businesses. This report reviews outcomes of the program.

Building on the success of the Climate Smart pilot, staff propose that Richmond implement an
“Energy Challenge” for local businesses and multifamily properties over 2014-2015; the
Richmond Energy Challenge will help building owners, managers and operators reduce energy
use in their facilities, by providing training, services, tools, and a community of peers. The
Challenge is part of the implementation of the City’s 2014 Community Energy and Emissions
Plan (CEEP); Action #7 in the CEEP is “promoting building efficiency through outreach and
education”. The Challenge supports Council Term Goal #8.1 on Sustainability: “Continued
implementation and significant progress towards achieving the City’s Sustainability
Framework.”

Analysis

Climate Smart Program - 2013 Pilot Resulis

The Climate Smart Program is offered in British Columbia by a social enterprise with the
purpose of enabling small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) to reduce their greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions while cutting costs and fulfilling their corporate social responsibility
objectives. '

In 2013, the City of Richmond partnered with Climate Smart, the Pacific Carbon Trust ($5,000
contribution), and Fortis BC ($3,000 contribution) to deliver a Program specifically for 10-12
Richmond-based businesses on a 1-year pilot basis. The City of Richmond also contributed
$5,000, and businesses each paid between $250 and $1,000 depending on their size.

The City’s Economic Development Office worked with Climate Smart to develop an appropriate
communication and recruitment strategy that would engage the local business community.
Eleven Richmond-based businesses registered for the Program, representing a cross-section of
sectors including manufacturing, logistics, retail, food processing, agriculture, information
technology and construction. These businesses collectively represent 1,830 employees, nearly
700,000 square feet of commercial space, and total revenue reported of over $1.5 billion. The
Richmond participant profile represents larger businesses than typical for Climate Smart
members region-wide.

As of November 2013, the participation of Richmond businesses had resulted in over 13,000
tonnes of CO,e (carbon dioxide equivalent) being inventoried. As part of ongoing engagement
with the program, participating businesses are continuing to identify strategies to reduce these
emissions. Emissions reduction strategies employed by participants range from behavioral
changes (such as encouraging employees to take public transportation and turn off energy
consuming devices when not in use) to capital projects (such as warehouse lighting retrofits and
gradually replacing fleet vehicles to more fuel efficient models). Other reduction strategies
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implemented include increasing the amount of green space at the company’s facilities, reducing
corporate flights taken, buying carbon offsets, and installing fleet tracking devices to increase
efficiencies and reduce fuel consumption. Program-wide, Climate Smart businesses average 4%
emission reductions in the first-year and $397 in projected cost savings per tonne CO,e reduced.

Through a post-Program survey conducted by the City, Richmond businesses reported being
very satisfied with the Climate Smart Program and the majority indicated they had one or more
staff members dedicated to ongoing monitoring of GHG emissions. Eighty-three percent of
respondents indicated they would continue using the Climate Smart tool to monitor GHG
emissions. The respondents commended the City’s involvement in this initiative, and encouraged
ongoing participation in local businesses’ sustainability efforts.

Businesses report that they value participation in Climate Smart, and participants continue to
identify a wide array of GHG emissions reduction opportunities. Unfortunately, the Pacific
Carbon Trust and Fortis BC have not renewed support for Climate Smart, and at this time no new
funding partners have been identified for the Program. Moving forward, staff propose to support
businesses’ energy and emissions management through a “Richmond Energy Challenge”.
Leveraging funding from BC Hydro, and potentially other sources, the Challenge will provide
training and resources to help local businesses and multifamily buildings pursue energy
upgrades, building on the success of Climate Smart. The Richmond Energy Challenge is
described below.

Richmond Energy Challenge

Expanding from the City’s success with the Climate Smart program and businesses’ feedback
that City energy programs are valued, staff propose to develop a “Richmond Energy Challenge”.
The Richmond Energy Challenge supports the Community Energy and Emissions Plan Action #7
(CEEP p. 49) to “promote building efficiency through outreach and education”. The Challenge
will scale up the City’s efforts to engage businesses and multifamily buildings in energy
improvements, offering deeper engagement and opportunities for a larger number of buildings to
participate.

The Challenge will respond to key barriers and opportunities that impede building owners and
businesses from implementing energy improvements to their buildings. Attachment # 1
summarizes the barriers and opportunities to improving building energy performance for
pertinent building sectors.

To address key barriers and capitalize on opportunities, the Challenge will provide a range of
services to help commercial and multifamily building owners, managers, and operators reduce
energy spending and emissions in their facilities, and pursue other green building management
practices. The City will recruit building owners and managers into the Challenge, asking that
they simply track their energy performance and commit to pursuing strategies to save money and
help protect the environment.

The Challenge will be anchored by a “Peer Learning Group”, which will convene participating
property managers and building operators. The City will work with utilities and industry experts
to deliver training and tools for this group, including:
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e Training in building energy benchmarking, to track buildings’ performance.

e Training in how to access utility energy efficiency programs, and building the business
case for upgrades.

e Specialized seminars on energy upgrade opportunities.

e Connection to free/low-cost energy assessments provided by BC Hydro and Fortis BC.

e Ongoing peer support to share good practices in implementing upgrade projects, and
provide the social “nudge” to follow through with upgrades.

e Opportunities for bulk procurement.

e Regular networking and mentorship.

e A forum to inform the ongoing development of City policy and programs to reduce
energy and emissions in existing buildings.

As part of the Richmond Energy Challenge, the City will recognize participating buildings, and
provide “Energy Awards” for high performing buildings.

BC Hydro has offered to provide $47,875 in funding for the Richmond Energy Challenge and
broader efforts to promote upgrades, and has provided funding agreements for the City. Staff
have applied to Fortis BC ($40,500 funding request) for additional support, and are exploring
other sources to support the Challenge.

The Richmond Energy Challenge is anticipated to run from September 2014 to September 2015,
with recruitment over summer 2014. Staff will provide an interim update on the Challenge to
Council during its implementation, and a final report when completed.

Financial Impact

None. Staff estimate that implementing the Challenge will require a total budget of $88,375.

BC Hydro has offered to provide funding for the Richmond Energy Challenge and efforts to
promote upgrades, totaling $47,875. The remaining $40,500 to implement the Richmond Energy
Challenge and associated promotions are pre-existing in the City’s 2014 capital budget.
Additional funding from Fortis BC and/or other sources may reduce City spending.

Conclusion

Increasing the scale of energy upgrades in Richmond’s residential and commercial buildings is
critical if Richmond is to achieve the energy and emissions goals articulated in the Official
Community Plan and CEEP. The Energy Upgrade Strategy presents a range of actions to
catalyze deeper energy improvements in the community. Richmond can build upon and enhance
previous efforts, such as its support of Climate Smart, by implementing these actions. The
Richmond Energy Challenge represents an important early action in the Energy Upgrade
Strategy, and a means of building on the success of the Climate Smart program.

Brendan McEwen
Manager, Sustainability
(604-247-4676)
BM:bm
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Staff Report
Origin

On November 19, 2012 Council adopted the Richmond 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP).
Chapter 9 of the OCP entitled “Island Natural Environment (an Ecological Network Approach)”
provides direct support for the development of an Ecological Network in Richmond through
Objective 1: “Protect, enhance and expand a diverse, connected and functioning Ecological
Network.”

Several policies provide direction to meet this objective including the identification of a
framework to better manage the City’s ecological resources and prioritize possible acquisition,
enhancement and protection strategies.

The purpose of this report is to present the Ecological Network Management Strategy (ENMS) —
Phase 1 (Attachment 1) and a recommended public and stakeholder consultation process. In
addition, this report directly relates to the achievement of the following Council 2011-2014 Term
Goal #8 Sustainability: 8.1 (Continued implementation of the City’s Sustainability Framework).

Analysis

The ENMS - Phase 1 provides a framework for managing and guiding decisions regarding the
City-wide system of natural areas in Richmond and the ecosystem services they provide on City,
public and private lands. This Strategy, intended to be opportunistic and collaborative, will set
out priority areas, initiatives and projects for the on-going and long-term implementation of the
Ecological Network (EN). There are many City actions, initiatives and projects currently
underway that are supported by a range of regional and City policies, regulations and plans. The
Strategy, when completed, will seek to complement, align and, where appropriate, inform the
current planning and regulatory context in order to strengthen and enhance Richmond’s natural
spaces.

The Phase 1 Strategy was informed by several consultation sessions with staff across City
departments. Through these sessions, the following vision for the EN was developed:

The Ecological Network is the long-term ecological blueprint for the collaborative management
and enhancement of the natural and built environments throughout the City, within
neighbourhoods, and across land-uses and development types in order to achieve ecologically
connected, livable and healthy places in which residents thrive. (Part 3 of the ENMS)

Four goals for improving and strengthening the EN overtime guide actions identified in the
Strategy:

1. Manage and Enhance our Ecological Assets

2. Strengthen City Green Infrastructure (e.g. drainage, flood mitigation, water filtration,
erosion and public amenity)

3. Create, Connect and Protect Diverse and Healthy Spaces

4. Engage through Stewardship and Collaboration
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The ENMS is presented in three parts:

e Part 1: What is Richmond’s Ecological Network;
e Part 2: Mapping Richmond’s Ecological Network; and
e Part 3: Vision, Goals and Strategy Areas

Part 1: What is Richmond’s Ecological Network?

An Ecological Network is an inter-connected system of natural areas across a landscape that is
composed of terrestrial, marine shoreline and marine intertidal areas. In Richmond, areas such as
the Richmond Nature Park, Terra Nova, Sturgeon Bank, South Arm Islands are all part of an EN.
In addition, an EN encompasses Green Infrastructure, the components of the natural and built
environment that provide the essential ecosystem services on which the City depends. These
ecosystem services include:

e drainage e habitat

e erosion protection e cultural values
e flood mitigation e recreation

e water filtration e aesthetics

In this manner, an EN consists of all green natural and built features across the City that play a
role in delivering ecosystem services.

The Strategy identifies six (6) components that form Richmond’s EN:

e Hubs: the large natural areas in Richmond (> 10 hectares) that make up the core of the
EN

o Sites: discrete areas of 0.25 to 10 hectares of natural ecosystems, that provide “stepping
stone” connections between hubs

e Corridors and Connectivity Zones: linkages between hubs that facilitate the movement
of species, water, nutrients, and energy

¢ Shoreline and Riparian Areas: buffers to sensitive watercourses and the edge of the
Fraser River. Many also function as wildlife corridors and greenways

e Parks and Greenways: most developed parks lack sufficient natural vegetation to be
considered hubs or sites, but they still provide ecosystem services and are recognized as
high priority sites for various degrees of restoration, especially given that the majority are
under City control

e Matrix: land lying between the other components of the EN outlined above,
encompassing most of the City’s land-base, many opportunities exist to restore ecological
features and functions through the creation of green infrastructure on this land
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Focus Areas

To organize future actions and consultation, six areas of focus are identified for each strategy
area. These areas of focus were selected as they represent opportunities for EN application
within the City’s planning, development, and operational context:

e Rainwater Management/Infrastructure e Parks, Open Space, Public Lands
¢ Vegetation/Habitat e Private Development
o Wildlife e Stewardship

How does the proposed Strategy affect City lands, Private lands and other Public lands?

e City owned lands: The ENMS will approach ecological management on City lands
through the lens of collaboration and integration. Rather than creating a series of new
policy directives and projects, the Strategy will be selectively integrated with those City
structures and frameworks that already exist in order to strengthen and inform them
according to the Goals of the Strategy. The Strategy will provide a menu of ecological
management tools for a variety of City capital and operation projects and processes such
as landscape plantings, stormwater management, dike upgrades, park maintenance, ditch
maintenance and community stewardship (e.g. Bath Slough Revitalization Initiative).

e Private lands: The ENMS will approach ecological management on Private lands by
assessing and informing existing policies and regulations that speak to ecological
management and land-use, yet could be enhanced in terms of evolving green
infrastructure technologies and understandings of the natural environment. Exploring the
enhancement of existing tools such as the green roof bylaw, the watercourse protection
and crossing bylaw and the ecological aspects of the City’s various development permit
areas could yield City-wide benefits in terms of ecological connectivity, livability,
ecological health and more resilient infrastructure.

o  Other Public lands: Though under the jurisdiction of other agencies, collaborative
opportunities exist to establish connectivity between City, Private and Public EN lands.
The City currently participates as a member of several multi-jurisdictional agencies such
as the YVR Environmental Advisory Committee and Metro Vancouver’s Regional
Planning Advisory Committee. The ENMS provides for the continuation of this type of
participation under the lens of ecological connectivity across jurisdictions. Within this
approach, the City can collaborate on projects of regional, provincial and federal natures
that would not only enhance the ecological management of Public lands in Richmond, but
further connected them with those outside of the City. One significant example of this is
the City’s role in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Green Infrastructure Network.
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How does the proposed Strategy affect Environmentally Sensitive Areas?

The Ecological Network Management Strategy does not change the current administration of the
City’s designated Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) as identified in the recently adopted
2041 OCP. This strategy provides opportunities to explore innovative approaches to protection,
enhancement and connectivity of ESAs on public and private lands. Examples include:
opportunities to establish connectivity with private ESA lands that are contiguous with the Shell
Road corridor; establishment of an urban buffer using native vegetation; and invasive species
removal projects on public lands, contiguous with ecologically significant City owned lands.

Public and Stakeholder Consultation

In order to develop actions that benefit from wide support, a public and stakeholder consultation
program is recommended. The proposed program that provides both educational opportunities
(e.g. What is an Ecological Network?) and seeks input regarding priority actions, initiatives and
projects. The program would include the following three engagement techniques:

e Digital Engagement: Let’s Talk Richmond interactive discussion forum and survey
(May-August, 2014).

e Stakeholder Engagement: Staff will conduct multi-stakeholder focus groups for
Strategy Areas, as identified in Part 3 of the Ecological Network Management Strategy —
Phase 1. This engagement will include presentations to formal City Liaison and
Advisory Committees as well as applicable agency and organization representatives.
Suggested stakeholder questions are listed below. (May-September, 2014).

e Public Engagement: The public engagement will focus on building community
awareness and education for the EN. The events below represent a suite of potential
education opportunities. These could occur in concurrence with larger-scale themed
events including:

Richmond Pecha Kucha Night “Secrets of the Fraser”- May 2, 2014
Public Works Open House — May 24, 2014

International Biological Diversity Day - May 22, 2014

Rivers to Oceans Week — June 8-14, 2014

Culture Days — September 26-28, 2014

BC Rivers Day- September 28, 2014

In addition, staff will conduct some public engagement as discrete events, or in conjunction with
engagement events associated with the Bath Slough Revitalization Initiative, as appropriate.
Public and stakeholder engagement is anticipated to take place between May and October 2014,
with a report back to Council in the fall of 2014 on the outcomes of these engagement activities
and proposed action plan.
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The following questions will guide the stakeholder consultation program:

1.

What aspects/features of Richmond’s natural landscape/environment/wildlife do you like
the most?

How would you improve Richmond’s natural environment? Are there specific changes
you would like to see in the environments where you live/work/play?

Have you been involved in any stewardship initiatives in the past (e.g. tree planting, river
front clean-up)?

e How can the City help facilitate increased participation in stewardship and/or
education from your sector?

e How would you like to participate?

Which would be the most feasible and/or desirable ecological enhancements in your
sector and why? (rain gardens/ stormwater management features, green roofs and walls,
natural parks, greenways/ shared streets/ trails for cyclists and pedestrians, native
plantings, increase in trees, habitat for birds and pollinators, daylighting of sloughs and
riparian areas, riverfront naturalization).

What are the greatest environmental challenges in your sector? Can natural areas and
ecological enhancements serve to remedy some of these?

The following questions will guide the public consultation program:

1.

4143643

What are your favourite natural places or environmental features (e.g. plants, wildlife,
open spaces, etc) in your neighbourhood? In Richmond?

Would you be interested in participating in any stewardship projects/ initiatives (e.g. tree
planting, riverfront clean-up, invasive species removal)?

e If so, what types of projects would you be interested in?
e Ifnot, what would it take to get you involved?

What improvements to the natural areas of Richmond have you seen in the past few
years? What would you like to see?

Is nature in the city important to you? What aspects of nature in the city do you value the
most? (habitat, clean water/ air/ soil, trees, natural areas, recreation/ trails, health benefits,
beauty/ aesthetics)

What is the biggest challenge to natural areas in your neighbourhood? In Richmond?
How can the City help address these?
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Richmond’s Ecological Network Management Strategy — Phase 1
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Richmond’s Ecological Network Management Strategy — Phase 1

PWT - 124 38



PWT - 125



PWT - 126



PWT - 127



PWT - 128



PWT - 129



PWT - 130



PWT - 131



PWT - 132



PWT - 133



PWT - 134



PWT - 135



PWT - 136



PWT - 137



PWT - 138



PWT - 139



PWT - 140



PWT - 141



PWT - 142



PWT - 143



PWT - 144



PWT - 145



PWT - 146



Richmond’s Ecological Network Management Strategy — Phase 1

Non-functioning Corridor: a linear corridor that has little to no natural vegetation along its length and does not
function as pathway for wildlife movement between hubs in its current state. Non-functioning corridors were
identified based the least-cost path analysis and are shown where connectivity would significantly benefit the
integrity of the EN but is currently lacking. Larger-scale restoration efforts would be required to restore
connectivity in these areas.

Riparian Management Area (RMA): a 5 or 15 m wide zone (depending on watercourse size and fish habitat
value) on both sides of a watercourse (measured from the highwater mark) which is used to maintain watercourse
health; RMAs were implemented in response to provincial requirements under the BC Fish Protection Act.

Riparian Zone: the [and area bordering watercourses or shorelines with distinctive vegetation, topography, and
soils related to its proximity to watercourses; riparian zones are impotrtant for biodiversity, watercourse health, and
other values (shading, bank stabilization, etc.).

Shoreline Zone; areas within 30 m of the highwater mark of the Fraser River or the Strait of Georgia; it includes
developed and natural areas.

Site: a component of the EN between 0.1 and <10 ha in size and naturalness >3; it may be forest, wetland, or
other type of ecosystem; sites are important for maintaining connectivity within development landscapes.

Watercourse: a water feature with a defined channel formed by the regular movement of water; in Richmond,
watercourses are mainly man-made or modified features such as ditches and canals.
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Richmond’s Ecological Network Management Strategy — Phase 1

3.2 Habitat Models

Four different habitat types were modelled. The designation of habitat quality varied between the models
depending on the usability of the habitat for the group of species being modeiled. A forested wetland for example
may provide high quality habitat for one group of species but lower quality habitat for others. By producing
multiple habitat models we aimed to identify all areas of importance. Multiple modeis also allow identification of
areas that are important for different groups of species. For each habitat type, two models were created, one for
species with high dispersal potentials and one for species with low dispersal potentials. Species with high
dispersal potentials are those that can travel most easily across the landscape, large birds for example. Species
less able to disperse include smaller birds and small mammeals. Poor dispersers would require more intact
habitats and could not leapfrog as well between areas of high quality habitat.

The four habitat models were:

i) All species
This model attempts to give a general representation of habitat quality across all groups of species.

iy Forest

This model targets species that rely on forested habitats. Areas of old coniferous, mixed and
deciduous forest are prioritized, followed by younger forests, woody areas, and shrub habitats.
Example species are cavity nesting birds such as woodpeckers and secondary cavity nesting birds
and small mammals.

i) Shrub
This model targets species that utilize smaller trees and shrubs as primary habitat. It gives high
priority to deciduous and evergreen shrubs, followed by forested areas and areas with

graminoid/herbaceous cover. Example species include passerines and small mammals that use
shrubs for feeding and nesting.

iv)  Old Field

This model is similar to the shrub model but places increased emphasis on the use of old field sites
as productive habitat. Examples of species that could benefit from these areas are small mammals
that prefer lower vegetation.

v)  Welland

This model targets species that require wetland habitat such as bogs, lakes and marshland.
Example species are wetland birds and small mammais.

3.3 Resistance Maps

In order to model the movement of species across the landscape, Circuitscape requires a resistance map that
represents the quality of habitat in every pixel. Pixels with higher resistances represent lower quality habitat. The
model will therefore seek paths between pixels with lower resistance since these are the areas that are easiest for
species to move through. For each habitat model, resistances were assigned to every habitat type, landuse type,
and road category in Richmond to create a single resistance map for each habitat model. The resistances
assigned varied depending on the habitat type and dispersal ability being modelled.

3.4 Focal Nodes

Focal nodes are the areas of highest quality habitats that are used to start the modelling process. The modelled
pathways of species movement radiate out from these nodes and if a suitable path of low resistance is found the
nodes will be connected by pathways of suitable habitat. For each model a set of approximately 15 focal nodes
were identified. This was done by selecting the polygons with the lowest resistances that also had ESA
naturalness values of 4 or 5 (High or Very High naturalness). Geographical distribution was also considered
because a spread of focal nodes across the landscape is required to identify ali potential pathways. Since the
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Staff Report
Origin

On July 27, 2010, Council endorsed the Public Art Program Policy 8703, which identifies
strategies to fully integrate artwork into the planning, design and construction of civic works.

On October 11, 2011, Council endorsed the City Centre Public Art Plan identifying and
prioritizing public art opportunities in the City Centre. Integrating public art into infrastructure
design, including manhole covers, was identified as an immediate priority.

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with information regarding the Manhole Cover
Art Contest and the community outreach opportunities to engage a large cross section of the
community of all ages and local artists with a wide range of expertise.

This initiative is in line with Council Term Goal 9.1 Arts and Culture:

Build culturally rich public spaces across Richmond through a commitment to strong
urban design, investment in public art and place making.

Analysis

Background

There are over 50,000 storm water and sanitary sewer manhole covers throughout the City, many
in highly visible public locations on sidewalks and pedestrian street crossings. The current
manhole covers are utilitarian in design, however, manhole covers with a custom design can be
purchased at the same price as the standard covers. The City purchases approximately 150
replacement manhole covers each year, which is an opportunity to place decorative manhole
covers in strategic locations. By incorporating art into the design of manhole covers there is an
opportunity to make these cast iron lids beautiful, informative and unique.

Terms of Reference — integrated Art on Manhole Covers Art Contest

The public art Terms of Reference for the Manhole Cover Art Contest (Attachment 1) describes
the project description, art opportunity, entry requirements, and selection process.

Artist Selection Process

Following the administrative procedures for artist selection for civic public art projects, a five
person selection panel will convene to review the artist submissions. It is intended for two artist
designs to be recommended for the new manhole covers (one storm water and one sanitary), plus
honourable mentions for short listed artists. In addition to the two designs recommended for
incorporation into the covers, a second category for children aged 12 years and under will be
reviewed by the selection panel with two contest winners (not for fabrication) and honourable
mentions to be identified.
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Community Engagement

City staft working across departmental sections, including Engineering, Public Works,
Environmental Programs, Arts, Culture & Heritage Services, Production, and Corporate
Communications, will be instrumental in developing a successful community engagement
process for the art contest. City staff have also identified points of contact with arts education
programs, including the Richmond School Board and Kwantlen Polytechnic University, to
engage school children, emerging artists and designers.

Proposed themes for the artwork contest will reference Richmond’s cultural heritage, community
identity, and ecological history. The educational messaging of the contest will be to highlight and
raise awareness of the importance of keeping our waters clean and the environmental concerns in
safely disposing of liquids.

Key civic, arts and cultural events in the spring and summer of 2014 will provide platforms to
engage artists of all ages and to educate the public about the important role our storm water and
sanitary sewer infrastructure play:

Project WET, Water Education Team Program, Public Works — May 20 - 22, 2014
Public Works Open House — May 24, 2014

Doors Open — June 7-8, 2014

Culture Days — September 27-28, 2014

The competition will close in early October 2014, followed by a display of all entries online for
public feedback and voting for the People’s Choice selection. Following the selection panel
review of the submissions in Fall 2014, the two recommended artworks will be presented for
Council endorsement in early 2015 followed by a public unveiling of all the winners and
honourable mentions, including the children’s category.

The communications plan to promote the program will include posters, local newspapers, social
media, and the City of Richmond website. Additionally, City staff will work with a contract
communications designer to create a contest website that will be linked to the City’s website.
This will allow the public to conveniently submit their designs and application forms and will
assist City staff in building audiences.

Social media vehicles will be a focus for the Manhole Cover Art Contest to build community
engagement and raise awareness of both public art and the sewerage systems in the City. A
public vote using social media will recognize the People’s Choice artists to receive honourable
mentions.

Implementation

Staff and the selected artists will work with the current fabricator and supplier of sanitary and
storm water manhole covers, Westview Sales Limited, to translate the two winning artist designs
into production molds for fabrication. Westview Sales Limited will sponsor the additional costs
for creating two unique molds, coordination and labour. There will be no additional costs for the
decorative manhole covers above existing purchasing programs.
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Facts about Richmond’s Sewer Systems

In Richmond, there are two separate sewer systems: sanitary and storm. Sanitary sewers direct
waste water from sinks and washrooms to a treatment plant. Storm sewers prevent flooding by
directing water from streets, sidewalks and outdoor spaces to drainage systems that go directly to
the Fraser River or the ocean. As storm water is not treated, it is important than only clean rain
water enter storm drains. Harmful chemicals found in soapy water from car washing and
pesticides from lawns can harm the ecosystems connected to the storm drainage system.

Context and Themes for the Artwork

The artwork should reference our cultural heritage in Richmond. You might think about all the
pivotal moments in Richmond’s history that have shaped our cultural, social and political
identities. These may include important historical figures or a key historical event. The artwork
may tell a story or have an educational message. Think about how your design can help to
establish a sense of place, remembrance and pride for years to come.

[Insert Richmond archive images of Musqueam First Nations, Chinese and
Japanese historical figures, Samuel Brighouse, Lulu Sweet, fishing industry,
farming industry, horse racing, transportation heritage, ecological heritage, Fraser
River] Reference Richmond City Archives for further information.]

Eligibility

The manhole cover art contest is open to anyone who lives in Metro Vancouver. You don’t have
to be a professional artist to participate in the contest, just have a great imagination.

How to Apply

e Submission deadline is Friday October 3, 2014

e All designs must use the provided templates and be submitted on-line by following the
step by step application process at [Insert website link].

e Please do not submit more than two designs per person.

e All submissions must be submitted through the on-line process.

Design Considerations

Designs should be clear and easily transferable to create the mould for the casting process. The
selected artists will be required to work with the fabricator to finalize the design before
fabrication. The design should have textural elements to prevent pedestrians and bicycles from
slipping on the covers. Your design may include some text. Designs should be in black and white
and be contained within the dedicated circle area of the attached templates.
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Selection Process and Artwork Exhibition

Artist submissions will be uploaded to the City of Richmond Facebook page and will be eligible
for selection by the community at large for the on-line People’s Choice voting and award.

A five-person jury made up of artists, community representatives and art professionals will
review all submissions anonymously. Two designs will be selected to be integrated onto our
manhole covers. The two selected artists will each receive $2,000. People’s Choice and Short-
Listed honorable mentions will also be given.

*Special honorable mentions will be presented to school children under the age of 12 years old.

Short-listed Artists will be announced in November 2014

Winners and honourable mentions will be announced in January 2015
Exhibition of Finalists in February 2015

Installation in July 2015

Questions? Contact: publicart@richmond.ca

Legal Terms and Conditions

Consequences of submission and the acceptance of designs: The City and the selection panel
is not obliged to accept any submissions and it may reject all submissions. By submitting a
design, each artist will be deemed to: (1) agree with the City that the City will not be responsible
for any costs, losses, damages or liabilities incurred by him or her as a result of or arising out of
this call for designs; and (2) consent to the display of his or her design at the public exhibition
referred to in this call for designs. Employees of the City of Richmond and family members are
not eligible to submit designs and; (3) artwork must be original and made by the artist submitting
the contest entry. Absolutely no mechanical reproductions of original works are permitted; and
(4) artist retains sole copyright to his/her artwork. The City of Richmond will have unlimited
reproduction rights to all contest submissions; and (5) Submissions will not be returned to the
artist.
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22.25" diameter cover
1" cored hole
1 type

18.75" diameter artwork
area (inside circle)

Figure 4. Artist Template
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22.25" diameter cover
17 cored hole
1" type

18.75" diameter artwork
area (inside circle)

Figure 5. Artist Template
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Staff Report
Origin

In November, 2013, Council agreed to join the Multi-Material BC (MMBC) program in order to
provide enhanced recycling of paper and packaging materials for single family and multi-family
residents, commencing May 19, 2014. This arrangement requires contractual amendments to
the City’s existing service contract T.2988 with Sierra Waste Services Ltd.

This report provides details on the required contractual amendments and provides a progress
update on implementation activities.

Analysis

As background, the City has engaged Sierra Waste Services Ltd. under Contract T.2988 —
Residential Solid Waste and Recycling Collection Services until December 31, 2017. In
accepting the incentive offer from MMBC, the City is assuming the role of contractor to MMBC
for the collection of recycling materials. However, Sierra Waste Services Ltd. will remain the
City’s contractor who provides the services on the City’s behalf. From the public’s perspective,
the only apparent service related changes are the separate collection of glass, a change in sorting
requirements for newspaper and mixed paper items, and an increase in the range of materials
which will be accepted for recycling in both the blue box and blue cart (multi-family) recycling
programs.

Contract T.2988 is a multi-service contract for curbside garbage, organics and large item
collection services, as well as curbside/blue box and multi-family/blue cart recycling services. It
is the curbside and multi-family recycling services components of this contract that are impacted
as a result of the City entering into an agreement with MMBC.

1. Summary of Contractual Amendments Required to Contract T.2988

Changes impacting the City’s agreement with Sierra Waste Services Ltd. are in the areas of start
up costs, processing and marketing, expansion to the scope of work, and items of a general
administrative nature.

a) Start Up Costs: To meet MMBC’s requirements for the separate collection of glass, new
receptacles are required for residents with blue box service and new carts are required for
multi-family residents. To meet the May 19, 2014 launch date, it is recommended that
Sierra Waste Services Ltd. acquire, store, assemble, label and deliver these items on
behalf of the City. Delivery will also include related items developed and provided by
the City (educational materials, re-usable recycling bags, etc.).

The change in sorting requirements and expanded scope of recycling materials to be
added also necessitates that all multi-family recycling carts be re-labelled as part of
educating and communicating new program information to residents. It is proposed that
Sierra Waste Services also undertake the required cart re-labelling work on the City’s
behalf. The estimated cost of the start up cost items and associated activities by Sierra
Waste Services is up to $520,000. Funding for these start up costs was previously
approved by Council.
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b) Processing & Marketing: Under existing Contract T.2988, the City pays Sierra Waste for

4196769

processing all recycling materials collected and the City is, in turn, paid commodity
revenues for the sale of recycling materials based on commodity market pricing. Under
the City’s agreement with MMBC, MMBC now assumes all rights, revenues, etc.
associated with processing and marketing all recycling materials (and have contracted
Green By Nature to process and market these materials on their behalf).

As aresult of this change:

i.  The processing and marketing aspects of the City’s agreement with Sierra
Waste Ltd. must be removed and the contractor be compensated for any
resulting lost revenue;

ii.  Provisions must be included to address changes by MMBC in the location of
the designated processing facility;

iii.  Mechanisms to ensure a transparent and equitable process for the contractor to
work with the City to identify alternative processing and marketing
arrangements in the event of dissolution of the agreement with MMBC (i.e.
MMBC contract stipulates a 180 day termination for convenience clause).

The noted changes result in increased costs to the City for contract compensation and lost
opportunity for revenues from the sale of recycling commodities. This is outlined in the
Financial Impact section of this report.

Expanded Scope of Work: There are a number of requirements under the MMBC
agreement which will result in changes to the scope of work under Contract T.2988:

i.  Newspaper and mixed paper products will be combined into one “Paper
Products” stream. This will necessitate that a separate, larger bag be provided
to residents for placing all their paper items (replacing the current Blue and
Yellow Bags). Existing collection vehicles must be modified to accommodate
this combined paper products stream.

ii.  Glass must now be collected separately. This will require that a new
receptacle be provided to residents for separating their glass jars and bottles,
and the contractor to modify the collection vehicles and collection process to
collect the glass as a separate stream.

iii.  Additional materials are being added to the program, which requires that
additional equipment be added to accommodate the increased volume. A
sample list of materials to be added to the program includes the following. A
full list per the City’s agreement with MMBC is contained in Aftachment 1.

Paper and plastic drink cups
Milk cartons (including soy, rice milk and cream cartons)
Aseptic containers (soup, broth, sauce, etc. containers)

Plastic bakery trays and packaging (plastic egg cartons, deli trays,
muffin and sandwich containers, etc.)
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e Plastic pill bottles, including vitamins, personal care products,
cosmetic containers, etc.

e Plastic pails, such as laundry detergent and ice cream buckets.

e Plastic lids and garden pots, plastic hinged containers (e.g. diaper
wipes)

e Food and solvent spray cans, hairspray, deodorant, wax and polish
spray cans

e Spiral wound cans (e.g. frozen juice, cookie dough, coffee, nuts)

At this early stage, it is difficult to predict the additional volume which will
result from the significantly expanded range of items residents will be able to
recycle. It is recommended that flexible and transparent language be
incorporated into Contract T.2988 to be conservative but allow for additional
equipment if required to meet volume demands.

The noted changes result in increased costs to the City for contract compensation
associated with additional equipment requirements. A minimum of two trucks will need
to be added, with the ability to add additional equipment or trucks at a rate to be
negotiated with Sierra Waste Services Ltd. if required to meet volume demands in order
to maintain service levels.

Associated costs are outlined in the Financial Impact section of this report.
Administrative Requirements: The MMBC agreement contains a number of items where

it would be prudent for the City to incorporate language in Contract T.2988 to identify
avenues to address:

i.  Changes requested by MMBC (which cannot be refused unless technically not
feasible to carry out).

ii.  Compliance with MMBC policies and standards.
iii.  Contingency planning.
iv.  Record keeping and reporting requirements.
v.  Confidentiality requirements.
vi. Intellectual property - proprietary rights owned by MMBC.
vii.  Indemnity and insurance provisions.
viii.  Service level failure credits.
The language will be structured in a manner that provides for transparency in addressing
any potential items impacting cost, without transferring financial risk to the contractor.

Any issues which arise that result in increased costs would be reported to Council for
consideration.
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2. Update on Implementation Activities

The MMBC program will be launched on May 19, 2014. A key factor that the City was only
recently informally notified of (on April 7, 2014) by Green By Nature (the organization selected
by MMBC to manage their post-collection system) is that the designated processing site for
delivery of Richmond’s recycling materials will be the Cascades Recovery Inc. site at 12345 —
104 Avenue in Surrey. This has operational and financial impacts beyond those projected in this
report due to longer travel distances and delivery wait times than that currently required since the
City’s recycling materials are now delivered to Urban Impact on Knox Way in Richmond. This
will also have further impacts to the terms and costs of the City’s contract with Sierra Waste
Services Ltd. beyond that identified in this report. Other impacts include increases emissions
associated with longer travelling distances and idling/wait times.

With this information only recently being made available, staff will begin identifying potential
alternatives and options for how to most efficiently and cost-effectively manage delivery of the
City’s recycling materials to the Cascades site. This information will be reported back to
Council separately. In the interim, staff recommend that Council express the City’s concern to
MMBC about the distant location of the designated processing site for Richmond, and urge that
MMBC establish a location in closer proximity to the City.

In terms of the May 19, 2014 launch date, a number of measures are underway in an effort to
launch the City’s program to coincide with the MMBC program implementation timeframe.
This will mean three key changes for residents with both blue box and multi-family (blue cart)
collection services as outlined below.

Residents with Blue Box Service

a) Newsprint and Paper Products Now Combined: To accommodate the requirements of
MMBC for a single paper stream, residents will be provided with a separate, larger
yellow bag in which to place all their newsprint and paper products into a new “Mixed
Paper” re-usable plastic bag. Residents may continue to use up any existing supply of
blue and yellow bags or may bring these bags to the Recycling Depot to be recycled.

b) Separate Collection of Glass Jars and Bottles: A separate, smaller grey box will be
provided for residents to separate glass jars and bottles for recycling. Residents will be
asked to place the grey box at curbside, along with their blue box and new yellow “Mixed
Paper” bag on their recycling collection day. These receptacles will be emptied into a
separate compartment on the recycling truck and returned to be re-used by residents.

¢) Expanded Materials Accepted for Recycling: Residents will be asked to place their
remaining recycling materials PLUS the additional materials being added by MMBC in
their existing blue box. Residents may use a second blue box, if required. Alternatively,
taller/larger blue boxes (22 gallons vs. the 16 gallon capacity standard blue box) will be
stocked and available at the Recycling Depot, should residents require or wish to use a
larger capacity blue box to hold sufficient volumes of their recycling materials.
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These items, along with program educational material, are targeted for delivery to residents
during the first two weeks of May. Collection of the new items will commence on residents’
first collection day during the week of May 19™.

Attachment 2 contains an overview of the program changes for residents with blue box service.

Residents with Blue Cart Service

The program changes for residents with central recycling services in blue carts (multi-family)
will principally mirror that of the blue box program:

a) Newsprint and Paper Products Now Combined. Existing recycling carts currently for
“Newsprint” and “Paper Products” will be re-labelled to combine both into “Mixed
Paper” cart/s.

b) Separate Collection of Glass Jars and Bottles: A separate (generally smaller) cart will be
provided for the separate collection of glass. Consideration of the cart size provided will
be based on estimated volumes, available space, etc.

¢) Expanded Materials Accepted for Container Recycling: The remaining carts will be re-
labelled for all remaining containers PLUS the new items being added through the
MMBC program.

These changes will be undertaken commencing the first two weeks in May, with collection of the
new materials commencing the week of May 19™.

The costs for the receptacles/one-time costs associated with MMBC program launch
requirements are addressed in the Financial Impact section of this report.

Financial Impact

One-Time: The one-time costs for activities to be undertaken by Sierra Waste Services on the
City’s behalf (i.e. acquisition and delivery of boxes and carts associated with this
implementation) are estimated at $520,000. Council previously approved these funds from the
Sanitation & Recycling provision (Project 41597).

Operating: As noted in this report, there are increased annual operating costs impacting the
2014 and future budgets for contracted as well as City costs. Total annual costs (based on 2014
rates and unit count data) are provided in the following table. These amounts will be pro-rated in
2014 to correspond with the planned May 19™ commencement date of this program. These
amounts are exclusive of applicable taxes. As previously noted, these costs do not include the
impacts associated with the longer travel distances that will be required for delivery of
Richmond’s recycling materials to the designated processing site in Surrey. These costs could
range anywhere between $250,000 - $750,000 annually, depending on whether a consolidation/
transfer facility can be arranged, or if multiple additional trucks will need to be added.

MMBC Revenue: Under the agreement with MMBC, the City is paid a market clearing price for
providing services on behalf of MMBC ($38.50/unit for blue box service, and $23.75/unit for
multi-family blue cart/central collection servicq?_. MMBC may deduct any service level failure
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credits and other amounts from their payment, however, none are assumed in the financial
analysis which follows.

Recycling Cost Under MMBC Agreement

Description Estimated Total | 2014 Projected
Annual Costs
(Start Date May 19, 2014)
Financial Incentive
MMBC Incentive ($2,316,242) ($1,440,512)*
Costs
Additional Cost items - MMBC
Net Additional Contract Costs $454,409 $282,605*
City Costs $285,000 $177,247*
Loss of Commodity Revenue $300,520 $186,899*
Total additional Costs - MMBC $1,039,929 $646,751*
Current Recycling Net Fixed Costs $2,018,208 $2,018,208
Total Costs under MMBC Agreement $3,058,137 $2,664,959
(Total Additional Costs - MMBC plus Current Recycling Net Fixed Costs}
Net City Costs $741,895 $1,224,447
( MMBC Financial Incentive less Total Costs under MMBC agreement)

¥ These costs are prorated based on the MMBC program start date of May 19, 2014

Recycling Cost Comparison Under MMBC Agreement vs Existing Next Fixed Cost

Description Estimated Total | 2014 Projected
Annual Costs

(Start Date May 19, 2014)
Net City Costs $741,895 $1,224,447
Total Existing Net Fixed Costs $2,018,208 $2,018,208
Variance ($1,276,313)! ($793,761)
One Time costs $520,000
Net Cost Savings in 2014 ($273,761)

"Based upon estimated volumes of recyclables collected and a local processor identified by MMBC.

As described in the table, by entering into agreement with MMBC, the City incurs additional
expenses for contractual change requirements and loss of recycling material revenues. The City
in turn receives a financial incentive from MMBC for providing the service on their behalf. The
net result is that the City’s costs, after the MMBC financial incentive, are expected to be
approximately $740,000 per year, which represents a savings of approximately $1.27 million
annually. Net cost savings in 2014 are modest due to the May 19" launch date and one-time
implementation costs, or approximately $273,000. These amounts are consistent with previous
staff calculations.
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The costs identified above are reflective of program-specific costs for the blue box and multi-
family recycling programs. They do not include other recycling programs and services provided
by the City or existing staffing/administration costs.

Conclusion

This report highlights the operational, financial and contractual changes required to implement
the City’s agreement with MMBC effective May 19, 2014. Under this new program, residents
will be asked to sort and prepare their recycling materials in a different manner, and will be able
to recycle a significantly greater volume of materials. While there are cost increases associated
with this new program, the City will receive incentive funding from MMBC through which the
City’s overall annual costs will be reduced by approximately $1.27 million over existing costs.
Savings in 2014 are not as significant due to the incentive not being received until launch (May
19, 2014) and as a result of start up costs associated with this program. These savings are
exclusive of additional costs the City will incur associated with delivery of recycling program
materials to the designated post-collection facility in Surrey. This matter will be further
reviewed and reported back to Council.

Overall, the packaging and printed paper stewardship program (administered on behalf of
industry by MMBC) is a progressive step to enhance producer responsibility programs for a
greater range of materials. The City, by entering into agreement with MMBC for this program,
will receive incentive funding from industry through MMBC to apply to the cost of operating
these and other recycling programs in general. It is also an important step toward advancing
waste diversion objectives, as the City and region work to achieve 70% waste diversion by 2015.

>

Suzanne ycra
Mgr, Fleet & Environmental Programs
(604-233-3338)

SJB:

Att. 1: List of Packaging and Printed Paper Items from MMBC Agreement
2: “To/From” Changes for Residents with Blue Box Service
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Attachment 1
List of Packaging and Printed Paper Items from MMBC Agreement
. Examples of PPP
Material Type Examples of PPP Accepted Not Accepted

Category 1 — Printed Papers

Newspapers Daily and community newspapers

Newspaper Inserts Newsprint advertising inserts and flyers

Magazines Daily, weekly, mqnthly magazines; travel or
promotional magazines

Catalogues Retailer product catalogues; automotive and real

estate guides/catalogues

Telephone Directories

Phone books; newsprint directories

Other Printed Media

Notepads; loose leaf paper; non-foil gift wrap

Residential Printed Paper

White or coloured paper for general use, printers
and copiers

Miscellaneous Printed Papers

Blank and printed envelopes; greeting cards

Category 2 — Old Corrugated

Cardboard (OCC)

Old Corrugated Cardboard

‘ Grocery store/liquor store boxes; pizza boxes

Category 3 (a) — Other Packaging (containing liquids when sold)

Paper Cup (hot) (polycoated
liner)

Non-foam paper cups

Paper Cup (hot)
(biodegradable liner) Non-foam paper cups
Paper Cup (cold) (waxed) Non-foam paper cups

Paper Cup (cold) (2-sided
polycoated)

Non-foam paper cups

Polycoated Milk Cartons

Milk, soy, rice milk and cream cartons

Aseptic Containers

Milk, soy, rice milk, cream, soup, broth and sauce
containers, typically about 1 litre in size

Multi-laminated Paper
Packaging

Microwavable paper containers; paper bowls/cups
for soup

Category 3 (b) Other Paper P

ackaging (not containing liquids when sold)

Cereal boxes; shoe boxes; tissue boxes; paper

Old Boxboard (OBB) towel and toilet paper tubes; detergent boxes
Wet Strength Boxboard Carrier boxes for soft drink contal.ners; some
frozen food paper packaging
Moulded Pulp Egg cartons; formed coffee take out trays; paper
based flower pots
Kraft Papers Paper bags
Polycoated Boxboard Some frozen food packaging
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Category 6 — Other Plastic Packaging

PETE Bottles (non-beverage)

Salad dressing bottles; edible oil bottles; dish soap
or mouthwash bottles; window cleaners

PETE Jars Peanut butter containers; wide-mouth jars for nuts
PETE Clamshells Bakery trays; pre-made fruit and salad packaging;
egg cartons
Single serve meals; deli and bakery items;
PETE Trays housewares and hardware products
PETE Tubs & Lids Plastic lids for some containers
PETE Cold Drink Cups Take-out drink cups

HDPE Bottles (non-beverage)

Shampoo bottles; milk jugs; spring water
containers; bleach containers; vinegar containers;
windshield washer fluid containers; pill bottles

Personal care products; pharmaceuticals, vitamins

HDPE Jars and supplements containers
HDPE Pails Laundry detergent, ice cream pails Pails for [ubricants
Single serve meals; deli and bakery items;

HDPE Trays iousewares and hardware prolc.l}lllcts
HDPE Tubs & Lids Plastic lids for spreads and dairy containers
HDPE Planter Pots Plastic garden pots

Water bottles; travel sized personal and hair care
PVC Bottles product bottles; household and automotive liquids

containers

PVC Jars Peanut butter containers
PVC Trays Housewares and hardware products
PVC Tubs & Lids Plastic lids for some containers

LDPE Bottles (non-beverage)

Hygienic, cosmetics and hair care

LDPE Jars

Cosmetic containers

LDPE Tubs & Jars

Plastic lids for spreads and dairy containers

PP Bottles (non-beverage)

Butter and margarine containers; translucent
squeeze bottles; travel sized personal and hair care

product bottles
PP Jars Cosmetic containers
PP Clamshells Hinged containers e.g. sanitary wipes
Single serve meals; deli and bakery items;
PP Trays housewares and hardware products
PP Tubs & Lids Large yogurt tubs; kitty ther containers; ice cream
containers
PP Cold Drink Cups Some cold drink cups
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Material Type

Examples of PPP Accepted

Examples of PPP
Not Accepted

PP Planter Pots

Garden planter pots

PS Bottles (non-beverage)

Pharmaceuticals, vitamin and supplements
containers

Clear clamshell containers such as berry, muffin

PS Clamshells (rigid) and sandwich containers
PS Trays (rigid) Clear rigid trays used for deli foods
PS Tubs & Lids (rigid) Dairy products tubs and lids

PS Tubs & Lids (high impact)

Single serve yogurt containers

PS Cold Drink Cups (rigid)

Clear rigid plastic drink cups

PS Planter Pots

Some garden pots and trays

Other’ Plastic Bottles (non-
beverage)

Bottles without a resin code or with resin code #7

Other Plastic Jars

Jars without a resin code or with resin code #7

Other Plastic Clamshells

Clamshells without a resin code or with resin code
#7

Other Plastic Trays

Trays without a resin code or with resin code #7

Other Plastic Tubs & Lids

Tubs & lids without a resin code or with resin code
#7

Category 7 — Metal Packaging

Steel Cans (non-beverage)

Steel dog food and vegetable cans; metal lids and
closures

Steel Aerosol Cans

Food spray cans

Spiral Wound Cans (steel Spiral wound containers for frozen juice, chips,
ends) cookie dough, coffee, nuts
Aluminium Cans (non- Cat food and other food cans
beverage)

Aluminium Aerosol Cans

Air freshener, deodorant and hairspray containers;
food spray cans; wax and polish spray cans

Aluminium Foil and Foil
Containers

Foil wrap; pie plates; aluminium food trays

Category 8 — Glass Packaging

Clear Glass Bottles and Jars
(non-beverage)

Food containers; ketchup bottles; pickle jars; jam
and jelly containers; cosmetic jars

Coloured Glass Bottles and
Jars (non-beverage)

Cooking oils, vinegar bottles, cosmetic containers

' <Other plastic packaging is typically: manufactured from a combination of recycled resins; manufactured with a barrier layer;

or, lacking a resin code mark
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