City of
22a82¢ Richmond Agenda

Pg. # ITEM
PLN-9

1.
PLN-12

5463549

Planning Committee

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Tuesday, July 18, 2017
4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held
on July 5, 2017.

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

September 6, 2017, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

COMMUNITY SERVICES DIVISION

HOUSING AGREEMENT BYLAW NO. 9227, AMENDMENT BYLAW
NO. 9732 TO PERMIT THE CITY OF RICHMOND TO AMEND THE
EXISTING HOUSING AGREEMENT SECURING AFFORDABLE
HOUSING UNITS LOCATED AT 8111 GRANVILLE AVENUE / 8080

ANDERSON ROAD (STOREYS DEVELOPMENT)
(File Ref. No. 08-4057-01) (REDMS No. 5425344 v. 10)

See Page PLN-12 for full report

Designated Speaker: Joyce Rautenberg
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, July 18, 2017

Pg. #

PLN-23

ITEM

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Housing Agreement Bylaw No. 9227, Amendment Bylaw No. 9732 be
introduced and given first, second, and third readings to permit the City to
amend the existing Housing Agreement pursuant to an Amending
Agreement substantially in the form attached as Schedule A to the bylaw, in
accordance with the requirements of s. 905 of the Local Government Act, to
secure the Affordable Housing Units required by Development Permit
Application DP 12-605094.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGY UPDATE - FINAL POLICY

RECOMMENDATIONS
(File Ref. No. 08-4057-01) (REDMS No. 5443935 v. 35)

See Page PLN-23 for full report

Designated Speaker: Joyce Rautenberg

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the recommended policy actions, as outlined in the staff report
titled, *“Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy
Recommendations,” dated June 26, 2017 from the General Manager,
Community Services, be adopted for incorporation into the updated
Affordable Housing Strategy;

(2) That the following changes to the Low-End Market Rental Policy be
adopted:

(@) an increase in the built unit contribution for apartments from
5% to 10%; and

(b) a decrease in the built unit threshold for apartments from 80
units to 60 units;

(3) That the following changes to the cash-in-lieu contribution rates be
adopted:

(@) %4 per square foot for single family rezonings;
(b) $8.50 per square foot for townhouse developments;

(c) $10 per square foot for wood-frame apartment and mixed use
developments involving 60 units or less;

(d) $14 per square foot for concrete apartment and mixed use
developments involving 60 units or less; and
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, July 18, 2017

Pg. #

PLN-176

PLN-323

ITEM

(e) the above rates be examined and adjusted on a bi-annual basis;
and

(4) That the in-stream development applications received prior to
Council’s adoption of the proposed recommendations 2 and 3 be
processed under the existing Affordable Housing Strategy policies,
provided that the application is presented to Council for
consideration within one (1) year of the effective date of the revised
Low-End Market Rental policy and cash-in-lieu contribution rates.

2017-2022 RICHMOND CHILD CARE NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND

STRATEGY
(File Ref. No. 07-3070-01) (REDMS No. 5440334 v. 10)

See Page PLN-176 for full report

Designated Speaker: Coralys Cuthbert

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the recommended actions and implementation plan outlined in
the staff report titled, “2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs
Assessment and Strategy”, dated June 28, 2017, from the General
Manager of Community Services, be adopted; and

(2) That staff report back after one year of the “2017-2022 Richmond
Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy” being adopted to provide
an update on the implementation plan.

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

APPLICATION BY GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD. FOR A STRATA

TITLE CONVERSION AT 12331/12351 BRIDGEPORT ROAD
(File Ref. No. SC 17-771962) (REDMS No. 5408903)

See Page PLN-323 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That the application for a Strata Title Conversion by Grafton
Enterprises Ltd. for the property located at 12331/12351 Bridgeport
Road be approved on fulfilment of the following conditions:
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, July 18, 2017

Pg. #

PLN-342

ITEM

@)

(@)
(b)
(©)
(d)

(€)

payment of all City utility charges and property taxes up to and
including the current year;

registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant (Area
1A) on Title;

registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title identifying a
minimum habitable elevation of 2.9 m GSC,;

submission of appropriate plans and documents for execution
by the Approving Officer within 180 days of the date of a
Council resolution; and

submission of a Landscape Security, based on a cost estimate
provided by a Registered Landscape Architect for the
installation of the proposed landscaping, plus a 10%
contingency; and

That the City, as the Approving Authority, delegate to the Approving
Officer the authority to execute the strata conversion plan on behalf
of the City, as the Approving Authority, on the basis that the
conditions set out in Recommendation 1 have been satisfied.

APPLICATION BY FIREWORK PRODUCTIONS LTD. FOR A
TEMPORARY COMMERCIAL USE PERMIT AT 8351 RIVER ROAD
AND DUCK ISLAND (LOT 87 SECTION 21 BLOCK 5 NORTH

RANGE 6 WEST PLAN 34592)
(File Ref. No. TU 17-764698) (REDMS No. 5462025)

See Page PLN-342 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1)

That the application by Firework Productions Ltd. for a Temporary
Commercial Use Permit at 8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87,
Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West Plan 34592) be considered at
the Public Hearing to be held on September 5, 2017 at 7:00 p.m. in
the Council Chambers of Richmond City Hall, and that the following
recommendation be forwarded to that meeting for consideration:
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, July 18, 2017

Pg. #

PLN-384

ITEM

(@) “That a Temporary Commercial Use Permit be issued effective
on November 1, 2017 to Firework Productions Ltd. for
properties at 8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87, Section
21 Block 5 North Range 6 West Plan 34592) for the purposes of
permitting a night market event between May 11, 2018 to
October 28, 2018 (inclusive), May 10, 2019 to October 27, 2019
(inclusive) and May 8, 2020 to October 31, 2020 (inclusive) and
a winter festival event between December 1, 2017 to January 7,
2018 (inclusive), November 23, 2018 to January 6, 2019
(inclusive) and November 29, 2019 to January 5, 2020
(inclusive) subject to the fulfillment of all terms, conditions and
requirements outlined in the Temporary Commercial Use
Permit and attached Schedules;” and

(2) That the Public Hearing notification area to be extended to include
all properties to the north of Bridgeport Road and West of Great
Canadian Way as shown in Attachment 4 to the staff report dated
July 5, 2017 from the Director of Development.

APPLICATION BY YAMAMOTO ARCHITECTURE INC. FOR
REZONING AT 9511 AND 9531 WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE
DETACHED (RS1/E) TO MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES

(RTM2)
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009740; RZ 15-703334) (REDMS No. 5442364)

See Page PL.N-384 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9740, to rezone
9511 and 9531 Williams Road from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to
the “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)” zone, be introduced and given
first reading.
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, July 18, 2017

Pg. #

PLN-410

PLN-432

ITEM

APPLICATION BY BEEDIE (GRAYBAR RD) RICHMOND
PROPERTY LTD. TO ESTABLISH “LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (IL)”
ZONING AND DISCHARGE “LAND USE CONTRACT 1277 ON A

PORTION OF 6311 GRAYBAR ROAD
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009741; RZ 17-772644) (REDMS No. 5447842 v. 2)

See Page PLN-410 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9741, to
rezone a 0.71 ha. portion of 6311 Graybar from “Land Use Contract
1277 to the “Light Industrial (IL)”” zone, be introduced and given first
reading; and

(2) That “Land Use Contract 127 entered into pursuant to “Farrell
Estates Ltd. Land Use Contract Bylaw No. 3613”, be discharged from
6311 Graybar Road.

INCLUDING EXISTING COMMUNITY AMENITY CONTRIBUTION
RATES IN COUNCIL POLICIES WITHIN THE OFFICIAL

COMMUNITY PLAN AND AREA PLANS
(File Ref. No. 08-4000-01) (REDMS No. 5235703 v. 11)

See Page PLN-432 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(1) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9625,
which amends Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 by amending
Section 14.4.5D of the Development Permit Guidelines to include the
cash-in-lieu of indoor amenity contribution rates now within Council
Policy 5041 (Cash In Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space), be introduced
and given first reading;

(2)  That Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 9626,
which amends Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, by:

(@) amending Section 4.0 of Schedule 2.4 - Steveston Area Plan to
include the heritage contribution rates now within the Steveston
Village Conservation Strategy and Implementation Program;
and
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Planning Committee Agenda — Tuesday, July 18, 2017

Pg. #

PLN-448

ITEM

(b) amending Section 9.3.2 of Schedule 2.11A - West Cambie Area
Plan to include the affordable housing, childcare, city
beautification and community planning contribution rates now
within Council Policy 5044 (West Cambie — Alexandra Interim
Amenity Guidelines);

be introduced and given first reading;

(3) That Bylaw 9625 and Bylaw 9626, having been considered in
conjunction with:

(a) the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and
Liquid Waste Management Plans;

are hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in
accordance with Section 477(3)(a) of the Local Government Act;

(4) That Bylaw 9625 and Bylaw 9626, having been considered in
accordance with Official Community Plan Bylaw Preparation
Consultation Policy 5043, are hereby found not to require further
consultation; and

(5) That Council Policy 5041(Cash in Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space)
and Council Policy 5044 (West Cambie — Alexandra Interim Amenity
Guidelines), be repealed upon adoption of Bylaw 9625 and Bylaw
9626.

APPLICATION BY SANSTOR FARMS LTD. FOR AN
AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE NON-FARM USE (SAND

STORAGE) AT 14671 WILLIAMS ROAD
(File Ref. No. AG 16-734186) (REDMS No. 5333733 v. 8)

See Page PL.N-448 for full report

Designated Speaker: Wayne Craig

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That authorization for Sanstor Farms Ltd. to apply to the Agricultural Land
Commission for a non-farm use to allow the storage of sand at 14671
Williams Road, be denied.
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Pg. # ITEM

10. MANAGER’S REPORT

ADJOURNMENT
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City of
Richmond Minutes

Planning Committee

Date: Wednesday, July 5, 2017

Place: Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Present: Councillor Linda McPhail, Chair
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Alexa Loo

Absent: 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 Planning Committee held on June
20, 2017, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

July 18, 2017, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

1.  APPLICATION BY THE CITY OF RICHMOND FOR A HERITAGE
ALTERATION PERMIT AT 12111 3RD AVENUE (STEVESTON

HOTEL)
(File Ref. No. HA 17-776233) (REDMS No. 5444814)

5454957 P LN - 9




Planning Committee
Wednesday, July 5, 2017

It was moved and seconded
That a Heritage Alteration Permit to authorize the painting of a wall mural
on the side (south) elevation of the property at 12111 3rd Avenue, be issued.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY THRANGU MONASTERY FOR AN
AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE NON-FARM USE AT 8160 NO. 5

ROAD
(File Ref. No. AG 16-745803) (REDMS No. 5208973)

Wayne Craig, Director, Development and Ada Chan Russell, Planner 1,
reviewed the application noting that the site is currently being farmed.

It was moved and seconded

That authorization for Thrangu Monastery to make a non-farm use
application to the Agricultural Land Commission to allow for a non-farm
use at the westerly 110 m of 8160 No. 5 Road for religious statues and an
accessory parking lot be approved.

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued with regard to
the non-farm use application and the rezoning application process.

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig noted that the proposed statue
will be approximately 10 feet tall.

David Schofield, on-site farmer for the site at 8160 No. 5 Road, spoke on the
proposed application, noting that fruit, vegetables and flowers are grown on
the property.

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

AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2016 ANNUAL

REPORT AND 2017 WORK PROGRAM
(File Ref. No. 01-0100-30-ACEN1-01) (REDMS No. 5394739)

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, spoke on the Agricultural Advisory
Committee’s (AAC) activities, noting that there are opportunities for the AAC
to assist with the City’s Agricultural Viability Strategy Update.

Discussion ensued with regard to the history of farming in Richmond and
promoting farming activities in the city.

Todd May and Steven Easterbrook, Co-Chairs of the AAC, spoke on working
with the City to promote public awareness of farming in the community.

The Committee commended the AAC for their work in the community.
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Planning Committee
Wednesday, July 5, 2017

It was moved and seconded

(1)  That the staff report titled “Agricultural Advisory Committee 2016
Annual Report and 2017 Work Program” dated May 26, 2017 from
the General Manager, Planning and Development, be received for
information; and

(2) That the Agricultural Advisory Committee 2017 Work Program, as
presented in this staff report, be approved.

CARRIED

MANAGER’S REPORT

Consultation Process for the Proposed Steveston Area Plan

Mr. Crowe briefed Committee on the consultation process for the proposed
Steveston Area Plan, noting that the consultation will include open houses
scheduled on July 20 and July 22, 2017 in the Steveston Community Centre
and meetings with stakeholders such as the Heritage Commission and the
Steveston Harbour Authority. He added that staff will be providing a
memorandum to Council on the matter.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:15 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Wednesday, July 35,
2017.

Councillor Linda McPhail Evangel Biason

Chair

Legislative Services Coordinator
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City of

Report to Committee

. Richmond
To: Planning Committee Date: June 29, 2017
From: Cathryn Volkering Carlile File:  08-4057-01/2015-Vol
General Manager, Community Services 01
Re: Housing Agreement Bylaw No. 9227, Amendment Bylaw No. 9732 to Permit

the City of Richmond to Amend the Existing Housing Agreement Securing
Affordable Housing Units located at 8111 Granville Avenue/8080 Anderson
Road (Storeys Development)

Staff Recommendation

That Housing Agreement Bylaw No. 9227, Amendment Bylaw No. 9732 be introduced and
given first, second, and third readings to permit the City to amend the existing Housing
Agreement pursuant to an Amending Agreement substantially in the form attached as Schedule
A to the bylaw, in accordance with the requirements of s. 905 of the Local Government Act, to
secure the Affordable Housing Units required by Development Permit Application

DP 12-605094.

i

Cathryn Volkering Carlile
General Manager, Community Services

(604-276-4068)

Att. 2
REPORT CONCURRENCE

RouTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

s -
Law & 22 .
Development Applications & /{f‘w< L
Real Estate Services
REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT / Imais: | APPROVED BY CAO (| Ae'T“NC\\)'
AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE C{\/ (

‘ P
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June 29, 2017 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

The purpose of this report is to recommend that Council approve the Housing Agreement Bylaw
No. 9227, Amendment Bylaw No. 9732 to permit the City to amend the existing Housing
Agreement securing 129 affordable housing dwelling units in the proposed development
(Storeys) located at 8111 Granville Avenue/8080 Anderson Road (Attachment 1).

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #2 A Vibrant, Active and Connected City:

Continue the development and implementation of an excellent and accessible system of
programs, services, and public spaces that reflect Richmond’s demographics, rich
heritage, diverse needs, and unique opportunities, and that facilitate active, caring, and
connected communities.

2.2.  Effective social service networks.
This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #3 A Well-Planned Community:

Adhere to effective planning and growth management practices to maintain and enhance
the livability, sustainability and desirability of our City and its neighbourhoods, and to
ensure the results match the intentions of our policies and bylaws.

3.4.  Diversity of housing stock.

This report also supports Social Development Strategy Goal #1: Enhance Social Equity and
Inclusion:

Strategic Direction #1: Expand Housing Choices

This report and bylaw are also consistent with the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy,
adopted on May 28, 2007, which specifies the creation of subsidized rental housing to meet the
needs of low income households as a key housing priority for the City.

Integra Architecture applied to the City for a Development Permit on behalf of a Non-Profit
Consortium consisting of six non-profit societies. The submitted application was in response to a
joint Expression of Interest issued in 2011 by the City of Richmond and BC Housing for
affordable housing and community service space development on the City-owned site. Council
has approved granting a long-term (60 year) lease of the site to the Non-Profit Consortium
members.

The Development Permit was endorsed by the Development Permit Panel on February 26, 2014,
subject to a Housing Agreement and Housing Covenant being registered on title to secure 129
subsidized rental units with maximum rents and tenant income as established by the City’s
Affordable Housing Strategy. After Housing Agreement Bylaw No. 9227 was adopted, the
Development Permit was issued on July 27, 2015.

5425344 PLN - 13



June 29, 2017 -3-

Analysis

The proposed Storeys development consists of 129 affordable housing dwelling units,
approximately 2,090 m? (22,500 ft*) of community service space and three levels of parking,

The community service space includes multi-purpose programming space, community service
space, non-profit society office space, and a social enterprise coffee shop. All dwelling units will
incorporate Basic Universal Housing features. The community service and tenant amenity spaces
will be programmed to support healthy connections, as well as formal and informal community
and tenant supports. It is anticipated that the building will be ready for occupancy in Fall 2017.

Due to changes in the Consortium membership and re-allocation of the units in the Storeys
development, the Housing Agreement must be amended by bylaw to reflect the new
arrangement. Coast Foundation Society and Tikva Housing Society have increased their units,
while S.U.C.C.E.S.S. and Turning Point Housing Society have the same amount of units as
initially contemplated. The charts below indicate the corresponding units with each society.

Figure 2: Coast Foundation Society Units

Unit Type Previous Unit Totals | Re-allocated Unit Totals
Studio 28 units 38 units
1 Bedroom 10units 10 units
Total 38 units 48 units

Figure 3: Tikva Housing Society Units

Unit Type Previous Unit Totals | Re-allocated Unit Totals
Studio 0 units 3 units

1 Bedroom 0 units 3 units

2 Bedroom 4 units 4 units

3 Bedroom 6 units 8 units

Total 10 units 18 units

Figure 1: S.U.C.C.E.S.S. Units

Unit Type Current Unit Totals

Studio 38 units
1 Bedroom 15 units
Total 53 units

5425344 PLN - 14



June 29, 2017 -4 -

Figure 4: Turning Point Housing Society Units

Unit Type Current Unit Totals
Studio 6 units

1 Bedroom 4 units

Total 10 units

The Housing Agreement applies to the affordable housing dwelling units and restricts the annual
household incomes for eligible occupants, as well as specifies that the units must be available at
subsidized rental rates in perpetuity. The eligible single household income is $34,000 and less.
The eligible family household income is $55,500 or less. Permitted rents are determined on unit
and household type and range from $510 to $1,375. Income thresholds and rents will be subject
to annual Consumer Price Index adjustments and other restrictions.

The Non-profit Consortium Members have all agreed to the terms and conditions of the attached
Amendment Agreement, and to register notice of the Housing Agreement on title to secure the
129 dwelling units as affordable housing in perpetuity.

Financial Impact
None.

Conclusion

In accordance with the Local Government Act (Section 905), adoption of Housing A greement
Bylaw No. 9227, Amendment Bylaw No. 9732 to permit the City to amend the existing Housing
Agreement securing 129 affordable housing dwelling units in the proposed development
(Storeys) located at 8111 Granville Avenue/8080 Anderson Road in association with
Development Permit Application 12-605094.

Joyce Rautenberg
Affordable Housing Coordinator
(604-247-4916)

Att.  1: Map of Subject Property
2: Housing Agreement Bylaw No. 9227, Amendment Bylaw No. 9732

PLN - 15
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City of

8% Richmond

ATTACHMENT 1

PARK RD

BUSWELL ST

ANDERSON RD

8080

8111

NO.3 RD

GRANVILLE-AVE

Site

Subject

]

M 8111 Granville Avenue
& 8080 Anderson Road

Original Date: 02/27/15

Revision Date 00/00/00:

Note: Dimensions are in METRES
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v a7 City of
a¥2¢ Richmond Bylaw 9732

Housing Agreement (8111 Granville Avenue and 8080 Anderson Road)
Bylaw No. 9227, Amendment Bylaw No. 9732

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

L. The Mayor and Corporate Officer for the City of Richmond are authorized to execute and
deliver a housing agreement amendment, substantially in the form set out in Schedule A to
this Bylaw, with Turning Point Housing Society on behalf of a non-profit consortium
consisting of:

(a) Coast Foundation Society (1974);

(b)y S.U.C.C.E.S.S. (Also known as United Chinese Community Enrichment Services
Society);

(c) Tikva Housing Society;

(d) Turning Point Housing Society; and

(e) Pathways Clubhouse Society of Richmond
in respect to lands and premises legally described as:

PID: 000-562-203 Lot 2, Block 5, Section 9, Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 6498

PID: 001-973-355 Lot 1, Block 5, Section 9, Block 4 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 6498

2. This Bylaw is cited as “Housing Agreement (8111 Granville Avenue And 8080
Anderson Road) Bylaw No. 9227, Amendment Bylaw No. 9732”.

FIRST READING RIGHMOND
APPROVED
SECOND READING for content by
dept.
THIRD READING 7R
o ool
LEGAL REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED :5/{%
ADOPTED ‘
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

5453416 PLN - 17



Schedule A to Bylaw No. 9732

To Housing Agreement (8111 Granville Avenue and 8080 Anderson Road) Bylaw No. 9227,
Amendment Bylaw No. 9732

AMENDMENT TO HOUSING AGREEMENT BETWEEN the City of Richmond and Turning
Point Housing Society on behalf of a Non-Profit Consortium consisting of: Coast Foundation
Society (1974), S.U.C.C.E.S.S. (Also known as United Chinese Community Enrichment

Services Society), Tikva Housing Society, Turning Point Housing Society, and Pathways
Clubhouse Society of Richmond.
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AMENDMENT TO HOUSING AGREEMENT
(Section 905 Local Government Act)

g -
THIS AGREEMENT is dated for reference the = day of J Ut Y ,2017.

TURNING POINT HOUSING SOCIETY, a society pursuant to the
laws of the Province of British Columbia (Inc. No. S-0059143) having
an office at 10411 Odlin Road, Richmond, BC V6X 1E3

(“the Operator™)

CITY OF RICHMOND,
a municipal corporation pursuant to the Local Government Act and
having its offices at 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, British
Columbia, V6Y 2C1
{(the “City™)

WHEREAS:

A. The Operator and the City entered into a Housing Agreement dated for reference the 27"
day of July, 2015 (the “Housing Agreement”) pursuant to Section 905 of the Local
Government Act with respect to the Affordable Housing Units to be constructed on the
Lands;

B. Atira Women’s Resource Society (“Atira”) has agreed to withdraw from the Consortium
and to assign its interest in the Affordable Housing Units to Coast Foundation Society
(1974) and Tikva Housing Society; and

C. The Operator and the City have agreed to amend the Housing Agreement to provide for
the withdrawal of Atira from the Congortium.

In consideration of '$10.00 and other good and valuable consideration (the receipt and sufficiency
of which is acknowledged by both parties), and in consideration of the promises exchanged
below, the Operator and the City covenant and agree as follows:

1.1 All capitalized used in this Agreement and not otherwise specifically defined herein will
have the meaning ascribed thereto in the Housing Agreement.

1.2 The Housing Agreement is hereby amended by:
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(a)  Deleting the definition of Consortium set out in Section 1.1(h) in its entirety so
as to remove Atira therefrom and replacing it with the following:

“th) Consertium” means collectively:

(1) S.U.C.C.E.S.S. (Also Known as United Chinese Community Enrichment
Services Society);

(ii) Coast Foundation Society (1974);

(i1i)  Tikva Housing Society;

(iv)  PathwaysClubhouseSociety of Richmond; and
(v)  the Operator;

and their permitted assigns pursuant to the terms of the Strata Lot Leases, each
being a member of the Consortium, but does not include any person after such
person has sold, assigned or transferred alb of its leaschold nterest invthe Lands iy
accordance with tlie applicable Strata Eot Lease and this Agreement.”

(b) Deleting Appendix A in its entirety and replacing it with Appendix A attached
hereto.

1.3 The Housing Agreement remains in full force and effect unamended save as specifically
amended hereby.

1.4  This Agreement may be executed in separate counterparts, each of which when so
executed shall be deemed an original, but all such counterparts shall together constitute
one and the same document. This Agreement may be executed and transmitted by fax or
other electronic means and if so executed and transmitted this Agreement will be for all
purposes as effective as if the parties had delivered an executed original Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the- parties. hereto have: executed this. Agreement as of the:
day and year firstabove written. ’

o o

s

J Gordon Argue

Name: Ao Do e
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CITY OF RICHMOND
by its authorized signatory(ies):

Per:

Malcolm D. Brodie, Mayor

Per:

David Weber, Corporate Officer

PLN - 21
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Appendix A to Housing Agreement

UPBATED PERMITTED-RENTS

Coast Foundation Society (1974)

Level Unit Type Number of Units Rent Range
Level 3,7,8,9,and 10 | Studio 38 $375-3850
Level7,8,9,and 10 1 Bedroom 10 $375-$850

SULCLCES.S. (Also Known as United Chinese Community Enrichment Services Society)

| Level | Unit Type | Number of Units | Rent Range
Level 4, 5, and 6 Studio 38 $850-$850
Level 4, 5 and 6 1 Bedroom 15 $850-$850
Tikva Housing Society
Level Unit Type. Number of Units. Rent Range
Level 12 Studio 3 $375-$850
Level 12 1 Bedroom 3 $375-$850
Level 13 and 14 2 Bedroom 4 $510-$1,375
Level 12, 13 and 14 3 Bedroom 8 $595-$1,375
Turping Point Housing Society » ,
| Level Unit Type | Number of Units K Rent Range
Level 11 Studio 6 $555-$850
Level 11 1 Bedroom 4 $580-$850
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City of

e Report to Committee
. Richmond P

Re:

Planning Committee Date: June 26, 2017
Cathryn Volkering Carlile File:  08-4057-01/2017-Vol
General Manager, Community Services 01

Affordable Housing Strategy Update — Final Policy Recommendations

Staff Recommendation

1.

That the recommended policy actions, as outlined in the staff report titled, “Affordable
Housing Strategy Update — Final Policy Recommendations,” dated June 26, 2017 from
the General Manager, Community Services, be adopted for incorporation into the updated
Affordable Housing Strategy;

That the following changes to the Low-End Market Rental Policy be adopted:
a. An increase in the built unit contribution for apartments from 5% to 10%; and
b. A decrease in the built unit threshold for apartments from 80 units to 60 units;

That the following changes to the cash-in-lieu contribution rates be adopted:

a. $4 per square foot for single family rezonings;

b. $8.50 per square foot for townhouse developments;

c. $10 per square foot for wood-frame apartment and mixed use developments
involving 60 units or less;

d. $14 per square foot for concrete apartment and mixed use developments involving
60 units or less; and

e. The above rates be examined and adjusted on a bi-annual basis.

That the in-stream development applications received prior to Council’s adoption of the
proposed recommendations 2 and 3 be processed under the existing Affordable Housing
Strategy policies, provided that the application is presented to Council for consideration
within one (1) year of the effective date of the revised Low-End Market Rental policy
and cash-in-lieu contribution rates.

/

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

Att. 10
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Staff Report
Origin

The purpose of this report is to present the final policy recommendations related to the
Affordable Housing Strategy for Council adoption. If approved, changes to the low-end market
rental policy and cash-in-licu contribution rates will be implemented immediately (with the
exception of in-stream applications) and the recommended policy actions will be included in the
final updated Affordable Housing Strategy. This report outlines the progress to date, and
recommended policies and a series of actions.

This report supports the following Council 2014-2018 Term Goals:
Goal #2 - A Vibrant, Active and Connected City:

Continue the development and implementation of an excellent and accessible system of
programs, services, and public spaces that reflect Richmond’s demographics, rich
heritage, diverse needs, and unique opportunities, and that facilitate active, caring, and
connected communities.

2.2.  Effective social service networks.
Goal #3 - A Well-Planned Community:

Adhere to effective planning and growth management practices to maintain and enhance
the livability, sustainability and desirability of our City and its neighbourhoods, and to
ensure the results match the intentions of our policies and bylaws.

3.4.  Diversity of housing stock.
Goal #5 - Partnerships and Collaboration:

Continue development and utilization of collaborative approaches and partnerships with
intergovernmental and other agencies to help meet the needs of the Richmond
community.

5.2, Strengthened strategic partnerships that help advance City priorities.

This report also supports the Social Development Strategy Goal #1: Enhance Social Equity and
Inclusion:

Strategic Direction #1: Expand Housing Choices
This report also addresses the following May 23, 2017 Council referral:

(1) that the Affordable Housing Strategic approach and policy actions, as outlined in the
staff report titled, “Affordable Housing Strategy Update — Draft Policy Review and
Recommendations,” be approved for the purpose of key stakeholder consultation and
the results of the consultation be reported back to Planning Committee; (2) that an
economic study be conducted on: (a) the ability to decrease the built unit threshold
requirement to 60 units without causing a negative impact to the cash-in-lieu
contribution, and (b) the viability of increasing beyond the 10% built unit percentage
of total residential floor area in apartment development.
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Currently, the City’s approach is to balance securing cash contributions to support the creation of
non-market rental units and administer the strategy, and securing low-end market rental “built”
units in developments. This approach is unique as Richmond is the only municipality in Metro
Vancouver that applies consistent affordable housing policy requirements to developments

across the city.

As part of Phase 1 of the Affordable Housing Strategy Update, the Housing Affordability Profile
identified groups in need and housing gaps based on a review and analysis of demographics and
housing data, along with feedback from extensive stakeholder consultation. The consultation
sessions revealed the following priority groups who face additional barriers to finding affordable,
appropriate housing in Richmond:

e Families;

¢ Low-to-moderate income households;
e Persons with disabilities;

e Seniors;

¢ Vulnerable groups including households on fixed incomes, persons experiencing
homelessness, women and children experiencing family violence, persons with mental
health and addictions issues, and Aboriginal populations.

Further feedback from the initial consultation sessions with the public and key stakeholders
identified significant housing gaps that households may experience while searching for
affordable and appropriate housing in Richmond. These housing gaps include:

e Family friendly units across the housing continuum;

e Accessible and adaptable units along the housing continuum;
e All types of rental housing;

e Non-market housing with supports; and

e Emergency shelter spaces for women and children.

The housing gaps reflect changing demographics in the community as well as the impact of low
vacancy rates and escalating housing prices. Despite the variety of housing types available in
Richmond, the current demand for affordable housing exceeds the supply, particularly for low to
moderate income households. The current housing supply may also not be suitable or appropriate
for some household types (e.g. households requiring more than two bedrooms).

Analysis

Policy Review Objectives

The goal of the policy review phase has been to propose policy recommendations that will form
the foundation of the updated Affordable Housing Strategy. The specific objectives include:

e Examine existing Affordable Housing Strategy priorities and policies and new policy
options in the context of emerging affordable housing priorities;
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o Undertake a comprehensive economic analysis, testing the impact and market feasibility
of potential changes to the City’s current density bonusing, inclusionary housing and
associated contribution rates; and

¢ Consult and seek input from a broad range of community stakeholders including private
and non-profit housing developers, community service agencies, senior and regional
government representatives and City staff who are actively involved in planning and the
implementation of affordable housing policy.

Results of the analyses are contained in the attached Recommendations Summary Chart
(Attachment 1) and Final Policy Recommendations Report (Attachment 2). The following
sections summarize key findings from the policy review and propose new directions for existing
policies and recommended new policy options.

Stakeholder Engagement Process

As part of the overall policy review, the City engaged City Spaces Consulting Ltd. to facilitate
workshops with key stakeholders involved in the provision and management of affordable
housing, including:

e Non-profit housing and service providers;

e Representatives from the Urban Development Institute (UDI) and developers experienced
with the built affordable housing unit requirement; and

e Representatives from the Richmond Home Builders Group and Greater Vancouver Home
Builders® Association and developers experienced with smaller-scale developments (¢.g.
townhouse, single family homes).

Staff also had discussions and solicited feedback from representatives from senior levels of
government and quasi-government groups such as Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation
(CMHC), BC Housing, Vancouver Coastal Health and the Richmond School District.

Highlights from the Stakeholder Engagement Sessions

The section below summarizes the key themes from the stakeholder workshops. The attached
Stakeholder Feedback Summary Report (Attachment 3) provides a comprehensive accounting of
all feedback received during the consultation process and City staff responses.

UDI & Larger-Scale Developers

o  General comments: It was expressed during the workshop that the proposed low-end
market rental policies would strongly burden developers to the point of making
development projects unviable. Further, developers perceive that the costs of providing
affordable housing are primarily borne by developers and the burden is not equally
shared by taxpayers.

o Increasing the requirements for Low-end Market Rental (LEMR) Units: The developers
stated that reducing the threshold to require affordable housing units in projects with as
few as 60 units may not have the scale or scope to provide LEMR units. As a whole, it
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was stated that increases to the affordable housing unit contribution would make
acquiring construction financing, or operating capital, difficult to achieve. With regards
to an increase of floor area dedicated to LEMR units from 5% to 10% or greater,
developers stated that costs would be greater for those who are not eligible for those
units. More specifically, the remaining 90% (or less) of floor area that would not be
required as LEMR units must account for the resulting loss of profit. UDI and larger scale
developers stated that the increase in affordable housing requirements should be looked at
holistically, as other costs are on the rise such as development cost charge (DCC) rates,
requiring Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations, and updated BC Building Code
requirements.

Management of Low-end Market Rental (LEMR) units: The management of small
numbers of LEMR units (e.g. 2-3) was stated to be challenging as developers may not
have management capacity internally and hiring a reputable property manager would be
difficult because of the reduced scale (e.g. too small scale to attract property
management). Developers stated it is also difficult to partner with a non-profit or housing
provider to manage less than 20 units when they are not clustered together.

Use of Incentives: The development industry highlighted the need for more incentives
provided by the City, however it was noted that the commonly recommended incentive of
a density bonus is limited due to height requirements in Richmond and the difficulty in
providing underground parking. Other requirements such as commercial street frontages
in the City Centre, and their associated density bonuses, also conflict with the application
of further density bonus incentives. The use of parking relaxations as an incentive was
stated as limited to the City Centre area and along Frequent Transit Networks but
otherwise has little utility. The developers also noted that waiving or reducing
development cost charges for LEMR units to save on overall project costs could be an
incentive.

UDI and Larger-Scale Recommendations. Throughout the workshop, developers offered
recommendations to implement policy updates including:

o Create more flexibility in clustering or dispersing LEMR units in order to create a
product worth selling to a non-profit housing provider;

o Allow developers more flexibility in providing cash payments rather than built
units to support purpose-built affordable housing projects as designated by the
City;

o Ability for the developers to pool LEMR requirements with other developers to
utilize on a specific site (e.g. taking the requirements from a number of different

projects and pooling together on one site to reach a certain threshold to attract an
operator/housing provider);

o Create a phased approach where greater Affordable Housing Strategy
requirements are applied only to transit oriented areas which can take advantage
of municipal incentives;

o Create relaxations on building form such as larger floor plates for towers, and
reduction of distance between towers;
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o Increased flexibility around the minimum unit size requirements;

o Remove or reduce requirements for commercial street frontages in the City Centre
in order to fully utilize density bonuses for affordable housing; and

o The City should be willing to offer City-owned lands to create significant
affordable housing projects such as the Kiwanis Towers or Storey’s development.

Richmond Homebuilders Group & Greater Vancouver Home Builders’ Association

5443935

General Comments: Participants expressed that predictability in the development process
(e.g. consistent requirements) as being important for the building industry and increasing
requirements for affordable housing in the future. Members also expressed that there are
many different pressures being faced by the development industry at this time such as
long wait times for permit approval and the increase of other fees & charges.

Increasing cash-in-lieu payments: Members suggested that staff look at costs associated
with development holistically; e.g. including consideration of Richmond DCC increase,
Metro Vancouver sewerage DCCs, TransLink levy, and introduction of Step Code energy
efficiency requirements in addition to any changes with the Affordable Housing Strategy
update.

o Members asked staff to undertake another economic analysis once the
TransLink/Step Code costs are known.

o Concerns were expressed regarding the proposed sudden jump in cash-in-licu
contributions from $2-4 per square foot for single-family housing and from $4-
8.50 for townhouse development when previous increases in the rates were more
gradual.

Increasing Low-end Market Rental (LEMR) Requirements. Participants stated that they
did not have much experience in developing and managing LEMR units because they
typically build less than 60-unit housing projects; however it was noted that reductions or
waivers in development cost charges for developments that provide LEMR units should
be considered.

Richmond Homebuilders Group and Greater Vancouver Home Builders’ Association
Recommendations:

o A phasing period for cash-in-lieu rate increases is helpful, rather than an
immediate increase;

o Developments that are currently being processed by the City should be exempt
from increased cash-in-lieu rate increases;

o Developments with LEMR or market rental units should be prioritized by the City
and gaining approval should be fast tracked,

o If townhouses require LEMR units, then there should be flexibility to permit
clustered units on a portion of the site; and

o The City should consider adding more diverse housing forms in established
neighbourhoods rather than only single-detached housing.
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Non-Profit Housing and Service Providers

e General Comments: In general, non-profit groups and housing providers showed interest
in the City’s approach to creating LEMR units and willingness to promote partnerships.
However, the non-profit providers suggested that the current LEMR units do not always
meet their mandates for providing lower rents lower income tenants or those who are at
shelter rates.

e Municipal support for non-profits: Non-profit organizations felt that the City could
support non-profits by identifying:

O

Developing a list of pre-qualified organizations to partner with the private sector
when a development project has the potential to create more than 10 LEMR units,
and creating categories within pre-qualified lists in order to allow diverse non-
profits’/housing providers to access new units; and

Engaging non-profits early on in the development process to partner with the
private sector and design units that will fulfill the requirements of their clients
such as those with physical disabilities, or for families.

* The non-profit partner would decide whether they require clustered LEMR
units or if the LEMR units could be dispersed throughout a development.

»  Non-profits also have strengths in structuring Housing Agreements to be
more flexible to their needs such as differing income levels and allowing
higher rents to more deeply subsidize lower rents.

e  Other Recommendations: Noted recommendations from non-profits organizations:

O

Recognize socially conscious developers who have done work to support different
segments of society (e.g. individuals living with a disability, seniors, low-income
families);

Understand social infrastructure needs to support housing objectives;

Create a policy framework to apply to faith-based and/or non-profit organizations
who wish to redevelop their lands for social purpose goals; “

Non-profit organizations support a Market Rental Policy because they can help to
subsidize rents in those buildings and because it creates more supply; and

Property tax reductions or exemptions are very helpful to reduce costs for LEMR
units managed by non-profits, and these savings can be passed onto clients.

These themes were taken into consideration while refining the policy recommendations.

Economic Analysis

Economic analyses were undertaken by two independent third-party land economists to test
various scenarios and examine the feasibility of increasing the built LEMR unit percentage
requirement, cash-in-lieu contributions and decreasing the built LEMR unit threshold

requirement.
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The initial analysis was based on a review of land values, market trends and demand in
Richmond and a development pro-forma analysis of 15 sites across the city using various
development and density assumptions/scenarios.

Further work examined the feasibility of potentially:
e Increasing the built unit percentage requirement (e.g. up to 15%);
e Decreasing the built unit threshold requirement (e.g. from 60 to 30); and

e Requiring LEMR units and cash contributions in townhouse developments.
Key findings:

e Current high land values in Richmond and future market uncertainty combined with the
impact of increased development cost charges and levies at both the municipal and
regional levels suggest that increasing the LEMR “built” requirement to 15% of the total
residential floor area may have an impact on development in the city;

o Instead, an increase of up to 10% could be considered to test the market, with continued
monitoring to consider additional increases in the future;

e Increasing the built LEMR requirement above 10% would likely have impacts on the
provision of other amenity contributions, suggesting there should be a balanced approach
in how the City seeks to secure amenities through development;

e Should the City wish to increase the built LEMR requirement above 10%, it is
recommended to provide two years notice to allow the market to prepare and adjust;

e Decreasing the development thresholds below 60 units would result in small numbers of
LEMR units in each development. This situation could place overly onerous requirements
on developers of smaller projects who may not typically have sufficient property
management resources to effectively manage these units and may also exacerbate known
management and occupancy challenges with LEMR units;

e Requiring LEMR units in addition to cash contributions would impact townhouse
developments is not recommended as the scale is too small with respect to management
and occupancy;

e Requiring LEMR units and cash contributions in townhouse developments would have
impacts on the overall project viability;

e The City’s current 5% total residential floor area “built” contribution rate is worth more
than the equivalent of cash-in-lieu contribution rates in terms of overall monetary value
of affordable housing produced; and

e Increasing the cash-in-lieu contribution rates would help close the gap with the “built”
unit contribution rate and create a more equitable approach.

Further Low-End Market Rental Analysis

In addition to the economic analyses, feedback from the first phase of the Affordable Housing
Strategy update process was also considered in conjunction with findings from the annual
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statutory declaration process (a yearly audit of occupied low-end market rental units) to refine
policy recommendations. Some of the overarching themes include:

e There is a growing demand for non-market rental housing that is greater than the supply;

e Non-market housing developments serve an important need in the community (e.g. low-
income seniors and vulnerable/at-risk households);

e There are concerns over the management and administration of low-end market rental
units:

o Managing affordable housing is not the mandate of the development community;

o Dispersed units throughout developments and a small number of secured units are
challenging from a non-profit management perspective as there is limited control
over maintenance and operating costs;

o Units may not be occupied by the intended tenant households;

o There are significant demands on staff resources with respect to ongoing
monitoring by the City and ensuring compliance; and

e There is a need for increased and diverse housing options (e.g. opportunities to create
housing on smaller lots or in stacked townhouses, rental housing across the continuum).

Recommended Policy Actions

Staff recommend continuing to secure a combination of non-market and low-end market rental
housing as the foundational approach for the updated Affordable Housing Strategy.

This option would result in:

e Increasing the inventory of affordable housing units that would serve a diverse range of
households and priority groups in need;

e Significant contributions to the City’s Affordable Housing Reserve Fund; and

e Achieving the $1.M annual target, which in turn can be used to support strategic
initiatives that increase the local supply of affordable housing (e.g. land acquisition,
partnerships).

This section outlines the recommended actions to support the continued approach of securing
cash-in-lieu contributions to facilitate non-market housing and affordable housing built units
through development.

To achieve this objective, significant City resources, including sufficient cash reserves and
staffing will be required to implement the updated and new policies.

Policy #1: Non-Market (Subsidized) Rental Housing

Throughout the consultation process, non-market rental housing was identified as a significant
need in Richmond. Cash-in-lieu contributions from developments are a critical piece in
supporting and facilitating the creation of non-market rental housing. In recent cases, the
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund has positioned the City to respond to partnership initiatives
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with senior government, the non-profit and private sector, and leveraged to create a higher
number of affordable housing units than what would typically be secured through development
(e.g. the Storeys and Kiwanis projects). Non-market units may also include additional supports to
support vulnerable populations achieve housing stability.

The City has a strong history of supporting non-market housing, such as providing City-owned
land, capital contributions and grants towards development cost charges, municipal permit fees
and servicing costs. As well, non-market units are typically managed by organizations with the
mandate to provide affordable housing for households in need. City support also ensures that
housing can be tailored towards a variety of household types.

One of the major challenges associated with creating additional non-market units is that the
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund may not accumulate at a quick enough rate to support several
projects, particularly given the significant land costs. As well, there may not be enough funds
readily available to support acquisition of land/sites and partnerships at any given time. Complex
affordable housing projects can also place significant demands on the reserve fund.

The economic analyses examined existing cash contribution rates with respect to maintaining or
increasing the rates based on current market conditions. The analysis found that the City’s
current 5% total residential floor area “built” contribution rate is worth more than the cash-in-
lieu contribution rates in terms of the overall value of affordable housing produced.

Representatives from the development community expressed concerns with the rapid increase in
cash contribution rates since 2014, and requested that the City consider a phased increase. Given
that the built contribution percentage is recommended to increase to 10%, staff continue to
recommend adoption of cash-in-lieu increases. This is expected to create greater equality
between the “built” and cash-in-lieu contributions. It is also recommended that staff review the
contribution rates on a biannual basis to ensure that the contribution rates are keeping pace with
the built unit contribution value.

Recommended Actions:

1. Increase the cash-in-lieu contribution to create greater equality with the ‘built’ contribution
as per the following table:

Housing Type Current Rates Proposed Rates

Single Family 52/50.ft. $4/sq.1t.

Townhouse 34/sq.ft. $8.50/sq.ft.

Multi-Family 56/sq.ft. $14/sq.ft. (concrete construction)
Apartments $10/sq.ft. (wood frame construction)

2. Continue to accept 100% cash-in-lieu contributions for apartment developments with 60
units or less (new, recommended lower threshold) and all townhouse developments to be
used towards facilitating the creation of more non-market housing units.

3. Examine and adjust the cash-in-lieu contribution rates on a bi-annual basis to ensure greater
equality with the low-end market rental policy built requirements, and to keep pace with
market conditions. Should the cash-in-lieu contribution rates be tied to a specific index in
the future, staff will consult with key stakeholders to determine best practices.

4. Set an annual contribution target of $1.5M for the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund to
support non-market rental and other innovative housing projects and to help position the
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City to leverage funding opportunities through partnership with senior governments and the
private and non-profit sectors.

Revise the household income thresholds for non-market rental units to ensure that units are
targeted for the priority groups in need. For non-market rental units secured through
development, calculate household income thresholds based on 25% below the 2016 Housing
Income Limits.

Non-Market Rental Unit ~ Income Thresholds
Unit Type Current Total Proposed Total
Annual Household Annual
Income Household
Income
Studio $34,000 or less $28,875 or less
1-Bdrm $34,000 or less $31,875 or less
2-Bdrm $34,000 or less $39,000 or less
3+ Bdrm $34,000 or less $48,375 or less

Revise maximum monthly rents for non-market rental units to ensure that the rents are
below average market rents and closer to a subsidized level. For non-market rental units
secured, calculate maximum monthly rents based on 25% below the Canada Mortgage and
Housing Corporation’s annual average market rents for Richmond.

Non-Market Rental Unit — Maximum Rents

Unit Type Current Proposed
Maximum Maximum
Monthly Rent Monthly Rent

Studio $850 $632

1-Bdrm $850 $769

2-Bdrm $850 $972

3+ Bdrm $850 $1,197

The rents would be permitted to increase annually by the Consumer Price Index and the rent
calculation methodology will be reviewed by staff biannually. It is recommended that there
continue to be flexibility for non-market units, in cases of non-profit driven projects with the
intention to provide 100% rental, to allow for a range of rent structure defined in
consultation with non-profit housing providers of a specific project and City Affordable
Housing staff. All rent structures and project-specific details are subject to Council
approval.

Continue to seek strategic opportunities to acquire land and partner with senior levels of
government and non-profit organizations.

Consider waiving (full or partial) development cost charges from City general revenue for
non-market units if purchased/owned by a non-profit housing provider — section 563 of the
Local Government Act allows Council, though a bylaw, to waive or reduce DCCs for the
purposes of affordable housing. As part of this action, review implications on the City’s tax
increase and develop a framework to implement potential development cost charge waivers.

Policy #2: Low End Market Rental (LEMR) Housing — Built Unit Contribution

A density bonus is offered at time of rezoning for multi-family and mixed use developments with
more than 80 units in exchange for at least 5% of total residential floor areas built as low-end
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market rental units. The units are secured in perpetuity with a Housing Agreement registered on
title. The City currently establishes income and maximum rental thresholds for low-end market
rental units utilizing BC Housing’s Housing Income Limits. However, the current approach
presents some challenges. For example, the Housing Income Limits are tied to the average
market rents determined by Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation and may not reflect non-
market or low-end of market need. In some cases, the low-end market rents may be equivalent to
market rents. As well, the monthly allowable rent and annual allowable increases may push rents
over average market rents determined by Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation.

The City has also been successful in securing low-end market rental units through development
on an ongoing basis. This has led towards the creation of mixed-income developments, and has
provided opportunities for individuals/households that may not qualify for non-market housing
but also cannot afford market rental housing.

One of the major challenges associated with securing a small amount of LEMR units include
occupancy management, where the units may not be rented to the intended/target households.
Further, stakeholders from the development community indicated that the current minimum unit
sizes are not consistent with market trends, which may add additional costs towards construction.
Another challenge is securing LEMR contributions on sites that are already zoned to the
development potential envisioned in the Official Community Plan (i.e. pre-zoned sites). The
City’s Affordable Housing Strategy is founded on the principle of providing a density bonus at
time of rezoning to secure cash-in-lieu contributions or LEMR units. This pre-zoning situation
has predominantly occurred within the City Centre on sites zoned CDT1. On sites that already
have established zoning, the City’s approach has been to ensure that the zoning district provides
a density bonus for LEMR units and to negotiate the inclusion of LEMR units in exchange for
reduced parking requirements. The increase in affordable housing contributions will require
further amendments to the City’s Zoning Bylaw to reflect the increased contribution rates and it
is anticipated that the increased contribution rates will create additional challenges on these pre-
zoned sites. Staff will continue with the current approach of negotiating the inclusion of LEMR
units in exchange for reduced parking requirements, as well as continuing to monitor the
situation. Any increases to the built unit requirement above 5% may diminish the ability to
negotiate parking reductions as an incentive in exchange for the provision of LEMR units on the
pre-zoned sites. "

Representatives from the development community expressed concerns with increasing the
percentage above 5% and decreasing the 80 unit threshold requirement, stating that it would have
an impact on the cost of housing on the market side and overall project viability.

The development industry further commented on the challenges with managing a small number
of units, which was echoed by the non-profit housing sector. Non-profit housing providers are
generally interested in owning and managing LEMR units, but may experience challenges
obtaining capital funding to purchase the units and maintaining operating costs. Staff recommend
the following actions to address the need for more low-end market rental units, while
encouraging and facilitating non-profit ownership/management to maintain the integrity and
spirit of the program.
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Recommended Actions:

1.

Decrease the built unit threshold requirements in apartment developments from more than
80 units to more than 60 units.

Revise the built unit percentage of total residential floor area in apartment developments
(with the proposed new threshold of more than 60 units) to 10%.

Revise the household income thresholds for low-end market rental units to ensure that units
are targeted for the priority groups in need. For low-end market rental units secured through
development, calculate income thresholds based on 10% below the 2016 Housing Income
Limits.

Low-end Market Rental (LEMR) Unit Maximum Income
Thresholds

Unit Type | Current Total Proposed Total
Annual Household Annual Household
Income Income

Studio $34,000 or less $34,650 or less

1-Bdrm $38,000 or less $38,250 or less

2-Bdrm $46,500 or less $46,800 or less

3+ Bdrm $57,500 or less $58,050 or less

Revise maximum monthly rents for low-end market rental units to ensure that the rents stay
consistently below average market rental rents. For low-end market rental units secured
through development, calculate maximum rents based on 10% below the Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation’s annual average market rents.

Low-end Market Rental (LEMR) Unit Maximum Rents

Unit Type | Current Proposed Maximum
Maximum Monthly Rent
Monthly Rent

Studio $850 $759

1-Bdrm $950 $923

2-Bdrm $1,162 $1,166

3+ Bdrm | $1,437 $1,436

The rents would be permitted to increase annually by the Consumer Price Index and the rent
calculation methodology will be reviewed by staff biannually.

Revise the minimum unit size targets for 2BR units from 860 ft* to 741ft*. Utilize minimum
unit size targets and ensure that LEMR units are not smaller than the average size of a
comparable market unit in the same development.

Unit Type Current LEMR Minimum Size Recommended LEMR Minimum Size
Targets

Bachelor/Studio 37m” (400 ft%) 37m’ (400 ft)

1 Bedroom 51m” (535 ft%) 51m” (535 ft)

2 Bedroom 80m” (860 ft*) 69m’ (741t%)

3+ Bedroom 91m~ (980 ft*) 91m” (980 ft)

Strongly encourage and play an active role in facilitating partnerships between developers
and non-profit organizations to promote non-profit ownership and management of the low-
end market rental units;
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¢ Consider waiving (full or partial) development cost charges for low-end market rental
units if purchased by a non-profit housing provider — section 563 of the Local
Government Act allows Council, though a bylaw, to waive or reduce DCCs for the
purposes of affordable housing. As part of this action, review implications on the
City’s tax increase and develop a framework to implement potential development cost
charge waivers.

e Facilitate introductions and discussions between non-profit housing providers and
developers at an early stage (e.g. pre-application/beginning of rezoning) to secure
partnerships and to ensure that the design of the LEMR units is appropriate for the
target group.

7. Continue to require 100% cash-in-lieu contributions in all townhouse developments through
the Affordable Housing Strategy, as townhouse applications are the most significant revenue
stream for the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. The Arterial Road Policy includes a
provision for increased density in exchange for LEMR townhouse units, which will
contribute to the overall LEMR housing stock. Requiring LEMR units in all townhouse
developments may pose a cash flow challenge, resulting in minimal cash-in-lieu
contributions to meet the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund’s annual $1.5M target.

8. While partnerships with the private sector and senior levels of government are critical to
creating affordable housing, it is recommended that the City develops policy language
around the use of senior government funding to be directed towards lowering the rents of
LEMR units or creating additional LEMR units above the 10% requirement and not
reimbursing developers/builders for LEMR units which are secured and provided under the
Affordable Housing Strategy requirements.

9. Set a target of securing 80-100 LEMR units annually. Metro Vancouver’s 2016 Demand
Estimates highlight that 70 units should be generated annually to meet the needs of low-
income households ($30,000 - $50,000). Staff recommend increasing the target slightly to
accommodate households falling on the lower end of the “moderate income™ household
bracket ($50,000 to $75,000). It is noted that $58,000 is the highest total household income
eligible for a 3-bedroom low-end market rental unit. As of December 2016, the City has
secured 441 low-end market rental units since 2007, averaging 44 units per year. Increasing
the 5% built unit requirement to 10% would put the City in a favourable position to achieve
its target of securing 80-100 LEMR units annually for housing low-income households.

Policy #3: Entry Level Homeownership

In the current 2007 Affordable Housing Strategy, this priority was targeted to households with
annual household incomes of less than $60,000 and focused on encouraging the construction of
smaller, owned units. Although stakeholder consultations identified homeownership as a need in
the community, a comprehensive homeownership program is not being recommended at this
time. This will be addressed further in the report. Staff continue to recommend encouraging
opportunities through land use and regulation to support affordable homeownership.

Recommended Actions:

1. Focus priorities on non-market and low-end market rental housing, as there are limited
resources and funding opportunities to create affordable homeownership units. Furthermore,
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the ongoing administration and management of an affordable homeownership program
would fall outside the City’s mandate.

2. Continue to encourage homeownership opportunities that are affordable through land use
and regulatory measures including flexibility in unit sizes and the permitting of secondary
suites and coach houses as “mortgage helpers.”

Policy #4: Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance and Value Transfer

The Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance policy is an addendum to the
existing Affordable Housing Strategy, which allows for clustering affordable housing units in a
standalone building/project if a sound business case and social programming approach is
identified to support target population. The Affordable Housing Special Development
Circumstance has previously been paired with the value transfer mechanism, where certain
developments convert their built unit contribution to a cash-in-lieu contribution to be used
towards a “donor site” for a standalone affordable housing project. The value transfer mechanism
presents an opportunity for the City to provide capital contributions towards affordable housing
projects and ensure that rent levels are targeted towards low-income or vulnerable households.

The primary benefit of utilizing the Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance
policy is to secure rents at the non-market level, which helps to address the needs of low-income
and vulnerable households. The City has experienced success in this regard by securing 296 units
at the Kiwanis Towers and 129 units at the Storeys development at non-market rent rates. This
policy has been recognized by other jurisdictions as a model to replicate.

One of the primary challenges with this model is that the value transfer mechanism is heavily
dependent on the availability of land. Stakeholders from the development community prefer this
approach, stating that there should be flexibility to allow contributions from specific projects to
be moved to another site by the same developer or to a “donor” site. Representatives from the
Richmond Home Builders Association also suggested a “bank” for each builder, where
contributions could be used towards a rental housing development or another project that can
achieve greater affordability.

Recommended Actions:

1. Incorporate the Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance policy into the
updated Affordable Housing Strategy as a priority for securing affordable housing units.

2. Develop a list of prequalified non-profit housing providers for management and
development of affordable housing units.

Policy #5: Secondary Suites

The City requires all new single detached lots being rezoned to either include secondary suites
on 100% of new lots created, secondary suites on 50% of new lots created and a cash
contribution on the remaining 50%, or to provide a 100% cash contribution on the total buildable
residential floor area to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.
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This policy provides potential mortgage helpers for many homeowners, and adds to the market
rental housing supply. However, there is no direct benefit to the affordable housing supply and
there is no mechanism to ensure that units are affordable or rented out.

Stakeholders from the Richmond Home Builders Association were generally pleased to see that
there were no changes proposed to the current single family rezoning policy and that there is
flexibility to provide suites and/or cash.

Recommended Action:

1. Continue with the existing secondary suite policy, which supports a balanced approach to
secure both built suites and cash-in-lieu contributions.

Policy #6: Market (Purpose-Built) Rental Housing

Under a separate complementary process, the City is currently drafting a policy aimed at
increasing the supply of purpose built market rental housing. Richmond’s current Official
Community Plan encourages a 1:1 replacement when existing rental housing in multi-unit
developments are converted to strata or where existing sites are rezoned for new development.
The replacement units are secured as low-end market rental with a Housing Agreement.

Recommended Actions:

1. Ensure the proposed Draft Market Rental Housing Policy is developed with a holistic
approach and considers both market rental and affordable housing objectives, including
incentives for market rental development and policies regarding tenant relocation and
protection.

2. For townhouse developments, explore the feasibility of including a market rental component
in addition to an affordable housing cash contribution as part of a future Draft Market
Rental Housing Policy. This could achieve the desire for more built units, while maintaining
the cash flow necessary for maximizing the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. The Draft
Market Rental Housing Policy will respond to the recent referral from Council on April 10,
2017 to develop a policy on market rental and/or secondary suites in multi-family
developments.

Policy #7: Basic Universal Housing

The City currently provides a Floor Area Ratio exemption for residential units that incorporate
basic universal housing features in new developments.

The current basic universal housing policy provides clear expectations and standards to
developers and builders, and the City has been successful in securing affordable housing units
with these features. However, the current regulations focus on physical accessibility and changes
to the BC Building Code may pose challenges for incorporating the features moving forward.

Recommended Action:

1. Continue to secure affordable housing units with basic universal housing features and
formalize this policy in the updated Affordable Housing Strategy.
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Recommended New Policies

The section below proposes new policies, which were selected and evaluated on their potential to
address identified priorities including groups in need and local housing gaps. The new policy
recommendations are commonly used in other jurisdictions and supported by legislation. These
recommendations have been refined from the preliminary policy options incorporating
stakeholder feedback. It is noted that implementation of the new policies will require significant
City resources, including funds from the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund and staff resources.

Policy #1: Municipal Financing Tools (Medium Term: 3 — 5 years/Ongoing)

Municipal financing tools, such as development cost charge waivers and property tax
exemptions, can play a role in facilitating non-profit ownership and management of low-end
market rental units secured through development. Municipal financing tools can also support the
development of new non-market housing projects. It was confirmed by all stakeholder groups
that relief from development cost charges or property taxes allows private and non-profit
developers to deliver a greater number of affordable housing units at lower rents.

Recommended Actions:

1. Consider waiving development costs charges and municipal permit fees for new eligible
affordable housing developments that are owned and operated by non-profit housing
providers and where affordability is secured in perpetuity. Staff will undertake a review of
any implications on the City’s tax increase, work to cost out development cost charge
waivers and develop an implementation framework. Contingent on the results of this review,
waiving the development cost charges and municipal permit fees may be from the City’s
general revenue instead of a grant from the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.

2. Undertake a review and best practice analysis of property tax exemptions for non-market
housing managed by non-profit housing providers.

Policy #2: Family-Friendly Housing Policy (Short Term: I — 3 years)

This policy would encourage developers to provide additional larger units (2BR+) in multi-
residential developments, allowing families to have more options in finding suitable
accommodation for their needs. This policy also sets a requirement for providing a certain
percentage of low-end market rental units as family-friendly units. Based on information from
the 2011 Census, there were 55,400 family households in Richmond. The City Centre area had
the largest number of families, and also featured the largest proportion of lone-parent families.

Approximately 20% of renters are family households. The development community suggested
that a City-wide policy may be unnecessary as larger sized units are already being delivered by
the market. The non-profit sector echoed these comments, stating that some non-market housing
may be intended for a specific priority group in need (e.g. bachelor units for low-income seniors)
and therefore a family-friendly component should be flexible in purpose-built affordable housing
projects. However, feedback from the initial consultation sessions with the public and key
stakeholders indicated that family-friendly housing is a significant need in Richmond and there is
a lack of family-friendly rental options in the community.
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Staff continue to recommend that a certain percentage of low-end market rental units be
allocated towards family-friendly housing to ensure that affordable options are available for
families while the remaining units can be targeted towards a specific client group if desired.

Recommended Actions:

¢ Require a minimum of 15% 2 bedroom and 5% 3+ bedroom for all low-end market rental
units secured through development to accommodate priority groups in need (e.g. families).

¢ Monitor the success of the policy and consider applying the same percentage of family
friendly units in all market developments

Policy #3: Public-Private Partnerships (Medium Term: 3 — 5 years/Ongoing)

This policy encourages partnerships with other levels of government, non-profit housing
providers, and the development community to facilitate the development of purpose-built
affordable housing. The non-profit sector suggested that the City could facilitate potential
partnerships between developers and non-profit housing providers earlier on in the development
application process to help ensure that any secured low-end market rental units are targeted
towards identified priority groups in need.

Recommended Actions:

1. Continue to identify potential opportunities for partnerships with senior government,
private developers and non-profit housing organizations in order to capitalize on
opportunities for affordable housing development as they arise (e.g. funding and
development opportunities).

2. Develop a list of pre-qualified non-profit housing providers for partnership on potential
housing projects, by scale of project.

3. Facilitate potential partnerships between developers and non-profit housing providers at the
pre-application/rezoning phase to encourage non-profit management of LEMR units and
input into the design and programming space to accommodate priority groups in need

Policy #4: Non-profit Housing Development

This policy continues to build non-profit capacity by supporting non-profit housing providers
with funding, financial incentives, technical assistance and other resources to facilitate the
development of purpose-built affordable housing. The non-profit sector suggested that the City
allow for flexible rent structures that could support a mix of affordable rental rates within one
project that is non-profit owned and managed.

Recommended Actions:

1. Continue to build relationships with established non-profit housing providers throughout
Richmond and Metro Vancouver that have expertise providing housing, especially for the
identified priority groups in need.

2. Adopt criteria for reviewing and prioritizing City-supported non-profit housing projects (i.e.
senior government funding, partnerships, the ability to offer rents close to the shelter/income
assistance rate and programming to support the priority groups in need).
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3. Allow for flexibility for affordable housing development that is non-profit owned and
managed to present innovative rent structures that support a mix of affordable rental rates
for consideration.

Policy #5: Co-location of Non Market Housing and Community Assets

This policy promotes the integration of affordable housing with new and redeveloped community
assets (e.g. civic facilities, faith-based properties, etc.) where appropriate. The non-profit sector
suggest that the City take into consideration the needs of social service programming to support
affordable housing residents that may be residing in future co-location developments. Senior
government encouraged the City to consider partnering with faith groups and quasi-government
organizations for the possible redevelopment of community assets, including affordable housing.

Recommended Actions:

1. Explore opportunities to co-locate affordable housing with community assets (existing or
new) and facilitate potential partnerships with non-profit housing providers; and

2. Consider the needs of non-profit support services (e.g. amenity space for programming)
within co-location opportunities to accommodate the priority groups in need.

Policy #6: Use of City-Owned Land for Affordable Housing (Long-term: 5 — 10 years/Ongoing)

This policy seeks to use vacant or under-utilized City-owned land as well as acquire new land to
be allocated for affordable housing projects in order to leverage partnership opportunities with
senior government and non-profit housing providers. All stakeholder groups were supportive of
this approach.

Recommended Action:

1. Review affordable housing land acquisition needs during the annual review of the City’s
Strategic Real Estate Investment Plan. Continue to use cash-in-lieu contributions in the
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for affordable housing land acquisition and allocating
land for affordable housing project development.

Policy #7: Rent Bank Program (Long-term: 5 — 10 years)

A rent bank is a program (typically managed by a non-profit entity) that offers no-interest loans
for rent and utilities to low-income households that are experiencing short-term financial
hardships, which can prevent these households from becoming homeless. The non-profit sector
suggests that an expanded community-led rent-bank program is needed in Richmond to further
support the identified priority groups in need.

Recommended Action:

1. Undertake a review of best practices of opportunities to support local rent bank initiatives.

Policy #8: Community Land Trust (Long-term. 5 — 10 years)

A community land trust acts as community-based organization that acquires land and removes it
from the private market and leases it to non-profit housing providers for affordable housing. This
proposed policy would not include City-owned land. Stakeholders are supportive of staff
exploring existing community land trust models.
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Recommended Action:

1. Consider conducting a feasibility study of establishing a locally-based community land trust
in Richmond.

Policy #9: Encouraging Accessible Housing (Long Term: 5 — 10 years)

This option strives to ensure that affordable housing is created and targeted to groups in need of
accessible housing, considering both mental and physical barriers to housing. The non-profit
sector encourages the City to facilitate partnerships between suitable non-profits with developers
contributing low-end market rental units, to ensure that a certain number of the units are
appropriately designed for persons living with disabilities.

Recommended Actions:

1. Continue to build relationships with non-profit organizations to obtain input into housing
needs and design for program clients that require accessibility features.

2. Facilitate potential partnerships with non-profit housing providers and developers in the pre-
application/rezoning stage of development to ensure that a portion of LEMR units are
designed with adaptable features to accommodate priority groups in need (e.g. persons with
disabilities).

Policy #10: Compact Living Rental Units (Long Term: 5 — 10 years)

This policy would entail studying the feasibility of allowing smaller rental units (approximately
250-300 square feet on average) where appropriate for individual households. This work may
include recommendations regarding unit design and sizes as well as appropriate areas in
Richmond where compact units may be located.

Recommended Action:
1. Collaborate with the City’s Planning and Development Division to conduct a feasibility
study on compact living rental units.
Policy #11: Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing Development (Long Term: 5 — 10 years)

This policy seeks to locate affordable housing near the Frequent Transit Network and frequent
transit routes. The private sector suggested that the City may want to consider additional parking
reductions for LEMR units secured in proximity to transit, when developing a policy.

Recommended Actions:

1. Continue to encourage diverse forms of affordable housing along the Frequent Transit
Network in the city.

2. Collaborate with the City’s Transportation Department to revisit parking requirements for
LEMR units located along the Frequent Transit Network.
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Policy Options Not Recommended

Policy #1: Affordable Homeownership Program

Given available municipal resources and the affordable housing priorities that have been
identified through the Affordable Housing Strategy update process, staff do not recommend the
development of an affordable homeownership program for Richmond at this time. If Council
would like to explore possible options for Richmond in the future, staff would recommend that a
comprehensive cost/benefit analysis be undertaken to fully understand program complexities and
the associated risks. Stakeholders supported the focus on affordable rental housing given limited
municipal resources and the needs of the identified priority groups.

Policy #2: Municipal Housing Authority

A municipal housing authority is one option that some municipalities have used to develop and
deliver housing units and to ensure the ongoing effective management of affordable housing
units that are secured through various programs and policies. They typically involve legal
incorporation, governance through a Board of Directors (usually City Council members) that
provides public accountability, public funding either from senior and/or local governments, an
asset planning function and ongoing tenant involvement.

Staff do not recommend a local municipal housing authority be established at this time due to the
significant demands on municipal resources. Creating a local authority would first involve a
comprehensive feasibility analysis which would explore various models and a full assessment of
costs, benefits and risks to the City.

Resources Required

A key assumption while reviewing policy options and recommendations was that adequate
resources would be available to support implementation. Although the specific actions to support
each policy option will be identified in the implementation plan, staff recommend that the
following two new staffing priorities be advanced in the 2018 Budget Process to begin
implementation work in 2018:

1) A regular full-time Planner 1 — Affordable Housing position
2) A regular full-time Affordable Housing Assistant position

Currently, there are two regular full-time staff dedicated to the Affordable Housing section. The
portfolio is responsible for the implementation of the Affordable Housing Strategy, including
development of policies and updates, securing affordable housing contributions through
development, and ongoing monitoring. Since adoption of the initial Affordable Housing
Strategy, the portfolio has expanded to include significant project coordination duties associated
with affordable housing developments, homelessness initiatives and maintaining ongoing
working relationships with senior levels of government, the non-profit sector and the
development industry. The nature of the affordable housing portfolio has become increasingly
complex and requires technical expertise to address opportunities and challenges. The current
staffing levels are working above capacity to respond to the existing Affordable Housing
Strategy priorities and more staff support is required to respond to a growing and complex
portfolio, and carry out the actions identified in the updated policy recommendations.
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Next Steps

Subject to Council approval, the low-end market rental and cash-in-lieu contribution policies
would be implemented effective immediately, with a grandfathering period for in-stream
development applications for up to one year, provided the application is presented to Council for
consideration within one year of the effective date of the revised low-end market rental policy
and cash-in-licu contribution rates.

The recommended policies would be incorporated into the Draft Affordable Housing Strategy to
be presented for Council consideration in the fourth quarter of 2017. In the Final Affordable
Housing Strategy, an implementation plan would also be included. Staff will request Council
authorization to consult with the public and key stakeholders to solicit feedback on the Draft
Affordable Housing Strategy. The Final Affordable Housing Strategy will be refined from the
stakeholder feedback and presented to Council for adoption.

Financial Impact

None.

Conclusion

A thorough analysis of existing policies and new policy options has been undertaken to generate
recommendations that will respond to the identified priority groups in need and housing gaps.
The review process has looked at policies holistically, taking funding, existing City resources
and municipal mandate and jurisdiction into consideration.

Further refinement of the recommendations with stakeholder input promotes a balanced
approach in the creation of more affordable housing units in partnership with senior levels of
government, non-profit housing societies, the development sector and service providers.
Encouraging more affordable housing opportunities along the housing continuum will help to
generate a full range of options to meet the needs of Richmond’s diverse population.

JOYCE KAULETIDETY
Affordable Housing Coordinator
(604-247-4916)

Att.1:  Summary Chart — Final Policy Recommendations

Att.2: Final Policy Recommendations Report

Att.3: Stakeholder Feedback Summary Report

Att.4:  Policy Manual — Low-End Market Rental Housing Built Unit Contribution Policy
Att.5: Policy Manual — Affordable Housing Cash-in-Lieu Contribution Rates

Att.6:  Economic Analysis Memo — Site Economics

Att.7: Economic Analysis Memo — G.P. Rollo & Associates

Att. 8: Written Submission — Kwantlen Students’ Association

Att. 9: Written Submission — Urban Development Institute

Att. 10: Written Submission — Richmond Poverty Response Committee
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The Policy Recommendations Report has been prepared for the City of
Richmond to provide a framework for updating the City’s Affordable Housing
Strategy. Policy recommendations presented in this report have been revised
from the initial policies presented in the Policy Options Report (May 2017)
based on stakeholder feedback and additional economic analysis. This report
contains an examination of existing and potential new policies with respect to
addressing identified housing gaps and presents policy recommendations for
the City of Richmond.

Recommended policies are focused on increasing the supply of affordable
rental housing options that address the needs of Richmond’s priority groups:

= Families including one parent families;

= Low and moderate income earners such as seniors, families, singles,
couples, students;

*  Persons with disabilities; and

e The City’s more vulnerable residents (e.g. those on fixed incomes, women
and children experiencing family violence, individuals with mental health/
- addiction issues, and Aboriginal population). -

No single policy or proposed action is successful in isolation. When
implemented together, the combination of recommended policies and
practices create a comprehensive response to affordable housing issues in a
community.

Implementation of the recommended policies will require partnerships and
ongoing collaboration among a wide variety of groups including the City, senior
levels of government, the private and non-profit housing sectors. Effective and
timely implementation will also require significant City resources including
sufficient cash reserves and staff resources. Increasing capacity will enable the
City to build on the success of past initiatives and partnerships that have
contributed to increasing the supply of affordable housing options for
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residents and to position Richmond to continue to proactively respond to

future funding and collaborative opportunities with senior levels of

government and other community partners.

The following table summarizes existing and potential policy actions (including
preliminary recommendations) that have been cansidered through this

analysis.
(1-3 years) (‘built’) - Low End tloor area of mult-residential
Market Rental . development over 80 units to be
(LEMRY) unit - LEMR units, secured as
contribution : affordable in perpetuity with a

. housing agreement, in exchange
. for a density bonus

the floor area contribution rate to 10%
Decrease threshold to 60 units

Allow for flexibility to cluster or disperse
LEMR units

Set minimum size targets and ensure
LEMR units are not smaller than the
average size of a comparable market unit
within the development

Facilitate potential partnerships with non-
profit housing providers and developers in
the pre-application and rezoning stages of
development

Consider waiving Development Cost
Charges for LEMR units if purchased by a
non-profit housing provider

For LEMR units, calculate City-wide
thresholds at 10% below BC Housing's
Housing Income Limits and maximum
monthly rents at 10% below CMHC
Average Rents for Richmond

For non-market units, establish income
thresholds and maximum rent targets and
allow for flexible rent structures when
projects are non-profit driven and provide
100% affordable rental housing

City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report | July 7, 2017
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Current

Current

Current

Short Term
{1-3 years)

Short Term
(1-3 years)

Short Term
(1-3 years)

Affordable Housing
(‘cash-in-lieu’)
contribution

Special
Development
Circumstance and
Value Transfer
Policy

Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund

Requires cash-in-lieu
contributions for single-family,
townhouse, and multi-
residential rezonings less than

- 80 units, in exchange for a

density bonus.

Provides developers with a

- density bonus in exchange for

funding the building of an
affordable housing development
off-site, where low rents and
additional supportive
programming are also secured

* Uses developer cash
- contributions to support

affordable housing development

- through land acquisition and
- other initiatives to leverage

: additional funding through

. partnerships with senior

governments and the private
and non-profit sector

Increase the cash-in-lieu contribution to
match the current value of the ‘built’
LEMR contribution (5% of floor area)

Continue to accept cash contributions for
townhouse developments and multi-
residential developments less than

60 units

For townhouse developments, explore the
feasibility of including a market rental
component in addition to an afferdable
housing cash contribution in a future draft
Market Rental Policy

Secure both built suites and cash
contributions for single family rezoning

Incorporate the policy into the overall
Affordable Housing Strategy

Develop a list of prequalified non-profit
housing providers for management and
development of affordable housing units

Allow flexibility for large scale
developments (or combination of
developments) to cluster LEMR units in
one, stand-alone building if a partnership
with a non-profit housing provider is
established

Facilitate potential partnerships with non-
profit housing providers and developers in
the pre-application and rezoning stages of
development

Ensure sufficient developer cash
contributions are collected (target of $1.5
million generated annually ) to support
affordable housing projects and leverage
funding opportunities through
partnerships

Seek strategic land acquisition
opportunities for affordable housing

Use to support innovative housing
projects
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PLN - 63

iii



Current  Ongoing Secondary Suites Permits secondary suites in For single-family rezonings, continue to
: single-family dwellings, which review development applications and
may be available for rent secure one of the following: (a) secondary
 through the seco.ndary ma-rket. suites on 100% of new lots developed; (b}
In exc.hange for slnlgl_e.-famlly secondary suites on 50% of new lots
rezoning and subdivisions, a L
 secondary suite must be developed and a cash contribution on the
required on 50% of new lots or a remaining 50% of new lots created; or (c)
cash-in-lieu affordable housing a cash contribution on 100% of the new
contribution lots developed
Current  Short Term Market Rental! - Seeks to maintain the existing Continue to require replacement of
(1-3 years) Housing stock of rental housing through existing market rental housing
11 replacement Through a future draft Market Rental
Policy, consider providing incentives for
the development of additional units of
market rental housing as well as a tenant
relocation and protection plan
Current  Ongoing Basic Universal - Aims to increase the supply of Continue to secure affordable housing
Housing accessible housing for persons units with Basic Universal Housing
with disabilities features
Facilitate potential partnerships with non-
profit housing providers and developers in
the pre-application and rezoning stages of
development to ensure that some LEMR
units are designed with adaptable
features
Potential Long Term/ Co-Location of Integrates affordable housing Explore opportunities to co-locate
Ongoing Non—Market with new and redeveloped affordable housing with community assets
(5-10 years) Housing & ) . (existing or new) and facilitate potential
Community Assets community facilities, where partnerships with non-profit housing
appropriate providers
Consider the needs of non-profit service
providers in co-location opportunities to
accommodate the priority groups in need
Potential Medium Term/ | Public-Private Collaboration with other levels Identify potential opportunities for
Ongoing Partnerships | of government, non-profit partnerships to facilitate the development
(3-5 years) housing providers, and the of affordable housing
private sector to facilitate the
development of affordable Develop a list of pre-qualified non-profit
" housing housing providers for partnerships on
! potential housing projects
Facilitate potential partnerships between
developers and non-profit housing
providers at the pre-application and
rezoning stages to encourage non-profit
management of LEMR units and input into
the design and programming space
City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report | July 7, 2017 iv
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Potential

Potential

Potential

Ongoing
(3-5 years)

Development

Medium Term/ = Family Friendly

Ongoing
(3-5 years)

Long Term/
Ongoing
(5-10 years)

Medium Term
(3-5 years)

Housing Policy

Use of City Owned
Land for Affordable
Housing

Municipal Financing
Tools

through supporting non-profit
housing providers with funding,
financial incentives, technical
assistance and other resources
to support the development of
affordable housing

" Encourages developers to

. provide larger units (2 and 3

. bedrooms} in multi-residential
. developments

Seeks to use vacant or under-
utilized land and acquire new

. land for affordable housing

projects in order to leverage

. partnership opportunities with

senior government and non-

‘ profit housing providers

Exempts property taxes and
waives or reduces development
cost charges to stimulate the

| creation of affordable housing

established non-profit housing providers
throughout Richmond and Metro
Vancouver that have expertise in housing
the identified priority groups in need

Adopt criteria for reviewing and
prioritizing City-supported non-profit
housing projects

Allow flexibility for innovative rent
structures that support a mix of affordable
rental rates

Require a minimum of 15% two-bedroom
and 5% three-bedroom for all LEMR units
secured in developments to accommodate
priority groups in need

Monitor the policy and consider applying
the same % of family friendly units in all
market developments

Review affordable housing land
acquisition needs during the annual
review of the City’s Strategic Real Estate
Investment Plan

Continue to use cash-in-lieu contributions
from the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund
for affordable housing land acquisition

Consider allocating City-owned land
specifically for the use of affordable
housing development

Consider waiving the development cost
charges and municipal permit fees for new
affordable housing developments that are
owned/operated by a non-profit and
where affordability is secured in
perpetuity

Consider waiving the development cost
charges and municipal permit fees and
reimburse from the City’s general revenue
instead of as a grant from the Affordable
Housing Reserve Fund

Undertake a review and best practice
analysis of property tax exemptions for
non-market housing managed by a non-
profit housing provider
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Potential  Not
Recommended
Potential Not
Recommended
Potential Long Term
(5-10 years)
Potential Long Term
(5-10 years)
Potential  Long Term/
Ongoing
(5-10 years)
Potential Long Term
(5-10 years)
Potential Long Term

(5-10 years)

City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report

Affordable
Homeownership
Program

Municipal Housing
Authority

Transit-Oriented
Affordable Housing
Development
Guidelines

Compact Living
Rental Units (Micro-
Units)

Encouraging
Accessible Housing
with Persons with
Disabilities

Community Land
Trust

Rent Bank Program

Provides support to allow first-
time homebuyers to enter into
the housing market

An independent, City-controlled
© agency to directly manage and
. operate affordable housing units
. and potentially develop new

affordable housing units

. Seeks to locate affordable
" housing near the Frequent

Transit Network

Allows the development of
smaller rental units appropriate

~ for individuals

- Ensures that affordable housing

is produced and targeted to
groups in need of accessible
housing

Is a community based

- organization that acquires land
- and removes it from the private
- market and leases it to non-

. profit housing providers for

affordable housing

© A program that offers no-
~ interest loans for rent and

utilities to low-income
households that are
experiencing short-term
financial hardships to prevent
homelessness

PLN - 66

Not Recommended. There would be
significant demands on municipal
resources and jurisdiction. Itis
recommended that the focus of the
Affordable Housing Strategy remains
rental housing

Not Recommended. There would be
significant demands on municipal
resources and jurisdiction at this time

Continue to encourage diverse forms of
housing along the Frequent Transit
Network

Collaborate with the City’s Transportation
Department to revisit parking
requirements for LEMR units located
along the Frequent Transit Network

Collaborate with the City’s Planning
Department to conduct a feasibility study
on micro-unit housing

Continue to build relationships with non-
profit organizations to obtain input into
housing needs and design for program
clients that require accessibility features

Facilitate potential partnerships with non-
profit housing providers and developers in
the pre-application/rezoning stage of
development to ensure that some LEMR
units are designed with adaptable
features to accommodate priority groups
in need (i.e. persons with disabilities)

Consider conducting a feasibility study of
a community-based Community Land
Trust in Richmond

Undertake a review and best practice
analysis of opportunities to support local
rent bank initiatives

| July 7, 2017
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The City of Richmond is updating its 2007 Affordable Housing Strategy through
a multi-phased approach, and has engaged CitySpaces Consulting to facilitate
and implement a policy review as part of this process.

Consultation activities facilitated by CitySpaces (2016} in Phase 1, (Housing
Affordability Profile), gained insights on the housing issues identified by
stakeholders and the public. Together with the profile and housing indicators
data, priority groups and housing gaps in Richmond were identified.

This report, as part of Phase 2, is a comprehensive policy review informed by
research and consultation, and outlines policy recommendations to guide the
future planning of affordable housing in Richmond.

This document also analyzes existing policies with respect to meeting the
housing needs of Richmond'’s priority groups and identifies additional
municipal policy and practice options for consideration.

The goal of the Affordable Housing Strategy I30Iicy Review is to develop
updated policy recommendations that will be incorporated into an updated
Affordable Housing Strategy which will guide the City’s response over the next
10 years to address local housing affordability issues, in partnership with the
private developers and non-profit housing sectors, senior government, and
community service agencies.

Specific objectives of the Policy Review include:

* Undertaking a comprehensive examination of existing Affordable Housing
Strategy policies, priorities and regulatory and financial tools aimed at
addressing housing affordability;

®  Consulting with a broad range of stakeholders including staff, private
developers and non-profit housing sectors and other community partners

City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report | July 7, 2017 1
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on implementation challenges and successes of existing policies and tools,
as well as recommended policy options; and

*  Recommending new and/or amended policies, regulatory and financial
mechanisms that will help address identified affordable housing gaps and
priority groups in need.

Richmond has a long history of supporting affordable housing that resulted in
an inventory of 3,175 affordable rental units prior to adoption of the current
Affordable Housing Strategy in 2007. The current Affordable Housing Strategy
defines the following three priority areas for addressing affordable housing
challenges and outlines policies, directions, definitions, and annual targets for
affordable housing. These priority areas are:

*  Subsidized (Non-Market) Rental Housing (for households with income of
$34,000 or less);

¢ Low End Market Rental {for households with income between $34,000 and
$57,000); and

*  Entry Level Homeownership (for households with income less than
$64,000).

Since 2007, the City of Richmond has successfully secured approximately 1,392

of additional affordable housing units ranging from low-end market rental to

subsidized rental.

While the Affordable Housing Strategy has helped guide Richmond's response
to local affordability over the past ten years, there remains significant housing
affordability challenges in the community. Current and emerging demographic
changes, community and regional growth, development pressures, changing
market conditions (e.g. high land values, persistently low rental vacancy rates),
and an evolving senior government funding situation may no longer be
accurately reflected in the current Affordable Housing Strategy policy priorities.
It is within this context that the City initiated an update to the Affordable
Housing Strategy.

WE ARE HERE
. 4
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management of a range of housing forms and tenures including ownership and
rental housing. The sector works closely with local governments to provide a
range of housing choices aimed at addressing short and longer term local
housing needs and demand.

The non-profit housing sector provides safe, secure and affordable rental
housing to households with low to moderate incomes. The sector is comprised
mainly of community based organizations that are able to secure senior levels
of funding and leverage existing assets to provide a greater number of
affordable housing units and lower rents, often secured with municipal and
private partnership. Non-profit housing providers provide a range of
programming (e.g. employment readiness, childcare, legal services, and
community building) to support individuals and households that may
experience barriers to housing. Non-profit's mandates and expertise with
tenant selection and occupancy management ensure that appropriate priority
groups are connected to their affordable housing portfolio.

City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report | July 7, 2017 5
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*  Low and moderate income earners including seniors, families, singles,
couples, students, and persons with disabilities;

*  Persons with disabilities finding suitable, accessible and affordable
housing; and

*  Vulnerable populations (households in fixed incomes, persons
experiencing homelessness, women and children experiencing family
violence, individuals with mental health/addiction issues and Aboriginal
population).

Despite the diverse mix of housing types currently available in Richmond,
movement along the City’s housing continuum is constrained, in part due to
high land values and low rental vacancy rates. Key housing gaps in Richmond
include:

¢ Family friendly housing including market and non-market rental and
homeownership;

¢ Accessible, adaptable and visitable housing;
*  Purpose built rental housing;
*  Low barrier rental housing (including programming supports);

*  Low end market renta!l housing for singles, couples, families, seniors and
persons with disabilities;

*  Non-market housing for singles, couples, families, seniors and persons
with disabilities, persons with mental health issues and substance users;
and

*  Lack of emergency shelter for women and children.

" Richmond has played an active role within its authority over many years in
helping to address local affordability challenges. The 2007 Affordable Housing
Strategy established three key priorities — subsidized rental housing, low-end
market rental housing and entry level homeownership which have provided
focus to the City’s response over the past 10 years. In addition, the City has
assisted through a variety of mechanisms and approaches, including an
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund, long term leasing of municipal land for non-
market rental housing, land use and regulatory policies that encourage
secondary suites, private rental housing and basic universal housing.

City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report | July 7, 2017 7
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In Richmond’s Affordable Housing Strategy, subsidized housing is targeted
towards households with incomes of $34,000 or less. The City does not provide
any ongoing operating or rent subsidies. Under this priority, the City:

*  Typically accepts cash-in-lieu for subsidized housing from single-family
rezoning, townhouse developments and apartment developments less
than 80 units;

¢ Uses cash-in-lieu contributions primarily for subsidized housing; and

*  Encourages subsidized housing (secured with maximum rents to
households under specified income thresholds) for groups including but
not limited to individuals experiencing/at-risk of homelessness, individuals
with menta!l health or addiction issues, lone parents with limited income,
seniors on fixed income, persons with disabilities, and low income
families.

In Richmond, examples of subsidized housing include:

*  Affordable rental units that are funded by senior government and
managed by non-profit organizations or by senior government (e.g. BC
Housing and the Metro Vancouver Housing Corporation). In many
instances, a rent-geared-to-income model is used, where a household pays
30% of their income and the remainder of the rent is subsidized by senior
government. This type of housing is often referred to as “social housing.”

*  Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance projects (e.g.
Kiwanis, Storeys and Cressey Cadence) where the rents and incomes are
secured at a “subsidized” level, but no government subsidies are provided.
In these projects, the units are located in one building and have dedicated
programming/amenity space to serve a particular client group.

¢ Affordable rental units secured in private developments where the rents
and incomes are secured at a “subsidized” rent level, but no government
subsidies are provided. These units are targeted towards low-income
artists and feature a live/work space.

SUCCESSES:

*  The development of innovative partnerships between senior
governments, the private and non-profit housing sectors and the City.

*  Provides secure and affordable housing for specific priority groups with
access to supportive services (e.g. employment training).

¢ Highlights of successful projects:

»  Kiwanis Towers: The City contributed $24.1 million towards the
Kiwanis Tower’s redevelopment. The redevelopment provides
long-term benefits for Richmond low-income seniors by providing
additional 296 affordable rental units {122 replacement units and
174 additional units) that support aging-in-place and is located
within walking distance to amenities, transit and health services.

»  Storeys: The City contributed $19.1 million and lease of City-
owned land to the Storeys development. Five (5) non-profit
organizations own and manage the 196 affordable rental units
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and additional programming space for Richmond’s vulnerable
residents, including those who are or are at-risk of homelessness.

»  Cadence: Through the 2007 Affordable Housing Strategy, the City
secured 15 units of affordable rental housing at shelter rates for
lone-parent families. These units will be owned and managed by
a non-profit housing provider and parents will have access to
affordable child-care at the adjacent City-owned child care
centre.

CHALLENGES:

I)l

¢ The term “subsidized rental” may be confusing to the public and other
stakeholders, as units are not necessarily subsidized by senior
government.

*  The City acknowledges that the shelter rate set by the Province remains at
$375/month for an individual. It is challenging for individuals on income
assistance to find rent at these rates.

*  The City’s role is not clearly defined with securing subsidized rental units.

*  The Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance has led to
successful projects (477 units). This policy however, is not integrated into
the broader Affordable Housing Strategy policy.

In Richmond, the City’s inclusionary housing policy offers a density bonus at
time of rezoning for multi-family and mixed use developments containing more
than 80 residential units in exchange for building at least 5% of total residential
floor area as low-end-market-rental (LEMR) units. These units are secured in
perpetuity with a Housing Agreement registered on title. For apartments less
than 80 units and townhouse developments, the City accepts cash
contributions in-lieu of built units, which are used to support larger scale
affordable housing projects involving partnerships (e.g. Kiwanis Towers).

SUCCESSES

*  Since adoption of the inclusionary housing and density bonus approach in
2007, 423 LEMR units have been secured (as of June 2017). Of these units,
131 units have been built and are tenanted to date.

*  These units are integrated into market developments and therefore lead
to the creation of mixed-income communities.

CHALLENGES:

¢ Occupancy management: The LEMR program was originally intended to be
targeted to low and moderate income households. Ongoing monitoring of
these units and consultation with non-profit organizations suggests that
the LEMR units are not being occupied by the intended target population
and that the spirit of the program is not being met. This policy review
provides an opportunity to ensure that the conditions and obligations (e.g.
tenant selection, maximum rents, additional charges including parking)
that are outlined in legal agreements are fully met by the property
managers and owners. During consultation, both the public and non-profit
organizations also expressed the need for better communication and
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awareness of available LEMR units, as there is currently no centralized
waitlist for qualified households.

*  Location of Units within a Development: Previously, the City’s practice has
been to secure LEMR units dispersed throughout a larger market
development. Some developers have expressed that they do not have the
expertise to provide adequate property management services to the
targeted tenants of the LEMR program (e.g. low income households and
households with other barriers). Some non-profit organizations have
expressed the desire to manage and potentially own LEMR units that are
clustered in order to improve operational efficiencies {e.g. ongoing
maintenance of units), while other non-profit organizations indicated that
it is not within their mandate to manage LEMR units and prefer more
deeply subsidized units. Under the current practice, non-profits would not
have control over the operating costs associated with the larger building,
which is one of the various reasons that non-profit organizations to date
have not purchased any LEMR units.

¢ Income Thresholds and Maximum Rents: This policy review provides an
opportunity to review and refine income thresholds and maximum rents
of LEMR units to ensure consistency between developments that include
LEMR units and rents remain affordable to priority groups in need.

= Unit Size: Developers have expressed concern that the current minimum
square footage requirement of the LEMR units, originally established in
2007, is now greater than what is currently produced in the market.

Entry-level homeownership is a term that often refers to modest housing units
that are affordable for first-time homebuyers. In many jurisdictions, these
programs are usually referred to as “affordable homeownership” and often
help to create housing stock that is affordable in perpetuity through resale
restrictions. Richmond identified entry-level homeownership as Priority #3 in
the 2007 Affordable Housing Strategy. To respond to this priority, the City has
encouraged:

®  The construction of smaller units to make homeownership more
affordable; and

¢ Developers, on their own initiative, to build entry level homeownership
units for households with an annual income of less than $60,000.

SUCCESSES:

The City of Richmond provided $134,538 of financial support towards
offsetting the development cost charges for a Habitat for Humanity Project,
which included six units of affordable homeownership for low-income families.

Other than this initiative, this priority has had limited success in securing entry
level homeownership units. Since 2007, the City in partnership with the private
sector has secured only 19 units for entry level homeownership. In this
circumstance, the developer built smaller, more modest units to increase
affordability. These units were not subject to a housing agreement and did not
have restrictions on the resale price, and therefore were not necessarily sold to
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households below the identified income thresholds. As such, these units did
not secure homeownership affordability for future owners.

The priority of the 2007 Affordable Housing Strategy was to focus on securing
LEMR and subsidized rental units. To date, the City has not had the resources
to explore the merits of a comprehensive affordable homeownership program.

CHALLENGES:

*  No mechanism to secure affordability for future owners;

*  Currently, no established program to secure affordable homeownership
units in developments; and

*  Income thresholds have not been updated and are therefore not relevant
to current market conditions.

The City’s typical approach is to disperse affordable housing throughout a
development or multiple sites. However, the City’s Affordable Housing Special
Circumstance policy allows the clustering of affordable housing units if a viable
business case and social programming approach is identified to address the
needs of target populations. The Affordable Housing Special Development
Circumstance has previously been paired with the value transfer mechanism,
where certain developments convert their built unit contribution to a cash-in-
lieu contribution to be used towards a “donor site” for a standalone affordable
housing project. The value transfer mechanism presents an opportunity for the
City to provide capital contributions towards affordable housing projects and
ensure that rent levels are targeted towards low-income or vulnerable
households.

Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance proposals are reviewed
by the City on a project-specific basis, and require rents to be secured below
LEMR rents.

SUCCESSES:

*  The policy contributed to the successful development of affordable
housing projects in Richmond, including the Kiwanis, Storeys and Cressey
Cadence projects.

+  Other municipalities refer to Richmond’s value transfer approach as a
model to replicate.

CHALLENGES:

*  Many non-profit housing providers prefer to manage clustered units on
one site for operational efficiency. The current Affordable Housing Special
Development Circumstance does not provide clarity for this flexibility.

*  Value transfers require available land contributions in order to make
affordable housing projects viable.

The City secures cash-in-lieu contributions from rezoning applications with
density bonuses for the the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. The fund assists
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the City in partnering with senior levels of government and non-profit
housing societies to deliver affordable housing. The Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund is comprised of two divisions:

*  70% of the fund is dedicated to capital costs used towards site acquisition
for affordable housing projects. The Affordable Housing Reserve Fund can
also be used to provide municipal fiscal relief to affordable housing
developments (including development cost charges, capital costs to
service land, development application and permit fees) and fund other
costs typically associated with construction of affordable housing projects
(such as design costs).

¢ 30% of the fund is dedicated to operating costs to support City-initiated
research, information sharing, administration, consulting, legal fees
associated with housing agreements, policy work including economic
analysis, and other operating expenses the City incurs to implement
various components of the Affordable Housing Strategy.

SUCCESSES:

*  Since 2007, the City has collected over $40 million in developer cash
contributions (including cash-in-lieu and value transfers contributions
towards affordable housing).

*  Since 2007, the City has utilized the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund to
support subsidized housing projects, such as Kiwanis Towers, Storeys
Project, and the Habitat for Humanity project.

CHALLENGES:

*  The Affordable Housing Reserve Fund does not accumulate developer
contributions at a rate necessary to support several projects with land
costs within the multi-million dollar range.

*  Prioritization of potential housing projects has not been established.

The City’s Zoning Bylaw permits secondary suites in single detached dwellings.
The City requires all new single-detached lots being rezoned or subdivided to
either include secondary suites on 50% of new lots or provide a cash-in-lieu
contribution to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.

The City also permits coach houses (detached secondary dwelling) on single-
detached lots subject to lot size and other regulatory requirements.

SUCCESSES:

*  May provide mortgage helpers to homeowners to make their monthly
mortgages more affordable.

*  Provides additional rental housing supply through the secondary rental
market {223 secondary suites and coach houses as of June 2017).

*  Incorporates new rental units within the existing urban fabric of
Richmond.

CHALLENGES:

* No means to ensure that units are being rented at affordable rates.
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*  Monitoring and maintaining data on illegal secondary suites may be
difficult as it is complaint driven.

e Accommodating parking onsite or on-street and responding to public
inquiries related to suite parking and tenants.

¢ Limited uptake on coach house development through single-family
rezonings.

To ensure no net loss of rental housing, current City policy encourages a one-
to-one replacement when existing rental housing in multi-unit developments
are converted to strata-title or where existing sites are rezoned for new
development projects. The City strives to secure replacement units as low-end
market rental through housing agreements.

SUCCESSES:

*  The City strives to support redevelopment where appropriate while
maintaining existing rental housing units and encouraging the
development of new rental housing.

CHALLENGES:

*  Not all purpose-built rental projects can be retained over time as they age
and are in need of repair.

s Some existing rental projects are located on under-utilized land that could
achieve higher and better use including accommodating more affordable
housing units.

«  Replacement units tend to be smaller and more expensive for renters than
older existing purpose-built rental housing units.

The City currently provides a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) exemption for residential
units that incorporate “Basic Universal Housing Features” to create more
accessible housing options in Richmond. Municipal staff have been successful
in securing universal design features in most built affordable housing projects.

SUCCESSES:

*  Provides clear expectations and standards to developers and builders on
creating accessible housing.

*  Aligns with the requirement of the BC Building Code.
*  Provides more accessible units for individuals with physical disabilities.

CHALLENGES:

*  These features focus on mobility accessibility and does not include
standards for other types of accessible housing needs, including
individuals with mental health barriers and people with developmental
disabilities (e.g. autism) and people with acquired brain injury.
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Richmond has a long history of leasing City-owned property to non-profit
housing providers and in these cases, the City has provided land at below
market rates (usually at a nominal cost) to help facilitate affordable housing
projects in partnership with non-profit housing providers. Currently, the City
does not have the available land to support all innovative housing projects
being proposed by non-profit providers and other partnerships.

SUCCESSES:

*  The City currently leases eight City-owned properties to non-profit housing
providers, which provide 438 units of affordable housing.

*  The use of City-owned land positions the City to capitalize on partnership
opportunities with senior levels of government and non-profit housing
providers to create more units with lower rents than what would be
possible without partnerships (e.g. Kiwanis Towers).

CHALLENGES:

= Currently, there are no additionally City-owned sites specifically identified
for affordable housing purposes. It would be beneficial to have identified
and available sites, which better positions the City to capitalize on
partnership opportunities with senior governments and non-profit
housing providers. Building on the success of the use of City-owned land
to date, this review provides an opportunity to guide the acquisition of
potential sites for affordable housing in the context of other City
priorities.
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Research and analysis has been undertaken to identify policy
recommendations to be considered for the Affordable Housing Strategy
Update. Specifically, policies and practices have been selected and evaluated
on their potential to meet the needs of priority groups identified as challenged
to afford housing in Richmond.

This section includes recommended directions for current policies being used
by the City of Richmond as part of the Affordable Housing Strategy. Proposed
revisions to these policies are intended to increase effectiveness. Also included
in this section are potential new policies that the City of Richmond can
consider for its updated Affordable Housing Strategy. The new policy options
include an overview, applicability to the Richmond context, roleof the City and
other key stakeholders, and implementation.

Each recommended policy and practice include an ease of implementation
scale. The scale represents the ability to implement the select policy or
practice, ranging from complex to relatively simple, as illustrated below.
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The ease of implementation scale is meant to provide a holistic qualitative
measure that accounts for factors such as the cost of implementation,
municipal resources required, legal authority, community acceptance,
timeframe required for implementation, and the need for partnerships with
external stakeholders.

Policies and practices marked towards the simple side of the scale are ones
that are considered to be a common practice supported by legislation {e.g.,
Local Government Act), are known or familiar to housing sector stakeholders
including developers and non-profit housing providers, and are appropriate to
the Richmond context including alignment with other municipal initiatives and
potential fit within already established development patterns or future
development plans.

Policies and practices marked towards the complex side of the scale require
significant resources that may be beyond municipal capacity and are
considered not to be standard practice, or considered innovative and not yet
widely applied in Metro Vancouver. Complex policies and practices may be less
familiar or not a common practice used by the housing sector, such as
developers and non-profit housing providers, and would require refinement
with stakeholder consultation. Policies and practices may be considered
challenging to implement if the municipality is unfamiliar or has a limited role
and would depend on other agencies or stakeholders to lead the
implementation. Policies and practices may also be considered challenging if
they do not completely align with other municipal initiatives or regional
housing objectives.

Several policy and practice recommendations are proposed in this report for
the City’s consideration. These policies were identified based on feedback
received through the consultation process, in response to challenges and
opportunities within the current framework, to align with regional Affordable
Housing Strategy objectives, and to respond to key priority groups and housing
gaps identified in the housing affordability profile. i

New directions for current Affordable Housing Strategy policies include:
1. Affordable Housing (‘built’} - Low End Market Rental Unit Contribution;

2. Affordable Housing (‘cash-in lieu’) Contribution;

3. Affordable Housing Reserve Fund;
4. Special Development Circumstances and Value Transfers;
5. Secondary Suites;
6. Market Rental Housing; and
7. Basic Universal Housing.
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New policies and practices have been selected and evaluated on their potential
to meet the needs of identified priority groups which may experience
challenges or barriers to finding affordable housing. Each policy has been
evaluated from a Richmond community context. Each policy recommendation
responds to a target housing gap and target priority group. These
recommendations include:

8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
1e.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Co-Location of Non-Market Housing + Community Assets;
Public-Private Partnerships;

Non-Profit Housing Development;

Family-Friendly Housing Policy;

Use of City Land for Affordable Housing;

Municipal Financing Tools;

Affordable Homeownership Program;

Municipal Housing Authority;

Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing Development Guidelines;
Compact Living Rental Units (Micro-Units);

Encouraging Accessible Housing for Person with Disabilities;
Community Land Trust; and

Rent Bank Program.
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>

Short Term (1-3 years)

Since the adoption of the Affordable Housing Strategy in 2007, the City has
secured 423 LEMR units (131 units built to date) through development,
targeted to low and moderate income households earning between $34,000
and $57,500 per year. The City utilizes an “inclusionary housing” approach,
where a density bonus is granted in exchange for “built” LEMR units which are
secured through a Housing Agreement registered on title. As part of the City’s
Arterial Road Policy (adopted in 2016), there are also provisions to provide
additional density for “built” LEMR units in townhouse developments.

The policy review presents an opportunity to analyze research and stakeholder
feedback, and explore various options to further refine the LEMR policy with
respect to:

¢ Testing the economic viahility of increasing the “built” unit contribution
above the current 5% and associated development threshold of 80 units;

*  The merits of clustering versus dispersal of units;
¢ LEMR unit size requirements;

*  Management of units to ensure units are targeted to intended priority
groups; and

*  Ensuring that rents remain affordahle relative to household incomes.

A comprehensive economic analysis was undertaken on various aspects of the
LEMR Policy. Feedback from stakeholder consultations, public engagement and
findings from the statutory declaration process (owners of units declaring
information about the tenants living in the units} have also been taken into
consideration.

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF “BUILT” CONTRIBUTION

Currently, developers are required to contribute 5% of the total residential
floor area for developments over 80 units as LEMR units in exchange for a
density bonus. Developers of projects with less than 80 units are currently
required to make a cash-in-lieu contribution. To evaluate the density bonusing
and “built” unit percentage requirements, the economic analysis tested the
financial viability of increasing the “built” requirement to 7.5%, 10%, and 15%
and the viability of decreasing the threshold from 80 to 60 or 30 units. The
economic analysis reviewed 15 sites across Richmond in various
neighbourhoods, and tested various development and density scenarios.

Key findings of the analysis:

= The current high land values in Richmond, possible market uncertainty in
the near to midterm, and recent increases in development cost charges
and levies at the municipal and regional level {e.g. Metro Vancouver and
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TransLink) suggest that increases to the built LEMR requirement to 15%
would adversely affect development in Richmond.

*  Securing a built requirement above 10% of residentia! floor area may limit
the City’s ability to secure other amenity contributions, suggesting that
there should be a balanced approach in acquiring amenities through
development.

* A phased approach is recommended to allow the market to adjust to the
new contribution rates. The City should consider monitoring the LEMR
program regularly in relation to changing market conditions.

*  Decreasing the development threshold below 80 units (to 70 or 60 units)

would result in small numbers of LEMR units in each development (e.g.
1-3 per units per development). This requirement may place onerous
expectations on smaller projects that may not have sufficient staffing
resources to effectively manage these units. Second, it may exacerbate
known management and occupancy challenges with the current LEMR
units. However, decreasing the threshold to 60 units will not affect the
capital costs of development.

e Currently, LEMR units are being secured in townhouse developments
along arterial roads in exchange for additional density, through the Arterial
Road Redevelopment Policy. At this time, it is not recommended for the
City to secure LEMR units in townhouse developments not located along
arterial roads as these developments are the largest source of affordable
housing cash-in lieu contributions for the Affordable Housing Reserve
Fund, which contributes to non-market housing development in
Richmond. Without cash-in-lieu contributions from townhouse
developments, the City may experience difficulty meeting its $1.5 million
annual Affordable Housing Reserve Fund contribution target.

ANALYSIS OF CLUSTERING AND DISPERSAL OF UNITS

While there have been recent projects that have resulted in clustered units,
the City’s typical practice to date has been to disperse LEMR units throughout
market developments rather than cluster in one building or floor. The rationale
for this approach was to help foster mixed-income communities and to prevent
the potential stigmatization of low to moderate income households within a
development.

Through the consultation process, some non-profit housing providers
expressed the desire to manage a larger number of clustered LEMR units (e.g.
greater than 10 units) than what has typically been secured in market
developments in Richmond. Non-profit housing providers also expressed the
desire to own the units but are concerned that owning a small number of
dispersed units (e.g. less than 10 units) within a larger development may limit
their control over ongoing maintenance and operating costs. The dispersal of
LEMR units may also create operational inefficiencies and could therefore be a
barrier for non-profits to provide wrap around services to priority groups in
need.

An example of a successful integration of clustered affordable housing units
within a larger market development is the recent Cadence project. In this
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LEMR Units specific needs of the priority groups in need stigmatization
e Creates mixed-income communities (within the
same neighbourhood)
* Improved operational efficiencies for non-profit
housing providers
» Encourages non-profits, that may have the
expertise to select qualified tenants, to manage
the units
» May increase non-profit capacity by providing
opportunities to purchase and manage units
Dispersing * Creates mixed-income communities within * Operational inefficiencies
LEMR Units buildings * Administrative and management challenges
* May reduce the potential for stigmatization s Disincentives for non-profit housing providers to
manage
* May result in disincentives for non-profit housing
ownership and management of units
specific instance, the developer was permitted to cluster the LEMR
contribution into one stand-alone building within the larger development in
exchange for securing the rents at a non-market (subsidized) rate (e.g. $850/
month for all unit types), on the condition that a non-profit operator would be
jointly selected by the City and the developer. The units are specifically
targeted for lone-parent family households. The City facilitated a Request for
Proposal process to select a qualified non-profit housing provider to manage
the affordable housing building and provide additional programming to
support the priority group in need (e.g. single women with children). Going
forward, the City could consider this model as a preferred practice.
The City may also consider facilitating more opportunities to provide
affordable housing off-site through the value transfer mechanism to develop
larger-scale affordable housing projects for specific priority groups in need (e.g.
Kiwanis Towers for low-income seniors). This mechanism allows developers to
convert their project’s built unit requirement into a dollar amount (calculated
based on construction costs), and transfer it to a specific site to support a
larger-scale affordable housing project.
ANALYSIS OF MINIMUM UNIT SIZE REQUIREMENTS
The 2007 Affordable Housing Strategy established minimum size requirements
for LEMR units based on the unit type (e.g. number of bedrooms) to ensure
livability and functionality. Concerns have been raised through the consultation
process with the development community that the current minimum size
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OCCUPANCY MANAGEMENT

While the City has been successful in securing LEMR units since 2007, concerns
have been raised suggesting that in many cases, these units may not be
targeted to or occupied by the intended households (e.g. annual household
incomes between $34,000 and $57,500)

Currently, there is no standardized methodology with respect to ongoing
property management including tenant screening. This can lead to
inconsistencies in how tenants are selected and a lack of assurance that the
intended tenant groups are renting the units. 1t is difficult for the City to track
and enforce instances of non-compliance, as the process is largely complaint-
driven.

Under the current policy approach, the primary responsibility for tenant
selection and ongoing property management of the LEMR units falls onto the
private developer or their designated property management firm which may
not possess the experience in administering affordable housing. There is no
one entity that owns or manages the affordable housing units. As such, there is
no centralized waitlist or application process for eligible households which can
lead to confusion from interested tenants regarding availability of the units and
application procedures. In cases where there are a small number of units (e.g.
3-4 units) secured in a development, there are often challenges in securing
appropriate property management services for the intended tenant
households.

ANALYSIS OF INCOME THRESHOLDS AND MAXIMUM RENTS

The City establishes income and maximum rent thresholds for LEMR units to
ensure that they remain affordable relative to household income. Income
thresholds also provide guidelines for evaluating affordable housing
development opportunities and can assist in prioritizing housing for priority
groups in need based on income ranges.

The City’s current (2007) income thresholds are outlined in Table 4.

Bachelor/Studio $34,000 or less
1 Bedroom $38,000 or less
2 Bedroom $46,000 or less
3 Bedroom $57,000 or less
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The City’s current approach presents some challenges:

*  Consideration of utilizing BC Housing’s Housing Income Limits, however,
Richmond falls under the “Vancouver” category of the Housing Income
Limits, so the amounts may not accurately reflect local context;

¢ Allowable, annual rent increases {e.g. under the Residential Tenancy Act’s
allowable increase) may push the rents to exceed Canadian Mortgage and
Housing Corporation's (CMHC) market rental average for Richmond; and

*  Local service providers have expressed that the LEMR rents are above
what clients can afford.

Several options were considered for revising the methodology of calculating
income and rent thresholds:

*  CMHC’s market rental data;
*  Housing Income Limits; and
*  Canada Revenue Agency’s Tax Filer data.

The first two approaches are simple and reflect existing market rents. The Tax
Filer approach may be more accurate, but is more complex. Data may not be
readily available and has a delayed update (e.g. every 2 years).

RECOMMENDED DIRECTIONS:
¢  Contribution Rates and Thresholds:

»  Consider a phased increase to 10% of the total residential floor
area to be built as LEMR units.

» Decrease the current threshold for multi-unit residential to 60
units for the built requirement.

» Continue to accept cash-in-lieu for townhouse developments.

»  Continue to require a mix of cash-in-lieu and built secondary
suites for single family rezoning.

»  Continue to evaluate density bonusing and inclusionary housing
rates to account for changing market conditions.

¢ Clustering versus Dispersal:

»  Allow for flexibility to cluster or disperse units throughout
developments to incentivize non-profit management and possible
ownership of the units, depending on project viability and non-
profit capacity.

¢ LEMR Minimum Unit Size Targets:

»  Forall projects, consider requiring the recommended minimum
unit size targets in Table 5 and ensure that LEMR units are not
smaller than the average size of a comparable market unit in the
development.
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Bachelor/Studio 37 m? (400 ft?) 37 m? (400 ft?)

1 Bedroom 50 m?2 (535 ft?) 50 m? (535 ft?)
2 Bedroom 80 m2 (860 ft?) 69 m? (741 ft?)
3 Bedroom 91 m? (980 ft2) 91 m? (980 ft?)

®  Occupancy Management:

» Facilitate potential partnerships with non-profit housing providers
and developers in the pre-application and rezoning stages of
development.

» Develop an information guide for non-profit housing providers
about opportunities for partnering with developers for the
management and potential ownership of LEMR units secured
through developments.

» Inthe event that a developer wishes to retain ownership,
facilitate potential partnerships with qualified non-profits (e.g. BC
Housing, Metro Vancouver Housing Corporation) to help select
qualified tenants from the identified priority groups in need for
the LEMR units.

» Consider creating information bulletins for property managers
currently managing built LEMR units, to inform them of the intent
and responsibilities of the program.

® Income Thresholds and Maximum Permitted Rents:

» For LEMR units secured through development, consider
calculating income thresholds based on 10% below BC Housing’s
Housing Income Limits. i

»  For LEMR units secured through development, consider
calculating maximum permitted rents based on 10% below
CMHC's Average Market Rents for Richmond.

» Onanannual basis, the LEMR household income thresholds and
maximum monthly rents may be increased by the Consumer Price
Index.

» Ona bi-annual basis, re-evaluate the LEMR policy including the
income thresholds and maximum monthly rents and, if
warranted, bring forward changes for Council consideration.
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Bachelor/Studio $34,650 or less

1 Bedroom $38,250 or less

2 Bedroom $46,800 or less

3 Bedroom : $58,050 or less
Bachelor/Studio $759

1 Bedroom | : N | $“92‘3

2 Bedroom - $1,166

3 Bedroom $1,436

»  For non-market rental housing projects supported by the City,
consider calculating rent thresholds based on 25% below BC
Housing’s Housing Income Limits.

»  For non-market rental housing projects supported by the City,
consider calculating maximum monthly rents based on 25%
below the CMHC annual Average Market Rents for Richmond.

» Consider flexibility to allow for a range of rent structures in cases
of non-profit driven projects with the intention to provide 100%
affordable rental.

» Onanannual basis, non-market household income thresholds
and maximum monthly rents may be increased by the Consumer
Price Index.

» On a bi-annual basis, re-evaluate the income thresholds and
maximum monthly rents of non-market housing units and, if
warranted, bring forward changes for Council consideration.

Bachelor/Studio $28,875 or less
1 Bedroom $31,875 or less
2 Bedroom $39,000 or less
3 Bedroom $48,375 or less
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»

Shart Term {1-3 years)

Bachelor/Studio $632

1 Bedroom 3769
2 Bedroom i 3972
3 Bedroom ! $1,197

Developer contributions to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund are currently
accepted in multi-family developments less than 80 units, all townhouse
developments and single family rezonings in exchange for a density bonus.
Contributions have been used to support innovative affordable housing
projects and have helped the City capitalize on partnerships and funding
opportunities with senior government and the non-profit sectors (e.g. Storeys
and Kiwanis Towers). The Affordable Housing Reserve Fund provides capital
funding (70% of contributions secured) for site acquisition and municipal fee
off-sets. The remaining 30% of contributions secured are used to implement
the various components of the Affordable Housing Strategy (e.g. policy
development and research). Table 10 highlights current cash-in-lieu
contribution rates adopted by Council on September 14, 2015.

Single Family s2 ;
Townhouse $4
Multi-Family Apartment S6

As of December 31, 2016, the total cash contributions secured through the
Affordable Housing Strategy since 2007 amount to $7,913,160. This figure does
not include contributions secured through the affordable housing value
transfer mechanism, which were collected to use towards specific projects
(e.g. Storeys and Kiwanis Towers).

The economic analysis also examined existing cash-in-lieu contribution rates
with respect to maintaining or increasing the rates based on current market
conditions. The analysis found that the City’s current 5% total residential floor
area contribution rate is higher than the equivalent of cash-in-lieu contribution
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4

Short Term (1-3 years)

rates in terms of overall value of affordable housing produced. To create a
more equitable approach, the contribution rate increases in Table 11 are
recommended to match the current 5% residential floor area "built" LEMR
contribution.

Single Family S4
Townhouse $8.50

$14 (concrete construction)

Multi-Family A t .
ulti-Family Apartmen $10 (wood frame construction)

The recommended increase in cash-in-lieu rates will help sustain a healthy
balance in the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in the coming years which is
key to the City’s ability to continue its support for the innovative projects,
which are providing affordable housing for some of Richmond'’s priority groups
in need. Ensuring sufficient funds are collected ($1.5 million annual target) will
help the City take advantage of strategic land acquisition opportunities as they
arise and will place Richmond in an advantageous position to initiate and
respond to partnership opportunities with senior levels of government, non-
profit organizations and private developers.

RECOMMENDED DIRECTIONS:

»  Continue to accept cash contributions for all townhouse developments
and multi-unit developments below the 60-unit threshold.

» Increase the cash-in-lieu contributions to be equivalent to the current
5% of residential floor area 'built' LEMR contribution.

} Review and examine the percentage built contribution and assess with
changing market conditions bi-annually.

» Fortownhouse developments, explore the feasibility of including a market
rental percentage requirement in addition to an affordable housing
cash-in-lieu contribution.

The economic analysis also explored the feasibility of allowing clustering (e.g.
in a stand-alone building or section of a building) of LEMR units versus
dispersal of LEMR units throughout a development. Although the City has
historically favoured dispersal of units, there could be economic and
programming reasons for clustering units. Most importantly, clustering units
would facilitate non-profit ownership and management of affordable housing
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and low-end market rental units. The clustering of affordable housing units
could take a number of different forms, including:

*  (Clustering units in a large development into a single building in the
development rather than having units dispersed throughout all buildings;

*  Clustering units from a number of developments in a relatively close
geographic area into a single donor building/site in close proximity to the
other projects; or

*  Clustering units from a development or a number of developments into a
single donor building/site that is appropriate for affordable housing.

The economic analysis indicates that for the first two options, the only
economic benefit that would be anticipated is if the donor building was
constructed of wood rather than concrete.

The cost of construction varies substantially inside and outside the City Centre.
If the third option were permitted and the required LEMR units were moved
outside of City Centre, where the cost of land is significantly less, there could
be additional savings on the cost of these LEMR units, possibly leading to the
development of additional LEMR units.

RECOMMENDED DIRECTIONS

» Integrate the Special Development Circumstances and Value Transfers into
the Affordable Housing Strategy, rather than a stand alone policy.

» Update select sections of the policy to reflect the recommended changes
to the Affordable Housing Strategy Update, such as priority groups,
housing gaps, income thresholds, and specific references to existing and
recommended policy and practice options.

» Provide additional clarity on how the City defines demonstrated “social
innovation” {e.g. standalone affordable rental buildings, additional
supportive programming, projects involving partnerships). Alternatively,
the City could consider revising language to give preference to projects
that co-locate with community facilities.

»  Consider revising the selection of non-profit housing providers to own,
manage, and operate the units to include an option for units to be leased.

»  Clarify evaluation criteria to ease the application process for non-profit
housing providers and developers, such as eliminating the requirements to
provide case studies if projects are innovative with limited or no examples
to reference.

»  Develop a shortlist of non-profit housing providers through a Request for
Qualifications process to ease the housing partner selection process.

» Allow flexibility for large scale developments (or combination of
developments) to cluster LEMR units in one, stand-alone building if a
partnership with a non-profit housing provider is established.

City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report | July 7, 2017 28

PLN - 96



»

Short Term (1-3 years)

»  Encourage innovation (e.g. rental structure that allows a variety of
subsidized rents) in clustered projects.

» Facilitate potential partnerships with non-profit housing providers and
developers in the pre-application and rezoning stages of development.

The Affordable Housing Reserve Fund is an important tool that has been used
strategically in partnership with the non-profit sector to secure units in
innovative affordable housing projects such as Kiwanis Towers, Storeys and a
recent Habitat for Humanity affordable homeownership project. While it has
been instrumental in the success of these projects, the Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund does not currently have funds to be able to support all future
projects that can address the City’s priority groups in need and identified
housing gaps. With sufficient funds, the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund can
be used strategically as leverage to secure larger contributions from senior
levels of government and other partners to contribute to affordable housing
development in Richmond.

RECOMMENDED DIRECTIONS

»  Ensure sufficient cash contributions are collected {target of $1.5 million
generated annually) to support affordable housing projects and to position
the City to leverage funding opportunities through partnerships with
senior government, private and non-profit sectors.

»  For capital funding contributions, the City should ensure funding is
dedicated to projects that are geared towards target priority groups and
target housing gaps.

»  For capital funding contributions, continue to support projects that have
other sources of funding such as grants and loans provided by senior levels
of government. However, at the discretion of Council, consider supporting
projects that may not have other sources of funding but ones that are still
viable. This approach intends to unintentionally avoid excluding potential
projects.

»  Consider reviewing staff resources dedicated to managing and
implementing the Affordable Housing Strategy and, if warranted, consider
the City's base operating budget for additional professional and support
staff instead of sourcing from the Reserve Fund.

» Explore the use of the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund to support
innovative housing projects.

» Continue to use the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for capital
contributions towards innovative non-market housing projects that involve
partnerships with senior government and provide programming to meet
the needs of the identified priority groups in need.
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»

Ongoing

Short Term (1-3 years)

Permitting secondary suites in single-detached dwellings helps to provide new
rental supply within the existing urban fabric of Richmond. Recent
development data suggests that the market will likely continue to deliver
secondary suites regardless of the City’s requirement for “built” suites on 50%
of new lots and an additional cash in lieu contribution on the remaining lots.

Therefore, in the future the City could consider amending the existing policy
and only require cash in lieu contributions in single family rezoning instead of
“built” secondary suites. These contributions would help build up the
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund so that it can be used to support additional
affordable housing projects.

RECOMMENDED DIRECTIONS

»  For single-family rezonings, continue to review development applications
and secure one of the following: (a) secondary suites on 100% of new lots
developed, (b) secondary suites on 50% of new lots developed and a cash
contribution on the remaining 50% of new lots created, or (c) a cash
contribution on 100% of the new lots developed.

»  Continue to add flexibility permitting accessory dwelling units on single
detached lots {e.g. secondary suite within primary dwelling and coach
house at the rear of the property). Consider preparing illustrations to
visually communicate flexible configurations.

Market rental housing is an important component of Richmond’s housing mix.
Low vacancy rates, high average rents and the limited supply of rental housing
make it difficult for many renters to find accommodation in the city and
therefore maintaining and encouraging new rental stock is vital to the ongoing
liveability of the community. The City is currently developing a Market Rental
Policy. In coordination with the Affordable Housing Strategy, the Market Rental
Policy will help to ensure that a range of housing options are available for
Richmond residents.

RECOMMENDED DIRECTIONS

»  Align with Metro Vancouver’s Updated Regional Affordable Housing
Strategy by providing clear expectations and policies for increasing and
retaining the purpose-built market rental housing supply.

»  Consider offering incentives such as reduced parking requirements and
increased density for infill development or underdeveloped sites as
appropriate, to preserve existing rental stock and to encourage new
purpose-built market rental housing.

»  Consider best practices from other jurisdictions when developing a tenant
relocation policy and tenant relocation plan template to support
developers and non-profit providers with rental redevelopment projects.
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>

Ongoing Incentives for developers to incorporate “Basic Universal Housing

Requirements” lead to increased housing options that help to ensure persons
with disabilities are able to find appropriate and accessible accommodations to
suit their needs.

RECOMMENDED DIRECTIONS

» Consider enhancing these standards with a broader lens of accessibility
(e.g. housing standards for persons with mental health barriers, persons
with developmental disabilities [e.g. autism], and persons with acquired
brain injury requiring accessibility features).

» Continue to secure affordable housing units with Basic Universal Housing

design features.

» Continue to encourage market developments to be built with Basic
Universal Housing features.

»  Facilitate potential partnerships with non-profit housing providers and
developers in the pre-application and rezoning stages of development to
ensure that some LEMR units are designed with adaptable features to
support the priority groups in need (e.g. seniors and persons with
disabilities).
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projects such as contributing under-utilized land and/or through
redeveloping or repurposing aging community facilities.

Successful partnerships require joint investment of resources, shared liability,
shared benefit, and shared responsibility.

Analysis to Richmond Context

The City has been a leader in facilitating affordable housing partnerships, and
has shown by example how partnerships can successfully address priority
groups and housing gaps. Kiwanis Towers, for example, is a project where the
City partnered with a non-profit housing society, private developer and senior
level of government (BC Housing) to help redevelop an existing site with non-
market rental housing for low-income seniors.

Building on the experience that the City already has in facilitating and
implementing partnerships, this policy option aims to help prepare the City for
relationships required to initiate projects well in advance of evident
opportunities.

Recommended Approach and Actions

1. Consider creating a list of pre-qualified non-profit housing operators
well in advance of affordable housing development opportunities.

2. Continue to maintain regular communication with current
organizations in the private, public and non-profit sectors to ensure
that relationships are established so that potential development
opportunities can be advanced quickly when presented.

3. Consider reaching out to qualified non-profit housing providers who
may have expertise in serving the identified priority groups in need.

4. Explore and facilitate partnerships with government, quasi-
government, non-profit, and private organizations.

5. Support non-profit housing providers pursuing funding opportunities
offered by senior levels of government by contributing information in
support of proposal submissions; officially establish partnerships and
consider committing contributions to potential projects.

Implementation Roles
Municipality:

*  Foster regular and ongoing relationship building with cross sector
organizations.

*  Partner, where appropriate and as opportunities arise, with public, private,
and non-profit social service sector organizations to support and
contribute to affordable housing projects.

*  Facilitate partnerships between developers and non-profit housing
societies to potentially secure units generated through other housing
policies (including low-end market rental units).
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Development Community:

*  Partner, where appropriate and as opportunities arise, with public and
non-profit social service organizations to support and contribute to
affordable housing projects.

Non-profit Housing Providers:

*  Partner, where appropriate and as opportunities arise, with public, private,
and non-profit social service sector organizations to support and
contribute to affordable housing projects (including the possible purchase
and management of low-end market rental units).

Non-profit Social Service Organizations:

* Partner, where appropriate and as opportunities arise, with public, private,
and other non-profit social service sector organizations to support and
contribute to affordable housing projects.
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revenue to offset the costs of subsidizing non-market and low-end market
rental units. Typically leased, these spaces can include commercial and retail
uses, community facilities such as libraries and childcare, and social
enterprises. There is an opportunity for the City to create an even more
supportive environment by exploring innovative and flexible policy and
regulatory requirements that support mixed-use non-profit housing projects.

Analysis to Richmond Context

The City could establish a set of criteria for staff and Council to review and
prioritize municipal contributions to support potential non-profit led affordable
housing projects. This criteria can be directly related to the identified priority
groups and housing gaps in Richmond.

To complement the criteria, the City could consider proactively building
relationships with other weli-established non-profit housing providers to help
address the gaps in service delivery for priority groups and housing. Specific
strategies could include issuing Request for Proposals to select pre-qualified
non-profit housing providers for City-supported initiatives.

Recommended Approach and Actions

1. Adopt criteria for reviewing and prioritizing City-supported non-profit
housing projects, as per Table 6.

2. Support revenue generating activities in non-profit housing
development projects.

3. Expand opportunities to develop more non-profit housing projects by
continuing to build relationships with qualified non-profit housing
providers throughout Metro Vancouver. Align selection towards non-
profit housing providers that could bring necessary skills, experience,
resources, and capacity to address Richmond's priority groups and
housing gaps.

4. Consider updating regulatory requirements to permit social enterprise
and other uses with non-profit housing projects. This includes updating
the Zoning Bylaw to identify appropriate zones for permitted use,
updated language under definitions, and standards under general
regulations.

5. Informed by the adopted criteria, consider supporting non-profit
housing providers with their proposal preparation and submissions to
funders and senior levels of government.

6. Leverage the annual BC Non-Profit Housing Association (BCHPHA)
Conference and other similar opportunities, to showcase Richmond’s
affordable housing development projects to date.

7.  Allow for flexibility for innovative rent structures that support a mix of
affordable rental rates.

City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report | July 7, 2017 38

PLN - 106



1. Meets one or more of Richmond’s priority groups: low to moderate income
families, singles, couples, students, persons with disabilities, and vulnerable
populations such as persons experiencing homelessness.

2. Addresses one or more of Richmond’s housing gaps:

¢ Family friendly housing including market and non-market rental and
homeownership;
Accessible, adaptable and visitable housing;
Purpose built rental housing;

¢ Low barrier rental housing (including programming supports};

«  Low end market rental housing for singles, couples, families, seniors and persons
with disabilities;

«  Non-market housing for singles, couples, families, seniors and persons with
disabilities, persons with mental health issues and substance users; and

«  Lack of emergency shelter for women and children.

3. Demonstrates project viability: financial sustainability; livability; and flexibility to
potentially adapt with changing and emerging housing needs in Richmond.

4. Secured: designated affordable units {(non-market and low-end of market rental
units) are secured through housing agreements.

5. Affordable: are affordable for the priority groups (LEMR=less 10% of CMHC rents;
Non-Market Rents = less 25% CMHC rents); or meets Housing Income Limits in BC
Housing projects.

implementation Roles
Municipality:

«  Adopt criteria to assess City-supported non-profit housing development
projects.

¢ Communicate criteria internally to various City departments and Council,
and externally to non-profit housing providers, funding agencies and
senior levels of government.

«  Undertake review and amendments to regulations, where applicable, to
support flexibility in design to allow revenue generating uses in non-profit
housing projects such as social enterprise.

¢  Continue to build relationships with qualified non-profit housing providers
throughout Metro Vancouver.

«  Prepare and participate in the annual BC Non-Profit Housing Association
conference to showcase affordable housing development projects in
Richmond.

Development Community:

»  Partner, where appropriate, with non-profit housing providers to develop
and secure affordable housing units.
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Non-Profit Housing Providers:

*  Prepare business cases to demonstrate project criteria and viability to the
City and other potential project partners such as developers, funders and
senior levels of government. This includes preparing proposals to submit
to funding opportunities when available.

= Partner, where appropriate, with the City and developers to secure
affordable housing units.

*  Operate units secured through partnerships.

¢ Continually communicate with the City on needs and opportunities for
support.
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Implementation Roles
Municipality:

*  Formulate policy that requires new multi-unit housing projects to include
a minimum percentage of units that contain the specified percentage of
LEMR units to be dedicate as family-friendly housing.

= Communicate information to developers, non-profit housing providers,
the public and other groups about the family-friendly housing policy
requirements.

*  Review multi-unit housing project development applications that have
LEMR units with a “family-friendly lens”, ensuring the applications meet

the requirements. This includes working closely with the development
community to problem-solve design and requirement challenges and
provide design flexibility, where appropriate, to meet the policy (and
regulatory) requirement.

*  Monitor data on absorption and occupancy and monitor the impact of the
policy.

= Continue to ensure that a mix of unit types, including larger family friendly
units, are secured as LEMR.

Development Community:

*  In multi-unit housing projects with LEMR units, deliver the specified
percentage of units dedicated as family-friendly housing.

*  Work with the City to achieve project and unit design that meets livability
criteria for families.

*  Partner, where appropriate, with non-profit housing societies to secure
some or all LEMR units generated through the family-friendly housing
policy to be secured as affordable for low-income families.

Non-Profit Housing Societies:

*  Work with the City to identify opportunities for partnership with
developers to secure affordable family-friendly LEMR units for low-income
families.

*  Partner, where appropriate, with developers to secure LEMR units in
multi-unit housing projects, secured through housing agreements.

= QOperate the units secured through housing agreements, including
managing tenant selection and intake process.
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Surn e

Long-Term/Ongoing
(5-10 years)

One of the most difficult challenges in increasing the supply of affordable
housing is acquiring well located sites to develop. In strong housing markets,
competition with market developers makes land acquisition expensive, and
limiting especially when combined with challenges that non-profit housing
providers experience when piecing together multiple sources to support
financing for affordable housing developments.

The City has a long history of leasing land at nominal rates to support the
provision of affordable housing by non-profit housing providers. The City's Real
Estate Services regularly updates Richmond's Strategic Land Acquisition Plan.
This provides an opportunity to include Affordable Housing as one of the
priorities for acquisition.

Continuing to provide City-owned land for affordable housing can reduce the
cost to develop an affordable housing project and therefore provide a greater
number of units. Using City land for affordable housing purposes is also
particularly effective for ensuring that affordable housing is placed in locations
best suited to meet the needs of priority groups.

The use of City-owned land for affordable housing could help non-profit
housing providers overcome challenges related to high land values. Such a
policy could identify sites that are currently owned by the City that are not
currently in use or under-utilized.

The City's Strategic Real Estate Investment Plan's purpose is to acquire land for
a variety of civic initiatives. During annual reviews, City staff should take into
account land needs for future affordable housing projects. Land that the City
uses for other municipal services, such as fire halls and community centres,
could also be evaluated for redevelopment involving the co-location of
affordable housing on these properties.

City of Richmond - Affordable Housing Strategy Update - Final Policy Recommendations Report | July 7, 2017 A4

PLN - 112



Analysis to Richmond Context

City staff could consider creating a set of criteria that would guide and
prioritize land acquisition appropriate to potentially support affordable
housing projects, as per the proposed criteria in Table 14. Any criteria should
be closely linked with the identified priority groups in need and the housing
target that will be part of the updated Affordable Housing Strategy.

1. Location: Sites should be in proximity to services and amenities used by the
intended priority groups, ideally within walking distance. Sites should also be located
in close proximity to public transportation.

2. Site Characteristics: Sites should be relatively easy to redevelop and have a fow risk
of potential environmental remediation requirements or complicated soil conditions.

3. Proximity to other potential redevelopment sites: Consider smaller sites that can
be combined to one larger site to increase development potential through economies
of scale and reducing overall construction costs.

4, Cost of land and project feasibility: Should be demonstrated, even if the site is
intended to be held for later development.

A dedicated source of funding for land acquisition for affordable housing
would need to be established. One funding option for Richmond would be to
use the existing Affordable Housing Reserve Fund to fund municipal land
acquisition. However, this could further deplete the Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund of resources for other projects quickly as the Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund does not accumulate at the rate or volume needed to support
multiple land acquisitions.

Recommended Approach and Actions

1. Review the need for affordable housing land acquisition as part of the
annual Strategic Real Estate Investment Plan.

2. Explore the feasibility of using existing City-owned land for affordable
housing development, by either disposing of the land or co-locating
affordable housing with other municipal services.

3. Strategically acquire land for affordable housing as it becomes
available and satisfies acquisition criteria.

4. Partner with non-profit housing providers to develop affordable
housing, which can then be managed and operated by non-profit
housing societies under long term lease agreements with the City.

5. Explore and establish dedicated sources of funding to support land
acquisition for affordable housing projects.
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6. Consider using City-owned land to support affordable housing projects,
where appropriate, and acquire land that meets criteria for future
affordable housing development.

Implementation Roles

Municipality:

s Review the affordable housing land needs annually.

e Acquire land appropriate for affordable housing development projects.

e Explore feasibility of existing City-owned land for affordable housing
development projects.

e Communicate information on the use of City-owned land for affordable
housing to non-profit housing providers and other potential project
partners.

Development Community:

*  Provide funding to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund from cash-in-lieu
density bonus contributions.

*  Partner with the City and non-profit housing providers, as appropriate, to
develop affordable housing projects.

Non-profit Housing Providers:

¢ Partner with the City to develop affordable housing projects using land
provided by the City.

®  Manage and operate affordable housing delivered through the policy
under a long-term lease agreement with the City.
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»

Medium-Term (5-10 years)

Municipal authority provides unique abilities to stimulate the creation of
affordable housing. While land use planning and regulation is a critical and
effective tool for promoting affordable housing, such as with Richmond’s
density bonusing/inclusionary housing policy and developer requirements for
cash-in-lieu contributions, municipalities also have a range of other financial
tools that may be used to offer indirect financial incentives. These can be used
to improve the financial feasibility of affordable housing development.

Many Metro Vancouver municipalities use financial incentives, including
property tax exemptions and waived or reduced development cost charges. In
addition to encouraging the construction of new affordable housing units,
financial incentives may be used to repair and upgrade existing affordable
housing to ensure minimum maintenance standards and safety measures are
met in rental buildings.

Within their authority, municipalities can use a number of financing tools that
may facilitate the creation of affordable housing to collect taxes and fees.
Specific tools include:

*  Waiving/reducing fees and charges: Development cost charges and
building permit fees may be waived or reduced, for projects owned by
non-profit organizations. Municipalities may also delay the collection of
development cost charges, reducing carrying costs for non-profit housing
providers and improving the economics of housing projects. Waiving
development cost charges require municipalities to recover the cost from
other sources (e.g. from the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund).

*  Property tax exemptions: Municipalities may offer property tax
exemptions for projects that provide affordable housing. Some
municipalities waive these costs outright, while other municipalities
choose to allocate funds from affordable housing reserve funds to offset
these fees.

Section 226 of the Community Charter allows Council to enter into agreements
with property owners to exempt their property from municipal property value
taxes for up to 10 years. While this power is usually used for programs such as
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a downtown revitalization, where properties can apply for tax exemption in
exchange for commercial improvements, there is an opportunity to explore the
option of implementing a tax exemption program specific to affordable
housing projects.

When a property owner of an affordable housing building wants to make
improvements, the municipality can provide a tax exemption up to a certain
period to offset the costs of improvements, thereby preventing the
improvement costs from affecting tenants.

Analysis to Richmond Context

The ability to use these financial tools will depend on a Richmond’s financial
resources and local economic conditions. Although these approaches may
result in a short-term loss in revenue, they may produce significant long-term
social and economic benefits through encouraging the supply of affordable
housing. Richmond should consider the costs and benefits of these
approaches.

Recommended Richmond Approach and Actions

1. Review the municipal authority and financial impact on a potential
increase to the City’s taxes of waiving and reducing development cost
charges and explore the terms and conditions upon which the
exemptions can be granted.

2. Consider waiving the development cost charges and municipal permit
funds for new affordable housing developments that are owned/
operated by a non-profit societies and where affordability is secured in
perpetuity.

3. Consider waiving the development cost charges for low-end market
rental units secured in private developments, when purchased by a
non-profit organization.

4. Consider waiving the development cost charges and municipal permit
funds and reimburse from general revenue instead of as a grant from
the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.

5. Undertake a review and best practice analysis of property tax
exemptions for non-profit housing managed by a non-profit housing
provider.

6. Consider exempting property taxes for new affordable housing projects
owned and operated by a non-market housing provider and where
affordability is secured in perpetuity with a housing agreement.

Implementation Roles
Municipality:

¢ Review the municipal authority and financial impact of waiving and
reducing development cost charges and municipal permit fees and tax
exemptions for non-profit housing providers.
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Non-Profit Housing Providers:

* Use waived or reduced development cost charges, municipal permit fees,

and property tax exemptions to support the financial viability of
developing new affordable housing.
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» Not Recommended

QU e

Homeownership remains an important goal for many families and households,
and plays a critical role in the housing continuum for a healthy community.
However, there is a growing gap between rapidly increasing property values
not matched by incomes, limited land supply, and competition for units in
many urban areas, including Richmond, that make this goal increasingly
difficult to attain. Saving for a down payment is one of the largest hurdles for
first-time, moderate-income households, who may otherwise afford the
ongoing homeownership costs (e.g, mortgage, property taxes, utilities, and
applicable strata fees). Affordable homeownership programs are therefore
being undertaken by some municipalities to ease the financial pressures of
purchasing a home and transitioning these moderate-income households from
renting to homeownership.

An affordable homeownership program is one way that municipalities may
influence the supply of affordable homeownership units. Land-use and policy
planning can also help to encourage a greater supply through increased
density allowance and other regulatory measures such as parking reductions.

Affordable homeownership programs may be delivered in a number of ways to
address unique local circumstances. Programs can be provided directly through
initiatives that reduce the cost of purchasing a home through various financing
and assistance tools, or indirectly through municipal policy and regulations
that encourage diverse housing forms. Generally, affordable homeownership
programs share a number of common elements:

1. Administrative Capacity: In municipal cases, sufficient administrative
capacity (e.g. a subsidiary housing authority, third party, or dedicated
staff) is necessary to help manage and oversee local programs.

2. Restrictions on resale: Restrictions on resale help to ensure that units
will remain affordable for future owners. This can be accomplished by:
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a} A price restriction model, which ties the future resale price of a
unit to a common denominator (for example, the rate of inflation,
core inflation, or fixed amount) that is agreed upon prior to the
primary sale of the housing unit; or,

b} A shared equity model, which enables purchasers with the ability
to acquire units at below market costs and also benefit in future
market growth in relation to their initial equity contribution. In
some models, municipalities access a portion of the unit's equity
on resale and reinvest this amount into the affordable housing
program's portfolio.

3.  Owner occupancy: Owner occupancy ensures that the unit does not
become solely an income generating property, and instead an
affordable unit maintained as a principal residence.

4. Income or asset restrictions on participation: This ensures that an
appropriate priority group is targeted for homeownership support.
These restrictions are typically as inclusive as possible given that
homeownership is difficult to obtain for low and moderate income
households.

5. Financial Support: In most programs reviewed, financial support in the
form of down payment assistance is provided as an interest free or
low-interest loan registered as a second mortgage on the property.
Usually these loans are repayable after a set period of time, after the
first mortgage is paid off, or if the property is sold.

Analysis to Richmond Context

It is important for municipalities to undertake a comprehensive cost-benefit
and risk analysis to understand the feasibility of undertaking an affordable
homeownership program. This feasibility study should look at different ways in
which an affordable homeownership program could be structured and
eligibility criteria, including income thresholds for program participation.

Findings from a feasibility study would provide more details about the
expected costs, benefits, and associated risks of the program, allowing the City
to compare potential outcomes of an affordable homeownership program .
relative to outcomes from a similar investment that address other housing
priorities and needs. This assessment would help the City evaluate where
limited resources investments should be invested to address priority groups
and identified housing gaps.

Recommended Richmond Approach and Actions

1. Notrecommended. At this time, a homeownership program would
place significant demands on City resources and jurisdiction. It is
recommended that the focus of the Affordable Housing Strategy is on
rental and non-market housing.
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»  Not Recommended
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managed by the owner (e.g. private developer or property manager). While
the City has achieved success with the creation of affordable housing units,
however, ensuring units are targeted to priority groups and are managed
according to the housing agreements, continues to be a challenge.

A Municipal Housing Authority may allow the City to have a more direct role in
ensuring that affordable housing units are being accessed by priority groups
and addressing housing gaps identified in Richmond’s Affordable Housing
Strategy. At a basic level, a Municipal Housing Authority could operate rental
units secured through housing agreements, including managing tenant
selection and intake process, perhaps in partnership with a non-profit housing
provider. A housing authority could also be directly involved in the
development and production of new affordable housing.

Housing authorities are typically governmental bodies that govern some aspect
of housing, providing access to affordable housing to eligible households.
While some housing authorities are directly involved within the development,
production, and administration of affordable housing units, other housing
authorities have a more limited role in facilitating the development of
affordable housing, often working with non-profit housing providers to build or
manage the units. A housing authority is one option that some municipalities
have used to ensure that the ongoing management of affordable housing units
secured through policy and programs are effective.

At the municipal level, housing authorities commonly have the following
elements:

* Legal incorporation: Legal establishment of the agency allows the agency
to own housing stock and allows the agency to negotiate and enter into
agreements.

¢ Public representation: A Board of Directors, which usually includes City
councillors, provides accountability to the public and a senior-level voice in
housing authority deliberations.
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*  Public funding: Funding from government sources allow housing
authorities to reduce housing costs and remove competitive market
pricing pressures through subsidies. The experience of jurisdictions with
successful housing authorities suggest that significant levels of senior
government funding is required to support capital and operating
expenses.

* Community or asset plan: The housing authority’s goals, strategies, and
activities are documented to promote transparency.

¢ Tenant involvement: Feedback on housing unit management gives the
tenants a say in how the corporation and its units are operated.

Municipal Housing Authorities are city-controlled, legally separate entities
created to assist in the development of affordable housing. Because housing
authorities are City-controlled, they can more effectively direct resources and
projects to closely align with affordable housing goals and objectives. A
Housing Authority can identify where the greatest impact can be made and if
managed correctly, can deliver housing efficiently and affordably through
standardized processes and economies of scale.

Municipal housing authorities can also present a number of challenges to
municipalities as they often require ongoing government financial assistance
that is sufficient to support the authority's ongoing operations (e.g. land
acquisition, asset management, necessary administrative resources).

Analysis to Richmond Context

While a municipal housing authority may be seen to address some of
Richmond's affordability challenges, establishing a local Housing Authority
needs to be examined in the context of the City's other corporate real estate
and asset management priorities. A narrowly scoped Municipal Housing
Authority focused on administering and managing LEMR units, facilitating
relationships and providing technical assistance to developers and non-profit
housing providers may be one option that could be supparted through existing
revenue from the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. However, a more
ambitious scope of activities, such as the purchasing of land and existing
affordable housing and administering units, would require significant
resources. A more comprehensive analysis that fully explores the feasibility,
including costs, benefits and associated risks of establishing a Richmond
housing authority would be a critical first step.

Recommended Richmaond Approach and Actions

1. Notrecommended. There would be significant demands on City
resources and jurisdiction at this time.

2. Consider engaging BC Housing or Metro Vancouver Housing
Corporation to administer units secured through the Affordable
Housing Strategy.
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Frequent Transit Networks (bus) and within 800 metres of rapid transit
(Canada Line).

3. Encourage diverse housing forms in proximity to Frequent Transit
Networks including medium density ground-oriented housing in close
proximity to station areas, and leverage sites that are under-utilized
that could include affordable housing.

4. Prioritize density bonus value transfers to transit-oriented areas.

5. Establish transit-oriented inclusionary housing targets for purpose-built
rental and housing that is affordable to very low and low-income
households within close proximity of transit.

6. In keeping with Metro Vancouver’s Regional Affordable Housing
Strategy, provide incentives for new purpose-built rental housing
located in transit-oriented locations to enable these developments to
achieve financial viability. These incentives can include parking
reductions or elimination, and density bonus value transfers.

7. Consider acquiring land located in close proximity to Frequent Transit
Networks to contribute towards affordable housing projects (see use of
City land for affordable housing).

8. Consider working with Metro Vancouver to identify opportunities for
new capital funding options to increase the supply of affordable
housing in transit-oriented areas.

9. Collaborate with the City’s Transportation Department to revisit
parking requirements for LEMR units located along the Frequent
Transit Network.

Implementation Roles
Municipality:

*  Communicate and liaise with Metro Vancouver and Translink on
development opportunities along Frequent Transit Networks in Richmond.

* Investigate land acquisition opportunities near or along Frequent Transit
Networks.

*  Communicate information to developers and non-profit housing societies
on transit-oriented affordable housing development opportunities.

Development Community:

*  Work with the City of Richmond to implement the transit-oriented
development objectives.

*  Partner, where appropriate, with non-profit housing societies on transit-
oriented development opportunities.

*  Deliver affordable housing units through partnership projects.
Non-Profit Housing Providers:

*  Partner, where appropriate, with developers and the City on transit-
oriented development opportunities.
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* Manage and operate affordable housing units delivered through transit-
oriented development projects either through long-term lease
agreements or stratified ownership.
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4

Long Term (5-10 years)

Renters in Richmond are experiencing increasing challenges to find available
and suitable rental housing affordable to their incomes. Low vacancy rates,
increasing rents, applicant competition and limited new supply have intensified
these challenges. For low and moderate income single-person households,
finding an affordable rental unit that meets their needs in Richmond can be
difficult. For some households, a small affordable rental unit, such as a micro-
unit, could meet their housing needs.

Micro-units are typically built in multi-unit residential projects and can range
between 225 to 350 square feet per unit. The units can be rented or owned as
apartments or condos. Micro-units rented at market rates can be a cost-saving
alternative to typical studio or one-bedroom rental units. Research indicates
that tenants usually live between one to two years in a micro-unit until they
can afford to graduate to a larger unit. This cycle demonstrates that micro-
units are a "stepping stone" for households to get into the housing market.
Given their size limitation, micro-units may not be adequate for couples,
families or seniors.

A multi-unit residential project comprised of micro-units may achieve higher
unit density on a site without increasing the height of a project, which can be a
practical development alternative for Richmond given development height
restrictions. Micro-units are a housing option that can increase the housing
supply to a specific niche target population but are limited in their suitability
and affordability.

Municipalities across BC are increasingly exploring the concept of micro-unit
housing as a cost-saving alternative for residents, for both market rental and
condo homeownership options. Strong regulatory requirements have been
utilized to implement micro-unit housing forms, such as specifying unit sizes
and locations near transit and demographic demand from singles and
students.
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The limited square footage of micro-units can lead to tenants utilizing common
and public spaces outside their respective unit to meet their livability needs.
This includes onsite indoor and outdoor amenity space and public amenities.
Municipalities have responded by encouraging micro-unit housing
development to be located within close proximity to parks, recreation, transit,
shopping and other amenities to off-set the space limitations of micro-units.

A micro-unit housing policy can also be complemented by design guidelines to
improve livability of building and suite design, such as incorporating large/
R o ik o corner windows and providing onsite storage facilities. Other design

considerations include flexibility so that two or more micro-units can be
B converted into a studio or one-bedroom unit in the future if required,
|
A ) providing adaptability to changing demographics and housing need in the

L,.«Li.,% community.
I

Analysis to Richmond Context

Micro-unit housing projects may be a specific housing form to meet the
housing needs of low and moderate income singles in Richmond who are in
need of rental housing.

Given their limited suitability to the target population of singles, including
students, the City should consider cautiously introducing these units and
monitor absorption and occupancy over time.

In collaboration with the City's Planning and Development Department, the
City should conduct a feasibility study on compact living rental units. This study
should explore land use and community planning opportunities and
challenges, necessary policy and regulatory change including location criteria.
One option could be to introduce micro-units as lock off suites to provide
flexibility to consumers.

Recommended Richmond Approach and Actions

1. Consider developing a comprehensive planning study that examines
the pros and cons of micro units, including a necessary policy and
regulatory changes such as lock-off suites.

Implementation Roles
Municipality:

= Develop terms of reference and undertake a comprehensive planning
study on micro rental units.
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Long Term/Ongoing
(5-10 years)

Persons living with a disability were identified through consultation as
experiencing significant challenges finding suitable, accessible, and affordable
housing in Richmond across the entire housing continuum. Households that
have a member of their family living with a disability have limited options that
are affordable, accessible and large enough to accommodate family members.

The City currently has Basic Universal Housing standards to create more
inclusive and accessible housing units for persons living with a disability. These
standards have informed many housing development projects in Richmond
and have positively contributed to the available housing stock. However, the
majority of low-end market rental units secured with Basic Universal Housing
are not rented to persons living with disabilities and there are concerns that
these and other market units are not affordable to persons on disability
income assistance.

The City has the opportunity to build on an already inclusive mobility-focused
accessible housing practices and to explore ways to increase accessible units
within affordable housing projects. -

Analysis to Richmond Context
Building on existing relationships with the health authority and ather non-
profit organizations focused on accessibility, the City can encourage more

accessible housing forms through partnerships in new affordable housing
projects.

Recommended Richmond Approach and Actions

1. Continue to foster relationships with Richmond based organizations
and identify opportunities to collaborate and to obtain input into
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housing needs and design for short-term and long-term housing
options for program participants.

2. Consider partnering with health authorities and other potential project
partners where there are opportunities to incorporate units or other
design features that meet accessible housing needs.

3. Facilitate potential partnerships with non-profit housing providers and
developers in the pre-application and rezoning stages of development
to ensure that some LEMR units are designed with adaptable features
to accommodate priority groups in need (e.g. persons with disabilities).

Implementation Roles
Municipality:

*  Facilitate relationship building, partnerships and communications with
various organizations.

Non-Profit Housing Providers:
*  Work with the City to identify opportunities for partnerships.

*  Partner, where appropriate, with various agencies and the City to deliver
affordable housing projects that include the accessible units.

e QOperate units secured through accessible projects, including managing
tenant selection and intake process.
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Analysis to Richmond Context

Land made available through a land trust could be used to target all priority
groups and housing gaps, from singles to families and from affordable rental
housing to affordable homeownership. The City may wish to explore various
Community Land Trust models and consider their potential applicability to
Richmond.

Overall, a local land trust has the potential to preserve and expand access to
affordable housing in communities experiencing significant increases in land
costs. A land trust initiative may be challenging, however with early investment
and establishing a framework, a Land Trust model could eventually lead to a
long-range reward in affordable housing stock in Richmond.

Recommended Richmond Approach and Actions

1. Explore the feasibility of establishing a community-based Community
Land Trust and its potential application in Richmond by taking into
account the following considerations:

*  Governance, legal and administration structure.

* Initial and long-term funding and operating structure, including
potential tax exemptions and revenue generating uses.

*  Priority groups and project eligibility.
Implementation Roles
Municipality:

*  Prepare a terms of reference for preparing a comprehensive feasibility
analysis of a community-based Community Land Trust

Non-Profit Housing Societies:

*  Work with the City to identify opportunities for partnership with a
potential community-based Community Land Trust to deliver and manage
affordable housing projects.
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Long Term {5-10 years)
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A rent bank is a financial assistance program that can make funds available to
households who are at-risk of eviction due to inahility to make rent. Funds can
be used towards housing related costs such as rent and utility bills. Rent banks
are typically operated by a non-profit society with financial contributions made
by their respective municipality.

Temporary financial setbacks among vulnerable low-income households often
result in households entering homelessness. A rent bank can help keep these
households at-risk of homelessness remained housed.

Most rent bank programs operate by providing no-interest loans, with the
intention of having loans repaid by clients. However, a contingency is typically
built into the program operations in case the loans are not paid back. in
essence, these funds can function either as a loan or a grant, with funds
serving as a a loan if a client is able to repay or a grant if a client is unable to
repay. This approach offers less risk to clients in need.

Accessing rent banks is especially important for low-income households who
may not have access to credit during a short-term emergency crisis.

Typically, non-profit society staff will supervise the intake and approval of
loans. They may also provide assistance with personal budgeting and financial
literacy. Staff will follow-up on loan repayment and, in some cases, provide
housing search assistance if current housing will remain unaffordable in the
long-run. Rent bank staff may also negotiate with landlords, liaise with other
relevant agencies, and provide information and referrals.

The role of the municipality is typically a financial contributor.

Analysis to Richmond Context

A rent bank program currently exists in Richmond for low-income seniors
through Chimo Community Services. Other priority groups in need in
Richmond may also benefit from a similar program.
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Recommended Richmond Approach and Actions

1. Undertake a review and best practice analysis of opportunities to
support local rent bank initiatives

Implementation Roles
Municipality:

* Undertake a review and best practice analysis of opportunities to work
with non-profit organizations to support local rent bank initiatives.

Non-Profit and Social Service Organization:

*  Operate local rent bank including administration of loans, personal
budgeting and financial literacy support.
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This report, as part of Phase 2 of the City of Richmond’s Affordable Housing
Strategy Update, is a comprehensive policy review informed by research and
consultation and outlines policy recommendations to guide the future
planning of affordable housing in Richmond.

The review process looked at policies holistically, taking funding, existing City
resources and municipal mandate and jurisdiction into consideration. The
recommended policies will ensure that there is a balanced approach in the
creation of more affordable housing in partnership with senior levels of
government, non-profit housing providers, the development sector and service
providers. It is recommended that the City evaluate and identify potential gaps
in municipal resources including staffing in order to implement the
recommended policies.

The policy recommendations have been reviewed by staff and shared with
select stakeholder to obtain feedback on potential opportunities and
challenges for implementation. City staff will evaluate municipal resources
necessary to implement the recommended policies and will present an
implementation plan along with a draft Affordable Housing Strategy document
(Phase 4).
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ATTACHMENT 3

City of Richmond — Affordable Housing Strategy Update
Policy Recommendations: Stakeholder Feedback Summary

As part of the overall policy review, the City of Richmond engaged City Spaces Consulting I.td.
to engage with stakeholders to obtain feedback on the proposed affordable housing policy
options brought forward to the May 23, 2017 Council Meeting. This report summarizes the
feedback received during the consultation and how final policy recommendations were revised
based on this feedback.

Stakeholder Engagement Sessions

Throughout June, 2017, staff and City Spaces Consulting I.td. hosted the following workshops

and meetings with stakeholders to gain feedback:

Non-profit housing
and service
providers and
community groups

Coast Mental Health
Tikva Housing
SUCCESS

Chimo Community
Services

Atira Women’s Resource
Society

Richmond Society for
Community Living

BC Non-Profit Housing
Association

Richmond Centre for
Disability

Richmond Addictions
Services Society
Richmond Poverty
Response Committee

Non-market and low-end
market rental housing,
including management, and
programming

Co-location of non-market
housing and community assets
Non-profit housing
development

Municipal financing tools
Encouraging accessible
housing

Rent Bank Program

Focus group

A Development
Community
(larger-scale)

Urban Development
Institute members

Co-op Housing Federation
of BC

Non-market and low-end
market rental housing
Cash-in-lieu contributions
Public-private partnerships
Family-friendly Housing Policy
Transit-oriented affordable
housing development
Encouraging accessible
housing

Focus group

Development
Community
(smaller-scale)

Richmond Home
Builders Group
Greater Vancouver
Home Builders’
Association

Non-market and low-end
market rental housing
Cash-in-lieu contributions

Focus group

Government and

CMHC

Non-market and low-end

Meetings and
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quasi-government
organizations

BC Housing market rental housing through email
Metro Vancouver e Public-private partnerships
Vancouver Coastal Health | « Co-location of non-market
Kwantlen Polytechnic housing and community assets
University e Non-profit housing
development

Not all stakeholders that were invited to provide feedback were available to participate. When
the draft Affordable Housing Strategy is finalized, there will be further opportunities for

consultation.

Key Themes from the Stakeholder Consultation Sessions

Non-Profit Housing/Service Providers and Community Groups

General

In general, non-profit groups and housing providers showed interest in the
City’s approach to creating LEMR units and willingness to promote
partnerships. However, the non-profit providers suggested that the rental rates
of the LEMR units are often higher than their client groups can afford (e.g.
lower-income households, individuals/households on income assistance).

Municipal support for
non-profits

Non-profit organizations felt that the City could support non-profits by
identifying:

Developing a list of pre-qualified organizations to partner with the
private sector when a development project has the potential to create
more than 10 LEMR units, and creating categories within pre-qualified
lists in order to allow diverse non-profits/housing providers to access
new units;

Engaging non-profits earlier in the development process (e.g. pre-
application/rezoning) to facilitate partnerships with the private sector,
and have input into the design of the units, which could better serve
clients’ needs, such as individuals living with a disability or low-income
family households;

The non-profit partner could decide whether they require clustered
LEMR units for management efficiencies, or if they prefer LEMR units
to be dispersed throughout a development;

Non-profits could bring their strengths in structuring Housing
Agreements to be more flexible to clients’ needs, such as differing
income levels and allowing higher rents to more deeply subsidize
lower rents to ensure project viability, as well as securing access to
amenities.
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Development Community (Urban Development Institute (UDI) & larger-scale developers)

General

It was expressed during the workshop that the proposed changes to the low-
end market rental policy would significantly burden developers and
negatively impact project viability. Further, developers perceive that the costs
of providing affordable housing are primarily borne by developers and the
burden is not equally shared by the taxpayers.

Increasing the
requirements for Low-end
Market Rental (LEMR)
Units

As a whole, it was stated that increases to the affordable housing unit
percentage contribution would make acquiring construction financing and
ongoing operating revenue difficult to achieve. The developers stated that
reducing the threshold to require affordable housing units in projects with as
few as 60 units may not have the scale or scope to provide LEMR units, as
securing 1 or 2 units in a development would be challenging to manage or
operate. With regards to an increase of floor area dedicated to LEMR units
from 5% to 10% or greater, developers stated that costs would be greater for
those who are not eligible for those units More specifically, the remaining
90% (or less) of floor area that would not be required as LEMR units must
account for the resulting loss of profit ((e.g. the additional costs may be
passed onto the homebuyers). UDI and the larger scale developers stated
that the increase in affordable housing requirements should be looked at
holistically as other costs are increasing, such as development cost charge
(DCC) rates, requiring Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations, and the
introduction of the Step Code energy efficiency requirements.

Management of Low-end
Market Rental (LEMR)
units

The participants stated that the management of small numbers (e.g. 2-3)
LEMR units is very challenging as developers may not have management
capacity internally and hiring a reputable property manager would be difficult
because of the reduced scale (e.g. too few units to attract property
management). Developers stated it is also difficult to partner with a non-profit
or housing provider to manage less than 20 units and when they are not
clustered together.

Use of Incentive

The development industry highlighted the need for more incentives provided
by the City, however it was noted that the commonly recommended incentive
of a density bonus is limited in Richmond due to height restrictions and
floodplain constraints (which impact parking). Other requirements such as
commercial street frontages in the City Centre and their associated density
bonuses also conflict with further density bonus incentives. The use of
parking relaxations as an incentive was stated as limited to the City Centre
area and along Frequent Transit Networks, but otherwise has little utility. The

‘| developers also noted that waiving or reducing development cost charges for

LEMR units to save on overall project costs couid be an incentive.
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Development Community (Richmond Homebuilders Group, Greater Vancouver Home Builders’
Association, smaller-scale developers)

General

Participants primarily expressed the importance of consistency in the
development process when increasing requirements for affordable housing in
the future. Participants also expressed that the development sector is
currently facing various pressures, such as long wait times for permit
approval and the increase of other fees & charges.

Increasing cash-in-lieu
payments:

Participants suggested that staff look at costs associated with development
holistically such as consideration of Richmond development cost charge
increases, Metro Vancouver sewerage development cost charges, a new
TransLink levy, and the introduction of Step Code energy efficiency
requirements. This should be considered in conjunction with any changes to
the Affordable Housing Strategy.

¢ Participants asked staff to undertake another economic analysis
once the TransLink/Step Code costs are known.

e Concerns were expressed regarding the proposed sudden jump in
cash-in-lieu contributions from $2-4 per square foot for single-family
housing and from $4-8.50 for townhouse development when
previous increases in the rates were more gradual.

Increasing Low-end
Market Rental (LEMR)
Requirements:

Participants stated that they did not have much experience in developing and
managing LEMR units because they typically build less than 60-unit housing
projects, however it was noted that reductions or waivers in development
cost charges for developments that provide LEMR units should be
considered.
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Stakeholder Recommendations and Staff Responses

Non-Profit Housing/Service Providers and Community Groups

Property tax reductions/exemptions and
development cost charge reductions/waivers are
very helpfut to reduce costs for LEMR units
managed by non-profits, and these savings can
be passed onto clients.

There is a recommendation to consider providing
a development cost charge waiver on LEMR
units when operated/owned by a non-profit
housing provider, or for non-market units that are
non-profit driven with the intention to provide
100% rental housing subject to a review of
implications to the City’s tax increase and
development of an implementation framework.
Another recommended action is to undertake a
review and best practice analysis of property tax
exemptions for non-market housing owned and
managed by non-profit housing providers

Involve non-profit housing providers earlier in the
development process for the potential
management and ownership of LEMR units

One of the recommendations as part of the
LEMR policy is to involve non-profits early in the
development process, as well as developing a
shortlist of pre-qualified non-profit housing
operators to share information regarding LEMR
ownership and management opportunities

Non-profit organizations support a draft Market
Rental Policy to create more rental housing

supply

City staff are working on a draft Market Rental
Policy, which will go out for consultation. Non-
profit organizations will be consulted.

Create a policy framework to apply to faith-based
and/or non-profit organizations who wish to
redevelop their lands for social purpose goals

There are two long-term policies that apply to this
initiative: non-profit housing development and co-
location of non-market housing and community
assets. Staff will work closely with community
stakeholders to develop policy frameworks.

Understanding social infrastructure needs to
support housing objectives

Staff will take this feedback into consideration in
the development of the medium and long-term
policy actions.

Recognize socially conscious developers who
have done work to support different segments of
society (e.g. individuals living with a disability,
seniors, low-income families)

Staff will take this feedback into consideration.
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Development Community (UDI & larger-scale developers)

Create more flexibility in clustering or dispersing
LEMR units in order to attract non-profit housing
provider to own and/or manage

There is a recommendation to allow for the
flexibility of clustering of LEMR units, or dispersing
throughout the development.

Do not further reduce the built threshold for
LEMR units to 30 or 40 units

Staff undertook additional economic analysis to
assess the economic feasibility of decreasing the
threshold and the recommendation to decrease the
threshold to 60 units due to management and
operation challenges associated with smaller
numbers of units.

Allow developers more flexibility in providing
cash payments rather than built units to support
purpose-built affordable housing projects as
designated by the city

This provision is identified in the Affordable
Housing Special Development Circumstance
policy, but any purpose-built affordable housing
project and designated cash contributions are at
the discretion of Council.

Ability for the developers to pool LEMR
requirements with other developers to utilize on
a specific site (e.g. taking the requirements from
a number of different projects and pooling
together on one site to reach a certain threshold
to attract an operator/housing provider)

Staff will take this feedback into consideration and
assess the merits when re-evaluating the policy in
two years' time.

Create a phased approach where increased
Affordable Housing Strategy requirements are
applied only to transit-oriented areas which can
take greater advantage of municipal incentives

The current recommendation is to increase the
built requirement to 10% will be applied across the
city, as there is a desire to see affordable housing
units across Richmond.

There is a recommended action to revisit parking
requirements for LEMR units along the Frequent
Transit Network in the future

Create relaxations on building form such as
larger floor plates for towers, and reduction of
distance between towers

Staff will take this feedback into consideration.

Increased flexibility around the minimum unit
size requirements

There is a recommendation to change unit size
“requirements” to “targets” in order to create more
flexibility in unit/floor plans, while ensuring that the
units are comparable to market units in the same
building/development.

Remove or reduce requirements for commercial
street frontages in the City Centre in order to
fully utilize density bonuses for affordable
housing

Staff will take this feedback into consideration.

The City should be willing to offer City-owned
sites to create purpose-built affordable housing
projects such as the Kiwanis Towers or Storeys

There is a recommendation to take into account
the affordable housing land acquisition needs
during annual reviews of the City’s Strategic Real
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development

Estate Investment Plan, and the continued use of
City-owned land for affordable housing.

The City should provide development cost -
charge waivers for all built affordable housing
units

There is a recommendation to consider providing a
development cost charge waiver on LEMR units
when operated/owned by a non-profit housing
provider subject to a review of implications to the
City’s tax increase and development of an
implementation framework.

Development Community (Richmond Home Builders Group, Greater Vancouver Home
Builders’ Association & smaller-scale developers)

A phasing period for cash-in-lieu contribution
rate increases is preferred, rather than an
immediate increase

The recommended increases to the cash-in-lieu
contribution rates equate to the current 5% built
LEMR contribution without a phased increase,
which creates a greater equality between the
value of the built unit contribution and the cash-in-
lieu contribution. As the built unit contribution is
recommended to increase, staff continue to
recommend an immediate increase to the cash-
in-lieu contributions.

Developments that are currently being
processed by the City should be exempt from
increased cash-in-lieu rate increases

There is a recommendation that in-stream
applications should be grandfathered under
existing Affordable Housing Strategy
requirements, provided that the application is
presented to Council within one (1) year of the
effective date of the revised LEMR policy and
cash-in-lieu contribution rates.

Developments with LEMR or market rental units
should be prioritized by the City and gaining
approval should be fast tracked

Staff currently prioritize applications with LEMR
contributions, and will consider this feedback
when developing the draft Market Rental Policy

If townhouses require LEMR units, then there
should be flexibility to permit clustered units on a
portion of the site

The current recommendation to continue to
secure cash-in lieu contributions for townhouse
developments (unless secured through the
Arterial Road Policy) to meet the City’s annual
$1.5M contribution target for the Affordable
Housing Reserve Fund

The City should consider adding more diverse
housing forms in established neighbourhoods
rather than only single-detached housing

Staff will take this feedback into consideration.
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of

'Richmond Policy Manual
Page 1 of Adopted by Council: Policy XXXX
Amended by Council:
File Ref: Low End Market Rental Housing Built Unit Contribution Policy

5395266

Purpose:

To help ensure that there is an appropriate mix of safe, secure and affordable housing
options in Richmond to meet the needs of a diverse community, including households of
all incomes, abilities and family compositions.

City Wide Policy
It is the policy of Council that:

1. The City of Richmond acknowledges that access to safe, secure and affordable
housing is essential for building strong and healthy communities.

2. Increasing the supply of affordable rental housing will help address the housing
needs of Richmond's priority groups including:

a. Families including lone parent families;

b. Low and moderate income earners such as seniors, families, singles, couples
and students;

c. Persons with disabilities;

d. Seniors; and

e. Vulnerable populations (e.g. households on fixed incomes, persons experiencing
homelessness, women and children experiencing family violence, persons with
mental health and addictions issues, and Aboriginal populations).

3. To ensure the construction of low-end market rental units, a density bonus is offered
at time of rezoning for multi-family and mixed use developments containing more
than 60 residential units in exchange for at least 10% of total residential floor area to
be constructed as low-end market rental units. The units will be secured in perpetuity
through a Housing Agreement between the developer and the City, which will be
registered on the title of the subject property.

4. The City encourages and will facilitate non-profit management and potential
ownership of low-end market rental units secured in market developments.
Developers are encouraged to partner with a non-profit housing provider to manage
the low-end market rental units prior to or at the beginning of rezoning to ensure that
the design and any programming/amenity space meet the needs of one of
Richmond’s priority groups in need.

5. The type and location of proposed low-end market rental units will be determined in
consultation with the City’s Affordable Housing staff.
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Page 2 of Adopted by Council: Policy XXXX
Amended by Council:

File Ref: Low End Market Rental Housing Built Unit Contribution Policy

6. Total annual household income thresholds for low-end market rental units will be
calculated based on 10% below BC Housing’s Housing Income Limits. The total
annual household income thresholds will be reviewed on a bi-annual basis.

7. Maximum monthly rents for low-end market rental units will be calculated based on
10% below the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation’s annual average market
rents. Maximum monthly rents may be increased by the Consumer Price Index (CPY)
annually. The maximum monthly rents will be reviewed on a bi-annual basis.

8. Minimum unit sizes targets for low-end market rental units are established as follows:

Unit Type LEMR Minimum Unit Size Target
Bachelor/Studio 37m? (400 ft%)
1 Bedroom 51m* (535 ft*)
2 Bedroom 69m? (741ft%)
3+ Bedroom 91m? (980 ft*)

The minimum unit sizes will not be smaller than the average size of comparable
market units in the same development. Permitted sizes of the LEMR units will be
confirmed by Affordable Housing staff.

9. The City will allow for flexibility for clustering of LEMR units throughout developments
if the developer secures a non-profit housing provider to own and/or manage the
units.

10. Where appropriate, the City will explore ways that funding for affordable housing
from senior levels of government will be directed towards lowering rents of low-end
market rental units or the creation of additional low-end market rental units above the
10% requirement.

11. Council shall take the following actions over the long term:

a. Review the low-end market rental policy biannually, including the built
contribution as a percentage (%) of residential floor area, minimum unit size
targets, total household income thresholds and maximum monthly rents.
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Policy Manual

Page 1 of IAdopted by Council: Policy XXXX
Amended by Council:
File Ref: Affordable Housing Cash-in Lieu Contribution Rates
l. Purpose:

To help ensure that there is an appropriate mix of safe, secure and affordable housing
options in Richmond to meet the needs of a diverse community, including households of all
incomes, abilities and family compositions.

Il. City Wide Policy

It is the policy of Council that:

1. The City of Richmond acknowledges that access to safe, secure and affordable
housing is essential for building strong and healthy communities.

2. Increasing the supply of affordable rental housing will help address the housing
needs of Richmond’s priority groups including:

a. Families including lone parent families;

b. Low and moderate income earners such as seniors, families, singles, couples
and students;

c. Persons with disabilities;

d. Seniors; and

e. Vulnerable populations (e.g. households on fixed incomes, persons experiencing
homelessness, women and children experiencing family violence, persons with
mental health and addictions issues, and Aboriginal populations).

2. The Affordable Housing Reserve Fund continue to be sustained and used first and
foremost to support the development of non-market rental housing and potential
partnerships with senior governments, the private and non-profit sectors to address
the priority groups in need.

3. In exchange for a density bonus, cash-in lieu contributions to the Affordable Housing
Reserve Fund are accepted for rezoning applications involving all townhouse
developments and apartment and mixed-use developments with less than 60 units.

4. All new single-detached lots being rezoned will include (a) secondary suites on 100%
of new lots created, (b) suites on 50% of new lots and cash-in lieu contribution on the
remaining 50% of lots or (c) a cash-in lieu contribution on 100% of new lots created
in cases where the lots that cannot accommodate the provision of built secondary
suites.
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5. Cash-in lieu contributions to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund are established

as per the following table reflecting rates:

Housing Type Cash in Lieu Contribution Rates
Single Family $4 / ft°
Townhouse $8.50/ ft°
Multi-Family $14/ ft* (concrete construction)
Apartments $10/ ft* (wood frame construction)
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ATTACHMENT 6

SITE ECONOMICS LTD.

701 West Georgia Street - Suite 1500
P.O. BOX 1012, Vancouver

BC V7Y 1C6

604-250-2992
rwozny@siteeconomics.com

www.siteeconomics.com
June 30,2017

Community Social Development Department
City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC, V6Y 2C1

Attn: Joyce Rautenberg - Affordable Housing Coordinator
Monica Bennington - Affordable Housing Planner

Re: Affordable Housing Analysis — Summary Memo

Overview of the methodology

We assessed the issue of adding affordable housing from the perspective of new development
and the change in land value associated with increasing density. The analysis was industry
standard and mirrors the co-consultants work (GP Rollo) except that we adjusted the land value
down in order to reflect the increased cost of the LEMR requirement. As expected, land values
are currently so high and development is so profitable there is potential for increasing the
required Low-end Market Rental (LEMR) units. Our method was a standard land residual model
however we adjusted the land value to pay for all extractions and amenities required by the
city. Therefore, affordable housing contributions should be considered in relation to other
community amenity contributions, as all contributions depend on the land value created by
new development.

Overview of increase in built LEMR contribution {(10%)

Based on the strong real estate market, LEMR contributions can be increased to 10%. Our land
value residual analysis uses all market costs and revenues and some inputs from the GP Rollo
model with a flexible land value. In our model, land value equates to “market value minus city
extractions,” and thus demonstrates the financial resources created by the higher value of the
rezoning, that could accommodate a 10% LEMR. The new LEMR contribution requirement
should be phased in one (1) year to allow the market to adjust. Once the requirement is
increased to 10%, there is the potential to increase the LEMR further to a maximum of 15%.
The higher LEMR requirement is particularly suitable for larger scale projects, which receive a
large financial benefit from rezoning. Again, the real estate market needs time to adjust and
these changes have to be introduced in phases, over several years. There could be a significant
market slowdown in development if a 15% contribution rate was introduced immediately.
Despite this, it is important that the City keep increasing the built LEMR requirement until the
extraction equals what the market is willing to pay.
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Overview of not reducing the built threshold below 60 units

Most project, particular townhouse developments, have less than 60 units. If LEMR units were
required of these smaller-scale projects, the number of units secured would be too small to
operate effectively. Due to size inefficiencies, it is strongly recommended to continue to accept
cash contributions instead of built LEMR contributions in townhouse developments and any
multi-residential developments less than 60 units. The cash contributions from townhouse
developments remain a consistent source of revenue to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund.

Thank you,
Sincerely,

Richard Wozny, Principal
Site Economics Ltd.

s
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Attachment 7

+ASSOCIATES
Land Economists - Development Strategista
/WMWWMH
June 30, 2017

Joyce Rautenberg

Affordable Housing Coordinator

City of Richmond - Community Social Development Department
6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Re: City of Richmond Economic Analysis of LEMR Policy: Increasing Built Units & Forecasting

G. P. Rollo & Associates (GPRA) has been retained by the City of Richmond to provide consulting
services regarding an economic analysis of the density bonusing, inclusionary zoning, and
associated developer contribution rates in the City of Richmond. The purpose of the analysis is
to test the implications of increases in requirements from developers for built Low End Market
Rental (LEMR) units or for Cash-in lieu (CIL) payments and development viability.

Economic Analysis

GPRA utilizes proforma analysis to determine the supported land value for potential
developments and then compares that to market value in order to determine if the change in
zoning carries with it an increase in value. The following outlines steps undertaken in creating
the analysis.

Market Review

GPRA began by conducting a review of the current market for residential in the City of
Richmond, looking at current trends, completed sales on new projects, and resales on newer
developments in order to get a sense of pricing and demand in the City. GPRA has the following
observations:

e 2016 saw the highest prices the City has ever achieved for all housing types. The City
continued to grow in spite of downward trends in many other areas of Metro
Vancouver.

e In turn, land values rose to the highest values as well across all zoned properties
throughout most of the City.

o lLand values outside of Hamilton ranged between $7 million to $10 million an
acre for single family zoned land ($5.7 million to $6.5 million per acre in

280-11780 Hammersmith Way, Richmond, B.C. V7A 5E9Q * Tel. (604) 275-4848 * Fax. 1-866-366-3507
www.RolloAssociates.cPMLN-Ma1:48rv@rolloassociates.com



Hamilton), with Steveston and the west side of the City seeing values skewed to
the higher end of this range than the rest of the City.

o Industrial property in the City Centre is valued between $9.5 and $10 million per
acre.

o Commercial zoned property in the City Centre is valued anywhere between $11
million and $16 million per acre, with commercial properties around Bridgeport
being somewhat lower at $7 million to $8.7 million per acre.

e BC Assessment has increased property values for the City in general for the 2017 roll,
some by as much as 40% or more compared to 2016 values.

e There are signs that the market is slowing with reduced sales across all housing types in
recent months in year over year trends. This may be due a confluence of circumstances,
including the Province’s recent 15% tax on foreign buyers, the Federal Government’s
tightening of lending rules, and the relative attractiveness of other markets in
consideration of higher price points in the Lower Mainland than elsewhere.

¢ This is all to say that this analysis is using high sales prices for residential buildings,
which may not hold, and even higher land values {using assessed values), which are
already showing signs of weakening in recent sales transactions.

¢ The result is an analysis with a high degree of variability that could see significant swings
up or down depending on a variety of factors.

Financial Analysis

GPRA typically prepares analyses using a standard developer proforma wherein estimates of
revenues and costs are inputs and the remaining variable is the desired output. In typical
proformas this output is usually profit, following a revenues minus costs equals profit formula.
For a residual land valuation, however, an assumption on developer’s return needs to be
included in order to leave the land value as the variable to solve for. For these analyses GPRA
determines the residual value based on the developer achieving an acceptable profit of 15% on
total project costs, calculated as a representative portion of overall project costs for the
proposed development”.

The residual values are the maximum supported land value a developer could pay for the site
{under the density and conditions tested) while achieving an acceptable return for their project.
This means that a developer could pay the indicated value for the land, develop and sell the
finished product and achieve a profit of 15% upon completion. If by chance the land were
bought for less than the indicated value, this would result in an increased profit for the
developer and conversely if bought for more than the value indicated there would be less profit
for the developer.

Y 15% profit on project cost is used as an industry minimum standard developers need in order to consider
a project viable and to secure financing through a lender.

2
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GPRA often looks to BC Assessment data to get a sense of the value per acre for existing land
uses in the analysis. For others GPRA creates a proforma analysis for the base density as well as
for the higher density.

The residual land value determined from this analysis is then compared to the value of the site
under the current zoning to establish an increase in value that arises from the change in density
or use. This increase in value is the total potential monies that are available for public amenities
or other public works not considered as part of the analysis. GPRA will make allowances for
streetscape and public realm improvements that would typically be incurred through
development in the analysis, although certain rezonings may require significantly more in the
way of improvements costs than have been anticipated in our analyses.

GPRA determines strata revenues used in the analyses from a review of recent sales and
offerings for sale of recently developed single family dwellings, townhouses, and apartments of
wood frame construction within the City, with a focus on projects that were deemed
comparable to the case studies. Costs were derived from sources deemed reliable, including
information readily available from quantity surveyors on average hard construction costs in the
area. Development or soft costs have been drawn from industry standards, and from the
Municipal sources. All other assumptions are derived from a review of the market and from
other sources deemed reliable by GPRA.

Results from Economic Analysis

GPRA’s analysis in early 2017 suggested that if properties have to be acquired at the higher end
of current estimate land values there would likely be little to no increase in value from rezoning,
with even a potential foss in value in some cases. Properties that required the lower end of what
we construed as market value could generate significant value to be shared with the City in the
form of a Community Amenity Contribution (CAC).

In keeping with previous methodology employed by GPRA in analysis for the City we have
looked at a 50% share of the increase in value and in order to make flat rates applicable City-
wide we have tried to focus on the lower end of the increased values for each housing type
(single family, townhouse, low rise and high rise apartments). Focusing on the lower end of
values is intended to ensure that the CAC is not punitive to developers who might not acquire
land at the lowest values indicated by our research and to allow for unforeseen costs or
requirements of development not considered in our analysis. It would also allow room for the
City to seek other CACs from development beyond the contribution to Affordable Housing.

Our conclusion was that given some uncertainty over the market value for land and the wide
spread of values (from negative in some cases to very high values in others) GPRA did not

3
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recommend significant increases to the Affordable Housing Rates at this time. This
recommendation was also made in consideration of an anticipated increase in DCCs in 2017
which we included in our analysis. Rather, GPRA recommended a modest increase at present
with a review to be conducted in 2018 after the market has settled.

Economic Impacts to a Developer from Increasing the Built LEMR Unit Requirement

GPRA conducted sensitivity analysis on the proforma analysis to demonstrate the impacts of
requiring a greater percentage of the Gross Buildable Area (GBA) to be built LEMR. In all
analyses wherein the built unit percentage required was increased from 5% to 10% the
developer saw a significant drop in profit below 15% on the project. Developers generally
require something close to the standard 15% profit on project cost to obtain financing. They are
expected to demonstrate that their project has a cushion against changing economic conditions;
otherwise the banks will view the projects as too risky to extend them financing.

However, there remains the potential to increase the built unit percentage by using a graduated
approach to increasing the percentage. In this scenario developers and land vendors would be
introduced to the increase and have time to adjust purchase price for land if all parties are
amenable. Typically, one would allow all in-stream applications at the time of adoption to use
the existing percentage and perhaps even extend a grace period for a few months beyond this
date. After this point the City could look at easing the transition further by allowing all new
applications after a certain point to use a rate between the current rate and the new rate
adopted for a set period of time prior to the fina! rate being implemented.

If the City does move toward the 10% requirement GPRA has looked at the conditions required
to make this work:
e lLow Rise @ 1.7 FAR supports value of §7.1 million per acre, basically the bottom end of
land value in the City today
e High Rise @ 2.0 FAR supports a value of just roughly $6.4 million per acre, less than the
value of land in City Centre
e High Rise @ 3.0 FAR supports a value of just under $10 million per acre, less than the
value of land in core of City Centre

It must be noted that while there may be the potential to increase the rates to the 15% built
requirement desired by the City it is entirely possible that this could not be accepted by the
development community and land vendors and that development applications could slow
considerably for a period of time rather than resulting in a rapid decrease in market value for
land.

4
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Built Unit Thresholds

GPRA has also looked at the impact from reducing the unit threshold requiring built LEMR from
80+ units to 60+ and 30+ units. Similar to the analysis described above, any sort of increase in
the ratio of LEMR units to market strata will hypothetically have a negative impact on the
economic performance of the project.

Furthermore, a reduction in the unit threshold would require an increase in the percentage of
the GBA required as LEMR in order to meet the 4 units of LEMR deemed as the minimum to be
manageable by a housing provider? (a 70 unit threshold would require at least 6% of GBA to
have 4 units and a 60 unit threshold would require at least 7% of GBA). This would in turn erode
developer profits even further.

However, in practice this is unlikely to do much other than eliminate any potential monies from
apartment projects for the CIL and ensue that they are all providing built LEMR. The City
generally receives very few applications for apartment building development less than 80 units,
and nothing in recent memory below 70 units.

Conversely, the City does not generally receive townhouse applications for projects greater than
25 units, which would also keep this built form contributing CIL as it currently does. Any attempt
to try to secure built LEMR units in such a small development would result in isolated pockets of
1-2 units in a development that may be difficult to manage for a non-profit. Furthermore, the
City receives the majority of its cash contributions to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund
through townhouse development, and these monies allow the City to have flexibility in pursuing
partnership opportunities in the City to develop large non-market housing projects.

Please review our findings and let us know if there are any points requiring clarification.

Yours truly,

Gerry Mulholland [Vice President

G.P. Rollo & Associates Ltd., Land Economists

T 6042754848 | M 778 772 8872 | F 1 866 366 3507

E gerry@rolloassociates.com| W www.rolloassociates.com

2 It is GPRA’s understanding that non-profit housing providers have a preference for a minimum of 5 units
in a building in order to achieve management efficiencies and not drain what thin resources they have
even further.
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Recaption: 6045992126
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Wabsgite: wivwkisa.on

KSA Submission on Affordable Housing

As a body representing 20,000 students at Kwantlen Polytechnic University KPU, the largest post-secondary
campus in the City of Richmond, the Kwantlen Student Association (KSA) is glad to see the
acknowledgement of students as a population that faces barriers in accessing housing. Students often
occupy housing on the lower cost end of the rental spectrum, and the amount of low-spectrum housing is
slowly shrinking. Students are especially susceptible to insecure and inadequate housing, facing poor
conditions, size, and high costs. The focus that the City has taken on rental housing as opposed to home
ownership is particularly reassuring, and other existing policies of the City of Richmond such as the rent
bank, and support for family friendly affordable housing units, are also necessary to support students. We
commend the City of Richmond on the work that they have done in proposing solutions to the housing crisis
that addresses barriers faced by the most vulnerable populations.

Students face a variety of challenges in accessing affordable housing. One issue arises from the timing of
the academic year and the need to plan for housing around four month semesters when many leases are
negotiated for a year. Students may have to move before the term of a year-long lease is up, adding an
additional barrier to securing affordable housing. Specifying whether affordable housing initiatives
implemented by the city will accommodate the shorter term timelines faced by students would help
address this issue. Short term or temporary housing must also be included in the affordable housing
strategy.

One way to do this is by supporting the development of housing explicitly targeted at students. As laid out
in the “City of Richmond Draft Policy Options Report: Affordable Housing Strategy Update” this could be
done through partnerships with both non-profit organizations, including student societies and
post-secondary institutions, and the private sector. Supporting the development of both on and off-campus
student housing near the KPU Richmond campus would result in affordable housing that targets a group
identified by the report as vulnerable and facing barriers to access. This housing would be near rapid transit
(the Canada line) and could be a cluster under the Affordable Housing Special Circumstance Policy. The
development of on or off-campus student housing could create stable housing for up to 10% of KPU
Richmond’s students. These students would be removed from the more traditional rental market, opening
up space for other lower-income renters,

While on-campus housing is not currently possible under the provincial government'’s restriction on
post-secondary borrowing, the City of Richmond could support our initiative to lobby the provincial
government to lessen restrictions on public entity debt. With this restriction removed post-secondary
institutions can borrow to build on-campus housing, which in the long run is fully serviced by students,
towards building student housing, as laid out in the Alliance of BC Student’s (ABCS) White Paper on
Housing attached to this submission.

The ABCS is an organization formed as a joint initiative by several student associations across the province
including the KSA. The ABCS works to represent students at a provincial level, by lobbying the government
for initiatives such as needs based student grants, lower student [oan interest rates, and student housing.
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The ABCS has proposed that the provincial government, in addition to relaxing debt restrictions, invest $180
million per year for 10 years for a total $1.8 billion for student housing. This will produce 21,300 units of
student housing, 4,200 being in the lower mainland.

While on-campus housing is currently prevented by restrictions on post-secondary borrowing, off-campus
student housing could be pursued in collaboration with the private sector immediately. There is
undoubtedly demand for student housing in Richmond; KPU has already looked into potential opportunities
for student housing. Richmond is also home to the Richmond campus of Trinity Western University as well
as ten other private colleges resulting in a large population of students across the city. Working with the
private sector to ensure that there is adequate housing for students would meet several goals laid out in the
report, including creating targeted housing initiatives for particular populations, potentially looking at
micro-units, and concentrating developments near rapid transit lines.

In line with the goal of increasing the amount of housing available to students, the KSA is also in support of
increasing the development of Low-End Market Rental (LEMR) housing being built across Richmond. Rental
growth in the Lower Mainland is seen as primarily existing within the City of Vancouver. Areas such as
Richmond, Surrey, Langley and Delta, have only seen roughly one quarter of the Lower Mainland’s
completed rental projects within the past five years. This equates to approximately 900 units per year in a
region adding roughly 13,300 persons each and every year. The proposal to lower the unit threshold from 80
to 60 will help to create affordable rental housing, however lowering the threshold to 40 units would be even
more effective at achieving this goal. Requiring that 5% of the units in a 40 unit development be affordable
LEMR units would only result in two of these units being built, and would not place an undue burden on
developers. This would also allow for more affordable housing in various types of developments, opening
up different areas of the city to affordable housing.

Taking these steps to work towards short-term and temporary affordable housing solutions, on-campus
housing by working with the Provincial government to remove barriers, off-campus student housing through
working with the private sector, and a lower unit threshold for new developments, the City of Richmond will
help alleviate the current rental crisis not just for students, but for all Richmond residents.
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FOREWORD

For students, the benefits of on-campus housing are
obvious. We understand the value of being close to

our studies, in the heart of academic life. We see that
residence students form the backbone of campus clubs
and campus life. We know the financial benefit, and
housing security, that on-campus housing provides, away
from the worries of rising rents and questionable housing
guality. We know all of that, and that is why the Alliance
of British Columbia Students have long advocated for
more on-campus housing.

What we now realize are the benefits to everyone that on-
campus housing can provide. We know that as students,
we often occupy the low end of the rental spectrum; what
we might not realize is who we may be squeezing out of
the market altogether.

Getting students on campus and out of the rental market
helps everyone, including the singie parent struggling to
find housing, the minimum wage worker who can't find
rental they can afford, and those who are currently in
housing, but spending more than 50% of their income
on rent.

Qur proposal could go a long way to helping BC's rental
market come back to a normal level, and at very little cost
to the government. t's time to help students, improve the
quality of education, and help alleviate the housing crisis
that is hurting everyone.

4 ///xiﬁ,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

British Columbia
are facing housing crises. Vacancy rates have stayed

All of the major metropolifan areas in

weil below what could be considered a healthy rate for
saveral years and renters are constantly struggling. Over
the past ten years, very few new residence spaces have
opened in British Columbia, while the number of full
time students grew and international students nearly
doubled. The result has been ever growing wait lists at
the Universities with residence, while the Special Purpose
Teaching Universities, s0 named when they were elevated
to University status in 2008, mostly continue to have no,
or very little, residence space.

With no new residence housing, the increasing numbers
of students are left to struggle in an increasingly difficult
rental market. Municipalities are grappling with the
difficuities of encouraging the development of new rental
units, just to keep up with demand let alone improve the
situation.

When Universities take on debt to build student housing,
that debt is fully serviced by the students that live in

the residence. The risk on that debt is essentialiy nil, as
student demand for on campus housing is considerable.
BC Universities have fallen far behind their Alberta
counterparts in on campus residence spaces.

$18 MILLION A YEAR, OVER TEN YEARS,
- GOVERNMENT COULD UNLOCK

The only thing holding back the post-secondary
institutions in British Columbia from building out
extensive on campus housing development is a provincial
restriction on public entity debt. Without that restriction,
post-secondary institutions would be building housing and
pulling post-secondary students out of the rental market
and onto campus, opening up those rental spaces to the
rest of the population.

Based on research compiled by the Alliance of British
Columbia Students in this document, it is reasonable to
believe that should the government relax the restriction
on debt for university residences, the business case exists
for that to uniock over 20,000 new residence spaces in
British Columbia. Within those 20,000 would be 13,500
new residence units in Metro Vancouver alone

Due to the crisis level that the housing market has
reached, in order fo accelerate the development of on-
campus housing, the provincial government could fund
the initial costs of development, covering 10% of the

costs of new housing.
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BRITISH COLUMBIA’S HOUSING PROBLEM

What could once be described as a 'Metro Vancouver
problem’ is now a major issue in most of the Province’s
metropolitan areas. Figure 1 shows that over the past
four vears, vacancy rates have plummeted in BC’s

cities. Compounded with that, prices have been rising
steadily. Many factors contribute to the rental shortfall,
including a failure o incentivize the building of supply
over a prolonged period, and recent moves have begun to
improve the rental stock, but the trends are not promising
a return to a healthy vacancy rate.

With historic lows in vacancy rates and growing demand
for existing rental, it is unlikely that the growth in rental
in the region will be able to keep up with demand, let
alone return to a healthy vacancy rate of 2-3%, generally
agreed to be the rate of a healthy market.*

Additionally, growth in rental stock is uneven across
metropolitan areas, In Metro Vancouver, nearly half of

all rental growth is clustered in the City of Vancouver,
primarily benefiting the rental market for students of
Langara, VCC and UBC. Meanwhile students at Kwantlen,
in Richmond, Surrey, White Rock, Delta, Langley
Township and Langley City are seeing only a quarter of the
purpose built rental completions over the past five years,
amounting to an average of 900 new rental units per year
for a region that is adding over 13,000 people per year.?

What rental stock does exist is seeing rapid reductions
in the stock of affordable rental. In 2007, there were
33,831 apartments in Metro Vancouver renting for less
than $750 per month; as of 2011, the most recent year
where data is available, that supply had dwindled to
21,143, Of the stock of renter-occupied households,
72% were built prior to 1991, leaving the region with a
high percentage of housing for renters that is in varying
degrees of end of life.

! Metro Vancouver. “Housing Data Book.” March 2016, pg. 46
ZWetro Vancouver, pg. 32
3 Metro Vancouver. pg. 90
* Metro Vancouver. pg. 53

in Metro Vancouver, over 30% of renters are inadeguately
housed* due to the condition of the unit, size or cost. in
terms of costs, 34,065 rental households are ¢lassified as
in core housing neaed and spending at least half of their
househoid income on rent, Whether these are students or
not is immaterial if students are part of what is creating
a scarcity of rental units on the market, allowing prices
to accelerate. Of these 34,065 households considered to
be at economic risk of homelessness, one third are single
parent families, likely competing against students for
scarce rental space; removing students from that market
will decrease the risk of homelessness among those in
core housing need.

For university students, the housing situation is bleak.
The number of rental units most students can afford

is dwindling rapidly, resulting in a scramble for an
insufficient amount of housing. Those studenis not
fortunate enough to find lower cost housing experience
stretched budgets, substantially lower quality housing and
longer distance commutes. For many students, living with
parents is simply not an option, and they must contend
with a housing market that is starkly difficult for them.
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PSI'S WITH RESIDENCE HOUSING

There are eight post-secondary institutions with residence
housing in British Columbia, noted in figure 2. These
range from 2% of the full time equivalent (FTE) students
enrolled being housed on campus at BCIT, to UBC,

where fully 28% of their FTE's are living on campus, in
University managed student housing.

UBC and SFU have completed extensive reports on
housing demand, each outlining an expected demand
well above what they currently house. SFU has struggled
to finance residence housing expansion, having already
identified locations and building sizes.® UBC, with its

much larger endowment and significantly greater financial
levers, have been able to continucusly finance housing
axpansion and now has set a target of 45% of its full time
students living on campus.

 British Columbia e
Institute of Technology. =
Simon Fraser ’

University 20,505

Universityof o0
Bnt;shColumbla—»_ 12,400 40905

Vancouver &

University of the: ‘ ;
Fraser Valley 5738
Umversnty.ofVctona - *'," I  ‘15;572’ o

Thompson Rivers
University

Ovargan ol

UBC Okanaganv

58FU. “Residence and Housing Master Plan.” 2015, pg. 75

Outside of UBC, post-secondary housing units have been
stagnant for the past decade. After housing expansion at
TRU and UFY in the mid 2000, very little housing has
been added, while in that same time, the FTE counts have
been rising steadily. Much like with the lack of new rental
resulting in difficulties for students finding housing, a
lack of new residences while enrolment rises has resulted
in substantially longer waitlists for housing each year.

Even those Universities with significant housing face
major housing shortages. For the 2014/15 academic

year, nearly 11,000 students were on residence waitlists
between UBC, SFU and UVic. These waitlists demonstrate
cigar unmet demand for housing in British Columbia

10,900 WAITLISTED SWIENTS
N 20475
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GROWING ROLE OF REGIONAL TEACHING UNIVERSITIES
AND BENEFITS OF ON-CAMPUS HOUSING

in 2008, the provincial government elevated the
University College system to University status, defined
as Special Purpose Teaching Universities. This brought
British Columbia from three universities to eight, as
Vancouver Island University, Kwantlen Polytechnic
University, University of the Fraser Valley, Emily Carr
University and Capilano University were all elevated,
bringing about an expansion in role, number of studenis
and length of study period as each institution expanded
its number of four-year degree programs.

With an expanded role, number of students and term of
study, the regional teaching universities are now lacking
elements of campus cuiture that are brought about by on-
campus housing,

On-campus housing provides a greater benefit to the
University atmosphere than simply a more affordable
place to live, close to campus. By concentrating studenis
on campus Tor longer hours, campus community naturaily
develops. From that community, clubs and events emerge
that contribute to the learning environment, including
Mode! United Nations, debate clubs and intra-mural sports.

The question for the provincial government must be, what
is the intent of the regional teaching universities? If it

is 10 ensure that communities have access to university
quality education, as is the stated intent, then why do
these universities not have the on campus benefits and
affordability benefits that on-campus residence entails?

20112012 418%
20122013 +1.4%
20132014 +15%
20142015 +1.2%
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THE PROBLEM

Current British Columbia rules surrounding debt on the Debt from student housing is inherently self-supporting.
part of bodies that contribute to the Provincial debt load Post-Secondary Institutions are able to set residency fees
form a severely limiting factor for the development of on at a level that can service the debt, pay for upkeep and
campus housing. Given the inability to take on the initial maintenance as well as operating costs; while still offering
debt that comes with capital expansion, Post-Secondary rates that are well below market level,

institutions have been unable to develop their land

into on~campus housing, despite the clear benefits that The provincial government has, in the past, defended

) . . . , . . . the restrictions as a means {0 ensure the province's
housing provides. Only the University of British Columbia P

. . . . high credit rating is maintained. While a laudable goal
has been able to leverage the size of their endowment, as = aung goal,

) ) ) . ) the province also has two different classifications for
well as development funds from leasing lands on campus

. ) . . ) its debt, taxpayer supported and self-supported debt,
to continue building student housing. The result is that ¥ yd PP ® PP
. , , . Self-supported debt is debt that is taken on by crown
approximately one third of students at UBC, at either the ] FP ‘ ‘ y
_ _ _ ) corporations; this debt is supported from revenue
Okanagan or Vancouver campuses, are housed on campus, o ‘ .
. - _ L generated within those crown corporations. Given that
while only one in ten at SFU and one in six at UVic. i , » o _
residence fees account for debt servicing, it is uniikely
that that debt will negatively affect the government's

credit rating, as it would be classified as self-supported
debt and not count as part of the basket of government

debt that must be paid for through general revenue.
&

Oct 2007 33831
0ct2008 25836
0ct2009 21698
Oct2010 17,538
Oct2011 14,733

BeY A oLt oey gy
2807 it 2888 2514 2011
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RESULTS OF ALLOWING EXPANSION TO ON CAMPUS HOUSING

Should the Province refax its debt rules for post-secondary
on-campus housing to enable financial arrangements to
build considerable on-campus housing, it is likely that

a majority of post-secondary institutions in the province
would begin developing additional housing options

for students. Over time, it is likely that UVic and SFU
would achieve comparable rates of residency as UBC,
while the regional teaching universities would achieve
comparable levels as their comparable institutions in
other provinces, resuiting in approximately 10% of their
student hase housed on-campus. Obviously, estimations
of housing demand are difficult to make, particularly
with a breoad brush, but Metro Vancouver has historically
had substantially lower vacancy rates than most other
Canadian metropolitan areas, and so demand for housing
in those institutions can be expected to be higher than in
other cities.

With that in mind, if Post-Secondary Institutions moved to
a point where 35% of research based universily students
and 10% of college and teaching university students were
housed on campus, that would represent an increase of
nearty 21,000 students living on campus province wide.
More granularly, that would house an additional 13,600
students in Metro Vancouver; in Greater Victoria, another
4,200; and in Kelowna, 2,500 students would gain access
to below market housing during their period of study.

IN 2013-2014, METRO VANCOUVER HAD
119,105 FTE STUDENTS - AN INCREASE
OF ALMOST 15,000 STUDENTS SINCE
2007-2008

fransbink, “2014 Bus Service Performance Review,” 2015, pg. 19

Even more granularly, Capilano University, with a single
campus and substantial land available for development,
couid see 500 students living on campus. This population
would contribute to the on campus culture; for the fine
arts program, they would act as artists in residence. New
and better food options would develop on campus as a
resident population would support growth of on-campus
vendors, The Students’ Union space, currently a sccial
atmosphere strictly during class time for students looking
to play a game of pool or sit down, would be a hub of
activity throughout the day and night, allowing students to
better integrate on campus and create networks of friends
and colleagues as they enter their professional careers.

The build out would presumably occur over a span of ten
to twenty years, on a campus by campus basis, but this
build out would support long term employment building
residence spaces in the construction industry, making
the industry more recession proof. Each year, nearly a
thousand new housing spaces could come online in Metro
Vancouver, nearly a 30% increase to the annual rate of
rental completions.®

NEW HOUSING POTENTIAL BY REGION

Metro Vancouver - 13,673.75
 FraserValley 4715

k:kG'reatéri\,{ictorIa" ”4,29‘2_,5‘5 =

Kamloops 2774

hlowne 28

North sland
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RESIDENCE BUILD COST FOR UBC, 2008 TO PRESENT

Costs will always vary from project to project. For these
purposes we have analyzed a number of recent residence
housing developments in British Columbia. The average
cost of 7 housing developments over the past 8 years in
BC was $82,787 per bed. While the UBC developments
on the Vancouver campus were significantly more
expensive than that in the Okanagan, the average number
is still instructive as UBC's costs on the Vancouver
campus are potentially inflated due to the in-fill nature of

the buildings and increased difficulty associated with that

construction,

RESIDENCE COSTS

HGURE S

Student Residences - Phase 2 Metrp \/anco;u\(e‘rv

Totem:n=Fill

Stident Residences Metro Vancouver :

Student Housmg Phase2 Okanagan
Student Housing Phase 3 ‘Okanaga’n |
'Student',!;tctUsittg Phase véb o ‘dt{a"‘h:agah“
Student Housing Phase 4 | Okanagan

Metro Vancouver

 Tall Wood Building Residence |

'_ \May '2009
'. ‘Septe‘mt)e‘r 2011 |
September 20(55

- September 2010 .

In order to better facilitate this expansion, the Province
should make available funds for the initial down payment
of these developments. Assuming the Province agreed to
fund ten percent of the cost of the residence expansions,
the overall burden on the Universities would substantially
diminish, as would the annual debt servicing, allowing for
those savings to take the form of lower cosis for students.
Assuming an eventual build out of 21,300 residence
spaces, at a cost of approximately $85,000 per bed, the
housing dollars that could be uniocked from this policy
would be approximately $1.8 billion. Hf the Provincial
government is injecting 10% of the funds fo help
accelerate these projects, at a cost of approximately $180
million, spread over 10 years, the Province could create
$1.8 biltion in on campus housing.

9646204
58,3985
$611871 -

- $69,525.28

| %588571
Shekn -

Under construction.

$127,475.25
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COMPARISON WITH OTHER PROVINCES

Student residences at Alberta universities far outweigh those at British Columbia universities. Figure 6 shows the
difference in percent of students housed in Alberta universities to BC universities, The demand for on campus housing in
BC likely far exceeds that of Alberta, where median rents are generally lower and the vacancy rate is far healthier. Even so,
British Columbia falls far behind Alberta in on-campus residence spaces.

STUDENT RESIDENCE — ALBERTA vs BRITISH COLUMBIA

FIGURE 6
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INTERNATIONALIZED EDUCATION

In addition to a roughly 15% increase in full time
domestic enroliment in British Columbia's major
metropolitan areas, there has been a considerable growth
in international students in British Columbia. From

the 2007/08 acadernic year to 2012/13, international
gnrolment more than doubled, rising from 16,723 to
34,657, That represents an additional 17,000 students
that nead to be housed in British Columbia. Of those
students, more than two thirds reside in Metro Yancouver,
With the trend towards increased international enrolment
uniikely to stop, each year, more international students
are arriving in British Columbia, requiring housing,
placing further strain on already strained housing markets.

INTERNATIONAL FTE

Fraser Valley . L '_ ) 905
GreaterVictorla 2585 3102 3989
Kamloops - o S 2740

Kelowna . e - ;‘1,‘813 .

Northlsland =~ e 1,885

BETWEEN 2007-2008, AND 2012-2013,
INTERNATIONAL ENROLMENT MORE
THAN DOUBLED.
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SUSTAINABLE CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT

in addition to affordability, housing a significant portion
of the student body of post-secondary institutions on
campus assists the Province meet its sustainability goals
and takes some strain off of traffic congestion and transit

crowding.

in Metro Vancouver, 8 of the 10 most overcrowded bus
routes service a post-secondary institution.” Some of
those bus routes, like the 84, begin and end at a post-
secondary institution. Moving students onto campus
would lessen the overcrowding of those routes, allowing
high demand transit service to relocate elsewhere in the
system and better serve the region.

Not all studenis take transit; the satellite images of
Post-secondary campuses highlight the amount of
University land dedicated to parking. By moving students
on campus, many will cease driving, helping achieve

the province's climate emissions targets and reducing
congestion on roads,

it should be a goal of government at all levels to enable
people to live closer to where they work. Reducing
commute times has social and environmental benefits
that apply to post-secondary students as well, as they
use the same roads and buses to get to campus that are
congested with cars and restricting the flow of goods.

OF THE MOST OVERCROWDED BUS ROUTES
SERVICE A POST-SECONDARY INSTITUTION

9 WHERE'S THE HOUSING ~ STUDENT HOUSING HOUSES £y Ry INE




EXAMPLES FOR POTENTIAL HOUSING LOCATIONS

LANGARA COLLEGE

BCIT CAPHLANG UNIVERSITY
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KWANTLEN POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY - SURREY CAMPUS

KWANTLEN POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY - LANGLEY CAMPUS
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ATTACHMENT 9

URBAN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE ~ PACIFIC REGION
#200 - 602 West Hastings Street

Vancouver, British Columbia V6B 1P2 Canada

T. 604.669.9585 F. 604.689.8691

www.udi.bc.ca

UDI

HREAK DEVELOFMERY IRGTITUTE
pacific ragion

Monica Bennington, Affordable Housing Planner
City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1

Re: Affordable Housing Strategy Preliminary Policy Recommendations

The Urban Development Institute (UDI) thanks City of Richmond staff for the consultation on the
preliminary policy recommendations relating to the Affordable Housing Strategy (AHS). Several policy
recommendations were discussed at the June 6%, 2017 Focus Group, which is documented in the staff
notes attached.

Our members are supportive of the City’s goals to address housing affordability challenges and they look
forward to collaborating with the City on successful affordability solutions. As you move forward with
the Affordable Housing Strategy we ask that you consider strategies that will allow for new subsidized
housing while also addressing general market affordability. A few of the proposed strategies could have
a detrimental impact on overall housing affordability in Richmond. Our main concerns are outlined
below:

Proposed Policy: Reduction of Low End Market Rental (LEMR) threshold requirement

Current minimum: 80 units
Proposed minimum: 60 units

UDI Concern: The provision of LEMR units is too heavy a burden on small projects. It is difficult enough
for 80+ units projects to meet the LEMR requirement due to economies of scale. As noted below, there
will be management issues with the small number of units being produced. A likely negative outcome of
a lower threshold would be that some would choose to build below the reduced threshold in order to
make their pro-formas viable, resulting in fewer units on the market. '

UDI Recommendation: We suggest a more flexible approach to LEMR where cash-in-lieu contributions
that are approximately equivalent to the cost of providing LEMR units on site, can be pooled. This would
result in a greater number of LEMR units built in projects that can accommodate them. Larger clusters of
LEMR units can also be more easily managed by non-profits. If the minimum threshold is reduced to 60
units it should be paired with a cash-in-lieu option. This is similar to what staff outlined in the
preliminary recommendations on PLN-27.

Proposed Policy: Dedicate a minimum floor area of 10% to Low End Market Rental

UDI Concern: Purchasers of market units would bear the cost of the LEMR units, an outcome that is
counter to the AHS goal of making housing more affordable overall. There are already several policies in
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place that contribute to high purchase prices for new housing. Some of these include electric vehicle
charging infrastructure, district energy systems, the energy step code, community amenity
contributions, and development cost charges. The aggregate effect of these policies results in increasing
housing costs for new home buyers.

UDI Recommendation: The City should consider utilizing density incentives. Increase the floor plate for
towers and reduce the distance between towers to allow more density where possible. This will help
create more space to accommodate rental units as well as the market units that will support the
subsidy. Other density increases are challenging in the City of Richmond due to height restrictions and
soil conditions.

Proposed Policy: Family Friendly housing policy - Minimum of 15% 2-bedroom units and minimum 5%
3-bedroom units.

UDI Concern: Market demand and preferences change with time and vary by location. To impose a
blanket policy could potentially result in a surplus of oversized and unaffordable units. Developers will
deliver what the market demands. Family housing is currently being addressed across the housing
spectrum in condos, townhomes, du/tri/quadplexes, and detached homes.

UDI Recommendation: Incentives for building family sized units should be considered as an alternative
to a requirement. One possibility could be to have FAR and DCC exemptions on second and third
bedrooms. x

This letter has outlined the AHS recommendations which we would like you to reconsider. There are
other recommendations in the package that we support, such as the decrease in minimum unit size for
two-bedroom LEMR units. There were a few circumstances where the 2-bedroom LEMR units were
larger than the 2-bedrrom units being sold to buyers.

As a final note, as discussed, Richmond is already a leader in the region with the delivery of subsidized
housing. We are concerned that additional requirements on the new housing market will slow down the
supply of market housing which will have a detrimental impact on affordability given the growth
pressures in Richmond.

Thank you for considering our concerns and we look forward to continuing to collaborate on affordable
housing solutions.

Regards,
Anne McMullin

President & CEO
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ATTACHMENT 10

City of Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy Update
Report and Recommendations from the
Richmond Poverty Response Committee (PRC)
SUBMITTED BY EMAIL APRIL 23, 2017

This report and recommendations are in response to the request from the City of
Richmond for input from stakeholders and Richmond residents around the City’s
Affordable Housing Strategy (AHS). The Richmond Poverty Response Committee (PRC)
is one of the stakeholders with regard to the Affordable Housing Strategy.

The Richmond PRC is “a coalition of Richmond residents and agencies working together
to reduce poverty and the effects of poverty with research, projects and public
education.”

Rescarch shows the link between poverty alleviation and access to safe, affordable,
sustainable housing. Without access to decent housing, it is extremely difficult to pursue
education, maintain employment, or raise a family. Safe, affordable housing allows
individuals and families to work and thrive, which helps to ensure that they can break the
bonds of poverty. (i)

People experiencing poverty are at more risk of living in inadequate housing than the
general population. They are: First Nations, recent immigrants, persons with disabilities
and chronic illnesses, lone-parent families and single seniors, families on social
assistance, and the working poor. (i) Ensuring people have access to affordable housing
has been shown to be considerably cheaper and much more effective than continuing to
pump money into emergency supports such as shelters. ii

In reviewing the City of Richmond’s AHS is apparent the central view is every houschold
should have the option of living in adequate, affordable and suitable housing. Adequate
means no major repairs are needed. Affordable means less than 30% of gross household
income. Suitable means enough living and sleeping room to live in dignity.

Stats Canada notes that 41% of one-person households in Canada spend more than 30%
of income on shelter. (v) The City’s website notes that 47% of Richmond renters spend
more than 30% of gross income on housing, the vacancy rate at 0.9% is far below a
‘healthy’ rental market rate of 3% and that almost 20% of all Metro households are in
core housing need. )
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Considering these statistics, much more needs to be done to ensure Richmond residents
have access to affordable housing. The Richmond PRC has an interest in updating the
AHS so more affordable housing is available that meets the needs of a significant portion
of Richmond residents that currently spends more than 30% on housing.

Some hopeful news came in the form of the recent Federal Budget delivered on Mar 22,
2017 that gave details to the promised Affordable Housing and the National Housing
Strategy. An important part of that commitment is the allocation of $11.2 billion over the
next 11 years toward a variety of initiatives designed to build, renew and repair Canada’s
stock of affordable housing and help ensure that Canadians have affordable housing that
meets their needs. As part of the National Housing Strategy, this funding will include
$3.2 billion for provinces and territories to build new affordable housing units, renovation
and repair of existing units, and provisions for rental subsidies. (i)

In light of the foregoing, the Richmond PRC recommends that the City of
Richmond amend their Affordable Housing Strategy as follows:

1. Increase the percentage of affordable housing units that developers must
contribute from 5% to 20% of the total development,

2. Decrease the number of units in a development that will trigger the requirement to

provide AH units from 80 to 60 units,

Define townhouses as ‘units’ in the AH criteria,

4. Make accommodations to cover ‘rent gap’ issues, such as a rent-to-income
program so more people can access the City’s affordable housing units,

5. Promote additional incentives to developers for the construction of purpose-build
affordable rentals,

6. Include measurable targets, timelines, public monitoring and regular reporting in
the implementation plan, and

7. Prepare projects now, in time to take advantage of opportunities for federal and
provincial funding as they arise to augment other funds and build new, renew and
repair Richmond’s affordable housing stock.

bt

References:

i A Made in Canada Housing Strategy, March 2017, Jeff Morrison, Canadian Housing and
Renewal Association

ii. The Dollars and Sense of Solving Poverty, Volume 130, Autumn 2011

iii. Dignity for All/ Citizens for Public Justice, A National Anti-Poverty Plan for Canada, 2015

jv. S#atictice Manada Natinnal Hanerhnld Suirvev 2011
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City of

Report to Committee

¥, Richmond
To: Planning Committee Date: June 28, 2017
From: Cathryn Volkering Carlile ' File:  07-3070-01/2017-Vol
General Manager, Community Services 01
Re: 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy

Staff Recommendation

1. That the recommended actions and implementation plan outlined in the staff report titled,
“2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy”, dated June 28, 2017,
from the General Manager of Community Services, be adopted; and

2. That staff report back after one year of the “2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs
Assessment and Strategy” being adopted to provide an update on the implementation plan.

- P

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

Att. 3
REPORT CONCURRENCE
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June 28, 2017 2

Staff Report
Origin

The purpose of this report is to provide the results of the child care needs assessment and the
City’s five year child care strategy for 2017-2022, which includes recommendations and an
implementation plan outlining short term actions. Both the Child Care Development Policy No.
4017 and the Social Development Strategy require that the City undertake periodic child care
needs assessments to update the child care strategy.

This report supports the following Council 2014-2018 Term Goals:
Goal #2 A Vibrant, Active and Connected City:

Continue the development and implementation of an excellent and accessible system of
programs, services, and public spaces that reflect Richmond’s demographics, rich
heritage, diverse needs, and unique opportunities, and that facilitate active, caring, and
connected communities.
2.1.  Strong neighbourhoods.
2.2.  Effective social service networks.

Goal #3 A Well-Planned Community:

Adhere to effective planning and growth management practices to maintain and enhance
the livability, sustainability and desirability of our City and its neighbourhoods, and to
ensure the results match the intentions of our policies and bylaws.

3.1.  Growth and development that reflects the OCP, and related policies and bylaws.
Goal #5 Partnerships and Collaboration:

Continue development and utilization of collaborative approaches and partnerships with
intergovernmental and other agencies to help meet the needs of the Richmond
COMMURILY.

5.1.  Advancement of City priorities through strong intergovernmental relationships.
5.2.  Strengthened strategic partnerships that help advance City priorities.

This report also supports the City’s Social Development Strategy Action #10: Support the
establishment of high quality, safe child care services in Richmond through:

10.1. Conducting periodic child care needs assessments

5440334
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Findings of Fact

The City has prepared three previous Child Care Needs Assessments, in 1995, 2001 and 2009,
that have helped to guide City and stakeholder actions for child care provision in Richmond.

The 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy (Attachment 1) was
prepared in consultation with the Child Care Development Advisory Committee (CCDAC) and
the Child Care Needs Assessment Steering Committee. The methodology used for completing
this report consisted of a literature review, demographic analysis, on-line survey research
(parents, guardians and child care operators), on-line forums, and focus groups (parents, child
care operators and stakeholders). In the proposed strategy, as with the previous needs
assessments, the key recommendations for City actions focus on the City’s role in supporting a
comprehensive child care system in Richmond.

Analysis

Progress Since the 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment

The supply of child care spaces in Richmond has improved substantially since 2009, increasing
from 3,974 spaces to 5,802 spaces in 2016. The change represents an increase of 46% from 2009
to 2016. Following the endorsement of the 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment
and Strategy, a full time Child Care Coordinator position was employed in 2013 to help
implement the City’s child care policy and secure the development of five approved child care
facilities.

Since 2009, three City-owned child care centres have been constructed, two are in operation and
one is scheduled to open in September 2017. Four facilities previously secured in the 1990s were
upgraded. Combined these seven existing child care facilities include a total of 233 licensed
child care spaces.

A further five City-owned facilities, accommodating an estimated 249 child care spaces, have
been approved. One of these negotiated facilities is an early childhood development hub which
will include up to four types of child care programs with complementary early childhood
development and family strengthening services. In total, existing and secured facilities will
provide approximately 482 licensed child care spaces in Richmond. Information showing the
location and status of City-owned child care facilities both existing, and secured from 2009 to
2016 is summarized in a table with an accompanying map (Attachment 2).

Developers have also contributed cash-in-lieu community amenity contributions. At present over
$3M has been collected for deposit to the Child Care Statutory Reserves Funds.

2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy

In order to understand the current child care situation in Richmond, the City undertook its fourth
child care needs assessment. This entailed conducting a community engagement process,
analyzing results and developing a child care strategy for the next five years. In August 2016,
the City commenced a community engagement process to learn from people living and working
in Richmond about their child care experiences. Community outreach included contacting
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parents and guardians, the general public and people working in the child care sector. In addition,
efforts were made to involve City staff through the City’s Intranet page and posters at City Hall
and other City worksites. Information on the needs assessment was also shared with employers
and the business community by the City’s Economic Development Office and the Richmond
Chamber of Commerce.

Tools for gathering public feedback and information included: online and hardcopy surveys; key
informant interviews; coffee chats; community program visits; Let’s Talk Richmond Discussion
forum; and focus groups. The public consultation process was assisted by Richmond Child Care
Resource and Referral (CCRR) staff. The CCRR staff worked alongside City staff at the
Richmond Centre Mall open house and the various focus groups to provide translation assistance
in Cantonese and Mandarin.

Common Themes That Emerged During the Community Engagement Process

Over 5,000 members of the community were engaged during the consultation process for the
community needs assessment, with a total of 350 Parent Surveys received from families and 110
Operator Surveys received from child care providers. Through the various feedback
opportunities the following common themes emerged:

e Affordability — The high cost of child care emerged as a key concern of parents,
particularly for group care for infants and toddlers (children 0 to 36 months). Some also
indicated that they had foregone work to remain at home because the wages they would
attain would fail to offset the costs of care.

e Availability — The number of licensed child care spaces per child has increased
substantially over the years; however, the community engagement process revealed that
significant concerns remain about the limited availability of child care in the city. Many
parents experienced lengthy waiting periods to secure care for their children. Operators
confirmed that waitlists existed for all types of child care, with the longest lists being
reported for group care for infants and toddlers.

e Co-Location and Proximity of Related Services — Parents reported that they used a variety
of other programs and services for their children in addition to child care, such as parent
and tot programs and library programs. They also cited a number of services and
amenities they would like to see located on or near the site of their child care facility,
including recreation services, libraries, parks, and family drop-in programs.

e FExtra Support Needs — Several parents cited concerns regarding child care for children
with extra support needs (e.g. for a child who, for physical, intellectual, emotional,
communicative or behavioural reasons, requires support or services that are additional to
or distinct from, those provided to other children). Specifically they found it difficult to
secure child care spaces in inclusive settings. Operators also expressed challenges in
adequately serving children with extra support requirements citing inadequate funding
and difficulties in recruiting qualified staff. Families and organizations serving children
requiring extra support have launched the Kids Can’t Wait Campaign to advocate for
Provincial government action to improve and stabilize services for these children.
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e [Funding — Related to affordability concerns, several parents expressed frustration about
the fragility and instability of the child care system. Some parents stated that Provincial
child care subsidies needed to increase. In addition, many voiced support for the
$10aDay Child Care Plan. Operators expressed strong concerns about the lack of senior
government commitment and funding shortfalls.

e Information — Parents commented on difficulties accessing information to help them find
placements for their children, even though information is available through the Richmond
Child Care Resource and Referral Centre. Many parents indicated a preference for online
sources of information and information provided in languages other than English,

o Quality of Care, Programming and Safety — The quality of care, diversity of
programming, and overall program safety were key considerations for parent when
selecting child care options. Parents wanted to know that their children were being well
looked after and that their developmental needs were being addressed.

o Stability of Facility Tenure — The survey of child care operators revealed that several
child care facilities are in rented premises with leases set to expire in the near future. Loss
of affordable lease space could result in displacement or discontinuation of existing child
care programs placing considerable stress on families and operators.

e Staffing — The qualifications and commitment of program staff were of paramount
concern to parents. Many parents commented that early childhood educators are not fairly
compensated. Operators highlighted that low wages in the child care sector along with
high housing costs in Richmond were contributing to their difficulties recruiting and
retaining qualified staff.

Proposed Strategic Directions and Recommended Actions

To address current child care needs and to plan for a comprehensive child care system, the 2017-
2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy proposes seven strategic directions
and 32 recommended actions for Council’s consideration. The seven strategic directions are:
1. Policy and Planning;
Creating and Supporting Spaces;
Advocacy;
Accessibility and Inclusion;
Collaboration and Partnership;

A

Research, Promotion and Marketing; and
7.  Monitoring and Renewal.

Over the five year timeframe for the plan some of the recommendations have been noted as short
term priorities (1-3 years), while others are identified as long term priorities (4-5 years). While
there are 32 recommended actions, the following key priorities are proposed to be undertaken to
address the current child care needs and future planning requirements for child care in
Richmond.

e Review Richmond’s child care space needs using 2016 Long-form Canada Census data
for Richmond Planning Areas, available in the spring of 2018. When custom cross-
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tabulations by Planning Area are available in the spring of 2018, City staff will review
the information with respect to the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment
and Strategy and adjust projections as required. This data will also provide information
needed to develop child care space targets for the City’s planning areas. (Short-term: 1-3
years)

e Review the current status of child care spaces in Richmond and assess their vulnerability
fo redevelopment. City staff will conduct research to determine the number, location and
timing of child care spaces that could become vulnerable to redevelopment. The review
will provide information for future child care planning efforts in Richmond. (Short-term
1-3years)

e Secure early childhood development hubs through community amenity contributions from
developers. Securing early childhood development hubs (ECD Hubs) will allow for the
delivery of a variety of services in one facility (e.g. early childhood development
services, family strengthening programs and at least two types of child care programs).
Based on previous Council-adopted plans such as the City Centre Area Plan, a priority
location for ECD Hubs would be the City Centre Area. The plan provides an opportunity
for the City to secure civic space in private developments that take advantage of specific
density provisions (e.g. the City has secured one ECD Hub in the Pinnacle Capstan
Village development). City Centre has the highest number of children under twelve and
is experiencing population growth. By seeking these larger amenity spaces the City will
gain flexibility to adjust services in the future to best meet the needs of Richmond
residents. (Long-term: 4-5 years)

e Review the Child Care Statutory Reserve Funds. Explore amending how developer
community amenity cash contributions are apportioned between the Child Care
Development Reserve Fund and the Child Care Operating Reserve Fund considering the
approach used for the Affordable Housing Statutory Reserve (e.g. 70% allocated for
capital purposes and 30% for operating purposes). (Short-term: 1-3 years).

o Secure additional resources to support Richmond’s child care planning efforts. A regular
full-time Planner 1 position is required to support the current child care work program
and support the implementation of the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs
Assessment and Strategy, if adopted. While a Child Care Coordinator position was
created in 2013 to support the child care sector, this position is currently working beyond
capacity to address the current child care work program.

Since 2013, the City has significantly expanded the number of City-owned child care spaces,
receiving three completed facilities and overseeing the design and construction of five more
amenities, one of which is an early childhood development hub. Once these amenities are
completed, the City will have twelve purpose-built child care assets, representing a significant
increase in child care spaces that the City owns. In addition, the City’s child care workload has
evolved in the last four years to include tasks such as: maintaining and upgrading existing City-
owned child care facilities; conducting research and creating knowledge translation tools;
developing child care guidelines for City-owned child care facilities; and supporting project
management on the development of new City child care amenities.
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A key assumption of the child care strategy was that additional staff resources would be
available to support implementation of the 32 recommended actions. The expertise of a Planner 1
position is essential in order to manage the current child care workload and the recommendations
outlined in the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy. Furthermore,
as the City acquires additional child care and ECD Hub amenities, increased staff resources
outside of Community Social Development may be needed for groups such as Project
Development and Facility Services. These departments support the Child Care Coordinator by
ensuring building performance standards and maintenance requirements for City assets are met
by developers providing child care amenities. Additional staff resources will be highlighted as
required by these departments in future budget requests related to these new amenities.

The 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy implementation plan
articulates how the City will execute the recommended actions regarding its supporting role in
the delivery of child care services in Richmond.

Proposed Stakeholder Actions

Implementing the strategy will involve working with key stakeholders to effect change. Some
examples of potential collaborative work include:

¢ Monitoring, maintaining and increasing child care spaces in Richmond;

e Improving funding for child care operations, early intervention services and wages for
early childhood educators; and

¢ Enhancing information for parents seeking child care and other community resources.

Copies of the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy will be
circulated to the following groups for their information: Child Care Development Advisory
Committee, Richmond School District, Vancouver Coastal Health, Richmond Child Care
Resource and Referral Centre, Richmond Children First, Community Associations, Richmond
Chamber of Commerce, and the Provincial and Federal Governments.

Child Care Development Advisory Committee (CCDAC) Support

On June 14, 2017, the CCDAC reviewed the strategic directions and recommended actions set
out in the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy. The Committee
asked that recommendations be added to emphasize the importance of advocating to the
provincial government that the City be consulted about the creation and implementation of any
future publicly funded child care plan. In addition, recognizing that attracting people to the field
of early childhood education is at a crisis, attention must be paid to increasing wages for workers
in this sector by increasing the Child Care Operating Funding Program and/or providing wage
enhancements.

The CCDAC formalized their support by passing a motion recommending that City Council
support the recommendations set out in the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment
and Strategy.

Implementation
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The implementation plan (Attachment 3) included with this staff report focuses on the short term
actions identified for the first three years of the strategy’s timeframe. Staff will be reporting back
after the first year of the strategy’s adoption to provide an update on the actions that have been
completed or that are underway. A key assumption underlying preparation of the five year
Strategy was that adequate resources would be available to support its implementation. Should
the City continue to receive new child care and early childhood development amenities
additional staff resources may be required to support the build out of these facilities along with
carrying out recommended actions noted in the Strategy.

A key assumption underlying preparation of the strategy was that adequate resources would be
available to support its implementation.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

The 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy provides insight into the
status of child care provision in Richmond and proposes actions for the City and other
stakeholders to support this essential service to Richmond families. It is recommended that the
2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy be adopted, circulated to
stakeholders and made available to the general public. Staff also recommend that additional
resources be provided to implement the child care strategy and that City Council be provided
with an update one year after the Strategy is adopted.

The City has been a municipal leader in fostering the conditions necessary for improving child
care choices for its resident and employee populations. As an active partner with other levels of
government its strategic actions help children and families thrive in Richmond.

UL UL YO LUV L

Child Care Coordinator
(604-204-8621)

Att. 1: 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy
2: City-owned Child Care Facilities Existing and Secured from 2009 to 2016
3: 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy - Strategic Directions
and Recommended Actions Implementation Plan
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2017-2022 | Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy | City of Richmond

« providing resource and referral information to support parents’ ability to select quality
child care.

The Richmond Child Care Resource and Referral Centre is located in the Richmond Caring
Place and is under the auspices of Richmond Cares Richmond Gives.

On the basis of income testing, low income families may qualify for
provincial government assistance with their child care costs. Successful applicants are
supplied with authorization forms to give to their child care provider, who in turn may bill
the Ministry of Children and Family Development for services rendered to an established
maximum dollar value. The cost of care is often greater than the value of available
subsidies, in which case the parents must pay the difference directly to the child care
provider or centre. The Provincial government website indicates that families that earn
$40,000 or less should apply, and that families earning up to $55,000 may also be
eligible.

A child who, for physical, intellectual, emotional,
communicative or benavioral reasons, requires support or services that are additional to,
or distinct from, those provided to other children.

Programs offered by child care operators for various ages of children that
promote tun and friendship through out trips, theme days, creative crafts and games. Day
camps are offered during the summer, winter and spring and may or may not be licensed
child care programs.

A course of study which is required for those wishing
10 pecome Kegistered tarly Lnianood Educators. Post-basic training may lead to an
Infant/Toddler or Special Needs certificate.

Zhild care offered in the child care provider's own home
TOr a maximum ot seven children.

The provision of care to children in a non-residential group setting.
wroup chila care providers must have Early Childhood Education training and their facility
must be licensed with Community Care Facilities Licensing.

Group child care for a maximum of 12 children
unaer 3o montns.

aroup child care for a maximum 25
cniaren agea 3U MONINS TO SCNOOI-age (5-b years), with no more than two children
younger than 36 months.

Care provided to children before and after
sCnoo! hours. 1he maximum group size I1s 3u 1T all children are in Grade 2 or higher. If any
children present in the program are in Kindergarten or Grade 1 then the maximum group
size is 24.

& parent or other entrusted person responsible for the care and upbringing of,
and decision making about, a child.

Zhild care in a provider's own home for a maximum of eight
chilaren {pirtn-8 years). 1ne licensee must be a certified early childhood educator.

1 and 18 months.

A child care facility that meets the requirements of the
Lommunity Lare and Assisted Living Act and the Child Care Regulation.

“am  hild care homes that offer care
TOr one or two children unrelated to tne provider of child care. The operations are not
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From a social perspective, having accessible, affordable and quality child care can serve as
a poverty reduction measure, offering the most vuinerable families with the supports they
need to sustain employment and make financial gains for their future. Child care and
early childhood education support school readiness and ease a child’s transition into
school. It can also allow opportunities for early identification and intervention approaches
for children who have developmental delays. Such early prevention services also help
strengthen vulnerable children’s resilience and set them on a path to success in
adulthood.

These are just some of the reasons why the City of Richmond continues to be a champion
for child care. Related to the City’s Child Care Policy, and to better understand current
conditions for child care in Richmond, the City undertakes periodic child care needs
assessments, These are used to inform five year planning strategies with associated
actions. To this end, the City has undertaken a community engagement process to learn
about its residents child care experiences and to frame a strategy for the years going
forward from 2017 to 2022.

The purpose of the Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy 2017-2022 is to:
Identify key child care needs for Richmond over the next five years; and

Provide a resource for the City, and others involved with child care, in planning to
address current and future child care needs.

[ts objectives are to:

Identify child care needs (opportunities and priorities for action) for Richmond from
2017 to 2022;

Identify key child care usage patterns and concerns of Richmond parents and
caregivers;

Identify primary concerns of Richmond child care providers; and

Provide recommendations for addressing priority child care needs in the city over the
next five years.

The document consists of seven sections: background; methodology; assessment of need;
discussion and analysis; vision; strategic directions and recommended actions; and
conclusion.

' Making Cities Safer: Action Briefs for Municipal Stakeholders, Number 3, Institute for the Prevention of Crime, March 2009
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2017-2022 | Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy | City of Richmond

Municipal governments, whose powers derive from provincial legislation, do not have a
direct responsibility for child care or other social services. Nonetheless, as the level of
government closest to the people, municipalities have deep concerns about child care as
well as other social needs of the community. Examples of roles played by BC municipalities
in addressing child care needs include:

Adopting municipal child care policies;

Convening child care planning tables;

Advocating to senior governments on local child care needs;
Undertaking child care needs assessments;

Providing grants to child care providers;

Amending zoning bylaws to facilitate development of child care spaces;

Making space available in municipal facilities, at nominal or below market rates, for
the provision of child care;

Securing built child care spaces or cash in lieu from developers through the
development approval process (e.g. by providing bonus density in exchange for child
care contributions);

Seeking funding and facilitating the creation of early childhood development hubs
(e.g. child care centres in conjunction with other child and family oriented services);

Supporting a child care website or link with information targeted both to child care
operators and interested parents;

Providing planning tools and resources for existing and prospective child care
operators; and

Establishing family-friendly policies for municipal employees (e.g. compressed work
weeks, and flexible scheduling to accommodate employees’ child care needs).

Some of the key roles played by the City of Richmond include:

Identifying child care needs of residents, students, employers and employees based on
demographic information and insights from the community;

Ensuring that the City's plans, policies, and regulations facilitate the establishment of
child care facilities;

Facilitating development of City-owned child care facilities {e.g. by working with
developers) to be operated by non-profit child care operators;

Facilitating the direct delivery of child care services by Community Associations at City
facilities (e.g. City Centre Community Centre, South Arm Community Centre, and
Terra Nova Park);

Sharing community need information with private and non-profit child care operators
to assist with child care planning efforts;

Liaising and maintaining connections with local child and family service organizations
to strengthen networks and facilitate joint planning opportunities; and

Encouraging the Provincial and Federal governments to adopt policies and provide
stable funding to enhance resources for local child care providers.
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2017-2022 | Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy | City of Richmond

The 2077-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy updates and builds
on the previous child care needs assessments, identifying child care needs and providing a
contemporary set of recommendations for addressing the identified needs. Due to the
lack of 2016 Census figures, this document does not provide specific child care space
targets. However, it offers an analysis of trends, priorities, and challenges for Richmond. It
also establishes a foundation for estimating future child care need by Planning Area, to be
pursued when detailed results of the 2016 Canada Census are available for Richmond
(May 2018).

In addition to previous Needs Assessments, the City’s child care initiatives are supported
by a variety of other plans, strategies and policies. Key examples include the following:

The OCP cites the City's commitment
10 “promote tne establisnment ana mamntenance or a comprehensive child care system to
provide accessible and affordable quality programs” through the following actions:

+ Continue to work with the community to establish guality, affordable child care
services;

¢ Update the Child Care Implementation Strategy on a regular basis;

» Continue to negotiate for the provision of City-owned child care space within private
developments as appropriate;

e Continue to encourage donations and contributions to the Child Care Development
Reserve Fund and to review the process for allocation of these funds; and

» Encourage provision of space for family child care in all assisted-rental housing projects
developed under senior government programs.

The City's Area Plans acknowledge the importance
of child care programs and Include provisions to accommodate their development in a
range of areas and zoning districts throughout Richmond. The City Centre Area Plan and
the West Cambie Area Plan, for example, specifically include implementation strategies
that outline expected developer contributions to child care.

Action 10 of
U1E 0L UEVEIUPITZIIL DU dLEYY LCOTTHTIL UIE LIy W SUppUIL tie estauisiiment of high
quality, safe child care services in Richmond" through such means as:

» Conducting periodic Child Care Needs Assessments, with interim monitoring, to
identify existing and future child care requirements, by type of care and geographic
area of need;

» Exploring creative financing options to supplement developer contributions to
augment the City's Child Care Development Reserves;

» Securing City-owned child care facilities from private developers through the rezoning
process for lease at nominal rates to non-profit providers;

* Encouraging the establishment of child care facilities near schools, parks and
community centres;
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* Encouraging private developers to contribute to the City’s Child Care Development
Reserve Fund, as appropriate;

» Consulting and collaborating with child care providers and other community partners
on child care issues;

¢ Administering the City's Child Care Grant Program to support the provision of quality,
affordable, accessible child care in Richmond; and

= Advocating for senior governments to contribute funding and improve policies to
address local child care needs.

‘he Child Care Development Policy
acknowledges that quality and aftordable chiid care 1s an essential service in the
community for residents, employers and employees. It also commits the City to being an
active partner with senior governments, parents, the private sector and co-operative
sectors, and the community, to develop and maintain a comprehensive child care system
in Richmond.

Established in 1993 as an
ouTcome OT The Lna Lare veveiopment roiicy 4u i/, Tne CCDAC as is an advisory
committee to City Council. Its mandate is to advise Council on the development of
quality, affordable and accessible child care, and to assist with the planning and support
of quality child care in Richmond. The CCDAC advises Council on child care funding,
policy and infrastructure, including making recommendations on child care grant
allocations. It also provides advice regarding necessary advocacy to senior levels of
government and other stakeholders. In addition, it works with the community to monitor
child care services and needs, support the development of child care spaces in Richmond,
and increase public awareness of child care issues.

"he Child Care Development Reserve Fund (Bylaw
No. b3b/) was establisned In 1994 Tor capital expenses including providing grants to
non-profit societies for capital purchases and improvements, such as equipment,
furnishings, renovations and playground development. The Child Care Operating Reserve
Fund (Bylaw No. 8877) was established in May 2012 to assist with non-capital expenses
including grants to non-profit societies to support child care professional and program
development within Richmond. Contributions to the Reserve Funds are secured through
developers, in accordance with provisions from the OCP and Zoning Bylaw, with 90% of
the contributions going to capital and 10% going to operating.

In planning for child care, much can be learned from looking at promising practices from
other jurisdictions. A review of promising child care practices of other jurisdictions was
conducted as part of the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and
Strategy. The intent was to identify opportunities for enhancing Richmond’s child care
efforts while recognizing that any practice must be appropriate to, and feasible for the
local context. As with the 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and
Strategy, research for this review primarily focused on promising practices from four BC
municipalities (Vancouver, North Vancouver, New Westminster, and Burnaby) and the City
of Toronto®.

6 The Toronto examples are included because they demonstrate a strony suunicipal leadership role with respect to child care.
Richmond would not be able to pursue all of the examples cited for Toronto, because unlike their Ontario counterparts, BC
municipalities do not have the legislated authority and resources to directly provide child care services. On a modified basis,
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Examples of Promising Practices:

The City of North Vancouver website contains a link to Connect for
Kids, a one-stop online source of information about child and family services on the North
Shore that is hosted by North Shore Community Resources Society. Connect for Kids is a
resource targeted to parents, caregivers and professionals working with children and
families. Examples of information available on the site include places that offer child care,
out-of-school activities for children, parent programs, multicultural support, and family
resources.

TELCCS is a service delivery
arm ot Ine LIty oT 10ronto, OTTering quailty early learning ana child care services
throughout the city for children, birth to 12 years. Two key components of TELCCS's
service provision are:

* Early Learning Centres: TELCCS operates over 50 early [earning & child care centres
throughout Toronto. The centres primarily provide full day early learning and child care
services, but also offer some before and after school care. The centres use a play based
learning approach, supporting the individual learning and development of their
children in care.

e Toronto Home Child Care: Toronto Home Child Care is a licensed agency, founded
on the recognition that a home environment, with smaller groups and flexible hours of
care, may be the preferred child care option for some families. The agency holds
contracts with independent providers offering high quality early learning and child
care in their private homes. As with the TELCCS early learning centres, the home child
care services are available for children from birth to 12 years.

Examples of Promising Practices:

“his plan is a key
document that guides tne Lnidren’s Services DIvision in loronto for its planning and
delivery of services for children and families. New Service Plans are developed every five
years, assessing the division’s accomplishments and challenges, conducting an
environmental scan, and setting new directions for the next five years. The Service Plan
sets a vision for the child and family service system, including early learning and child care.
Toronto’s 2015-2019 Service Plan has four parts:

A Toronto for All Children & Families: examines Children’s Services’ role in building
a city that works for all of Toronto’s children and families.

The Changing Landscape: an environmental scan of the many influences that are
impacting the child and family system in Toronto.

7 As noted, Ontario municipalities have the legislated authority and resources to directly provide child care services. BC
municipalities lack such authority or resources.
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The Service Sector: provides a snapshot of Children’s Services' existing programs
and services, with a focus on programs and services that are planned, funded, and
managed by the Division.

The Service Plan: identifies actions for expanding and enhancing early learning and
child care through careful planning and long-term investment in order to meet
demand in Toronto.

UTIUEI LdKET] [EEUD dd5EDSITIRTIL dIU duOpLed Stidleyies 100 CHNA Lare. 1iie 1miost recer it
New Westminster Child Care Needs Assessment was released in 2015 and the most
recent Child Care Strategy was adopted in 2016. The 2016 Child Care Strategy is the
City’'s third such strategy, and its second in seven years. The strategy provides an overall
vision, policy framework and three-year action plan in support of a comprehensive child
care system in New Westminster. The strategy contains several actions relating to the
themes of policy and planning, direct support for child care, information dissemination,
collaboration, partnership, and advocacy.

Examples of Promising Practices:

‘he JCC, established in 2004, is a formal arrangement
MVOIVINg Ne LIty o1 vancouver, tie Vancouver Parks Board, and the Vancouver Board of
Education with a mandate to provide leadership in child care and child development in
Vancouver. It consists of elected and administrative officials from the City, Parks Board and
School Board, as well as representatives from Vancouver Coastal Health, non-profit child
care providers, and the academic community. A key role of the JCC is to set targets for
the creation of new child care spaces. These targets have regularly been exceeded since
the JCC's inception. Indicative of the positive collaboration engendered by the JCC, the
City of Vancouver recently partnered with the Vancouver Board of Education to co-locate
a new 69-space child care centre, as part of the seismic replacement project at Sir
Sandford Fleming Elementary. Through a unique partnership with the Ministry of
Education and Vancouver School Board, the City is providing $6.3M, while the Province is
contributing $500,000 (in addition to its other contributions to the seismic replacement
project).
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facilities in modular buildings on School District lands. The agreement specified the
various roles of the respective parties, with the key ones involving:

* Provision of school lands by the School District for the siting of the facilities;

» Management of the development and construction of the facilities by the City with
School District approvals;

 City funding of all capital construction, capital maintenance and future site restoration
costs;
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To provide background context and assist with assessing child care needs in Richmond, it
is important to understand key characteristics of the population. However, at the time of
writing, the results of the 2016 Census are not yet available. The results will be
disseminated in various releases throughout 2017, with cross-tabulations and other
custom release data taking longer to obtain. The City of Richmond will request this data
for its area-specific geographies in 2018, and further assessment of child care needs in
Richmond while be required.

It is still pertinent to examine the most recently available statistics from the 2011 Census
and National Household Survey®, and other pertinent data sources.' Highlights are
presented below:

¢ Substantial overall population growth: Between 1991 and 2011, Richmond’s
overall population grew by 33%, increasing from 126,624 to 190,473 people during
that period.

« Large immigrant population: In 2011, over half (60%) of Richmond’s population
consisted of people born outside of Canada, with 33% having arrived since 2001. On
an area-specific basis, roughly 72% of the City Centre area population consisted of
immigrants.

e High percentage of people having mother tongues and home languages other
than English: In 2011, 62% of Richmond residents had a mother tongue (language
first spoken and still understood) other than English. Richmond School District data
showed that in the 2014/15 school year, 60% of students had home languages
(languages most frequently spoken at home) other than English.

* Relatively low median family incomes: In 2010, the median family income in
Richmond was $69,553, well below the Metro Vancouver average of $80,006."
Further, there was considerable variation in median family incomes throughout the
city, with Gilmore having the highest median family incomes ($115,844) and the City
Centre having the lowest ($50,983).

» Relatively high percentage of people with low incomes: In 2010, 42,365
Richmond residents (22.4% of all residents) had incomes below the low- income
measure after-tax (LIM-AT),"> well above the Metro Vancouver average of 17.4%.
Further, compared with other municipalities in the region, Richmond also had the
highest prevalence of children under 18 (25.4%) and children under six (22.6%) in
low-income households.

©

Prior to 2011, the Federal government eliminated the mandatory Long Form Census, replacing it with the voluntary National
Household Survey (NHS). The Long Form Census had questions on language, ethnicity, housing and array of other information
of interest to local governments and others. While the NHS asked many similar questions to the Long Form Census, the results
are less reliable due to the voluntary nature of the survey. The Statistics Canada website cautions: “The (2011) NHS estimates
are derived from a voluntary survey and are therefore subject to potentially higher non-response error than those derived from
the 2006 census long form.”

=3

The United Way document: The United Way of the Lower Mainland Community Profile Series: Richmond, December, 2015
provides a more detailed overview of demographic characteristics of Richmond. The document served as a secondary source
for several of the statistics cited in this Demographics Highlights section.

Varjous academics, policy officials and others have noted that official income figures may not provide an accurate picture

of the financial viability of all members of the local poputation. For example, some households may report low incomes

while having substantial assets {e.g. houses) and receiving support from family members living abroad with higher incomes.
However, the extent of this discrepancy is not known and this note is not intended to reinforce assumptions about community
members.

The low-income measure after-tax {UM-AT) reflects “a consistent and well-defined methodology that identifies those who are
substantially worse off than average.” Furthermore, “the after-tax low income measures will take into account the reduced
spending power of households because of income taxes paid.” The measure must be treated cautiously, however, as Statistics
Canada “has clearly and consistently emphasized that low income lines are not measures of poverty.” Further information can
be found in the article “Low-income measure after tax,” available on the Statistics Canada website.
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City and Schoo! District staff, the projections were reconfigured to coincide, to the
extent possible, with Richmond's Planning Area geographies.

Identifying child care space needs estimates: Estimates were identified for
different age groups, by type of care, based on the assumption that Richmond’s
utilization of spaces would be similar to the utilization patterns in similar
municipalities in the region.'® The 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment
and Strateqy acknowledged that this approach would yield conservative estimates of
need.

Using the above mentioned methodology, the 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs
Assessment and Strategy estimated that a total of 5,586 licensed child care spaces would
be required to meet the Richmond’s child care needs by 2016. Based on Community Care
Licensing records for November 2016, the actual number of licensed spaces in Richmond
(excluding occasional care) was 5,802,which exceeded the 2009-2016 Richmond Child
Care Needs Assessment and Strategy's overall estimate of need by 216 spaces.

In comparing the projected need for child care spaces from the previous strategy and the
current available licensed child care spaces for each planning area, some program types
exceeded the estimated need while other types of care fell below the estimated space
needs. Group child care accounted for all the surplus spaces available: 419 more spaces
than estimated for group care for 30 months to school-age care and 195 more spaces
than estimated for group care for children under 3 years. The number of available spaces
for other types of care fell below estimated need identified in the 2009-2016 Richmond
Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy: 268 fewer spaces than estimated for school-
age care, 125 fewer spaces than estimated for family and multi-age child care, and 45
fewer spaces than estimated for preschool.

Looking at geographical distribution, the number of child care spaces available in 7
Planning Areas exceeded the 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and
Strategy estimated need, while the number of spaces in five planning areas fell below the
estimated need. The major surpluses occurred in East Richmond, Gilmore, and East
Cambie which respectively had 218, 160, and 142 more spaces than estimated to be
needed in the 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy." The
major shortfalls occurred in City Centre, Thompson, and Bridgeport, which respectively
had 299, 85, and 69 fewer spaces than cited in the estimates. (Table 8, 9, 10, 11)

It is important to note that the 2009-2016 Richmond Child-Care Needs Assessment and
Strategy based its estimates of child care space needs on a projected 0-12 years
population of 29,300, resulting in an estimated child care space per population ratio of 19
spaces for every 100 children aged from 0-12 years. However, BC Stats?® P.E.O.PL.EZ
estimates for Richmond put the City's 0-12 years population figure for 2016 at 23,910,
and Richmond School District estimates for 2017 (prepared by Baragar Systems) place the
figure at 23,021. As such, the current child care space ratio for Richmond is approximately
24 spaces for every 100 children aged from 0-12 years, substantially higher than the 19
spaces for every 100 children ratio put forward in the 2009-2016 Richmond Child Care
Needs Assessment and Strategy.

'® Baragar Systems is a demographic consulting firm that provides population projections and related data to school districts
and other clients in BC and Canada. The Richmond School District uses the information for school planning purposes.

¥ The 2009 Child Care Needs Assessment excluded Gilmore, East Richmond, and Fraser Lands from the analysis. Instead, it
assigned populations and presumably child care spaces to adjacent planning areas. This Assessment has included Gilmore,
East Richmond, and Fraser Lands in the analysis; therefore, caution must be taken in comparing the area-specific information
in the two Assessments.

® Age-specific 2016 Census data is not available at the time of this writing.

2 The PE.O.PL.E. acronym refers to Population Extrapolation for Organizational Flanning with less Error.
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In addition to the analysis of child care supply and demand trends, research for this Needs
Assessment relied on extensive engagement with the community. The primary forms of
public feedback were solicited through a Parent Survey and an Operator Survey,
supplemented by many other opportunities for information-sharing from families and
operators. This section outlines the results of the community engagement process, with
an emphasis on the results obtained through the Parent Survey and the Operator Survey.
Further detail on the methodology and results of the community engagement process are
provided in Appendices A, B, C, and D.

A total of 350 Parent Surveys were received from families during the community ot responaent:
. . ) . were parents ¢

engagement process. Of these, 311 surveys were included in the final analysis. The child 0-12 yea

following statistics provide an overview of the demographic characteristics of the survey

respondents.

*  96.1% of respondents were Richmond residents

e 84.2% of respondents were a parent to a child 0-12 years

*  76.8% of respondents were married or in a common-law relationship

e 72.3% of respondents self-identified as female

e 55.0% of respondents were employed full-time and 14.1% of respondents were

employed part-time Richmond-employed

*  51% of respondents had lived in Richmond for over 10 years respondents working

. in the City Cent
* 35.0% of respondents were employed in Richmond In the City Centre area

A total of 110 Operator Surveys were received from operators of child care facilities
during the community engagement process. Of these, 81 surveys were included in the
final analysis. The following statistics provide an overview of the program and facility
characteristics of the survey respondents.

* 87.7% of respondents indicatedtheir child care centre was non-unionized
*  60.5% of respondents operated privately owned child care programs
* 50.6% of respondents leased or rented their facility space

* 43.2% of respondents operated a group child care program for children 30 months to
school-age (Table 12)

*  40.7% of respondents indicated that they operated a child care program from a
residential building
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Throughout the course of the community engagement process,

child care operators within Richmond expressed concern about a growing trend where
families hold spaces for their child in a child care program. This often occurs when a
family is out of the province or country for an extended period of time. Rather than
removing the child from their child care program, the family continues to pay monthly
registration fees in order to secure the ongoing space for their child. This ensures that the
child will have a child care space upon return to the Richmond community; however it
also prevents another child from taking that space in the child’s absence. This trend is
further restricting the availability of child care spaces, as noted by the many child care
operators in Richmond. 28.4% of child care operators responded that, in the past year, a
family had paid for a child care space even if their child was unable to attend their
program.

The high cost of child care emerged as a key concern of parents, particularly for group
care for infants and toddlers. Many parents noted that they had made compromises on
the quality of care they were pursuing because of cost (e.g. choosing the lower cost
option because the preferred option was too expensive). Some families also indicated that
they had foregone work to remain at home because the wages they would attain would
fail to offset the costs of care.

Families indicated that the average monthly cost of child care was $500 or less for 46% of
surveyed children, $500-$1,000 for 31.6% of children, $1,000-$1,500 for 18.6% of
children, and more than $1,500 for 3.2% of children. (Figure 4) Respondents to the
Parent Survey reported before tax household incomes in 2015 that averaged higher than
the 2011 Census results. (Table 15) While the average reported household income of
respondents was higher than the average household income in Richmond for 2010,
respondents still reported that affordability of child care was a major concern facing their
family. In addition, many families expressed their concern with the increasing cost of living
in Richmond and the impact that the high cost of child care has had on their lives. For
many families, child care constitutes a major source of expenditure in their daily cost of
living and is a contributing factor to stretched financial situations. The public consultation
process revealed that for many families with one or more children, child care costs were
more than the income of a parent, resulting in a parent staying at home to care for the
child.
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Throughout the community engagement process, several parents expressed frustration

about the limited senior government funding provided for the child care system. They

noted that the system is fragile and lacks the funding and stability of the public education s
system, thereby creating challenges for parents, children, operators, and child care fing
workers. Some parents also stated that Provincial child care subsidies need to increase. In d ramily memper wno

Id id f
addition, many families voiced support for the $10aDay Child Care Plan.?* :lc::ir cﬁ?&w\fvﬁ::rr?e:c:ed

Operators expressed strong concerns about perceived funding shortfalls and lack of senior
government commitment, echoing the parents’ comments about the overall fragility and
instability of the child care system. In addition some operators voiced their desire for a
publically funded child care plan and that they would support the $10aDay Child Care Plan.

71.6% of operators reported that, in the past 12 months, they had accommodated a
child in receipt of Ministry of Children and Family Development (MCFD) Child Care
Subsidies. (Appendix E) In total, 58 operators who responded to the Operator Survey
collectively accommodated a total of 294 families in receipt of MCFD Child Care
Subsidies. Many operators expressed their concern over the low income thresholds for
approval of child care subsidies by the Ministry of Children and Family Development.
Richmond operators of all forms of child care programs stated that it was difficult for
families to receive MCFD subsidies due to the fact that the income threshold has not
changed for many years, even with the higher cost of living.

70.3% of operators reported that they received financial assistance through the Provincial
Child Care Operating Fund®, While the majority of Richmond child care operators
reported accessing the Provincial Child Care Operating Fund, some operators expressed
concern over the lack of available funding for private child care operators and desired an
increase in funding from the Child Care Operating Fund.

The most prevalent primary forms of child care were provided through an immediate

family member (27.1%), school-age care (22.9%), group care for 30 months to school-

age (10.5%), and group care for infants and toddlers (8.9%). The most prevalent forms of
secondary care? for respondent families were delivered by an immediate family member

residing in the home (32.7%), an unpaid, extended family member or friend (28.7%), and

a hired babysitter or nanny (7.7 %). (Figure 5) .

Among the Parent Survey respondents who used child care services, families reported that
many of their children used some form of paid child care (88%); were enrolled in licensed
care (85.0%); attended child care 5 days per week (62.7%); and most commonly
attended child care between the hours of 7:00-9:00 a.m. (54.6%), 9:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.
(57.0%), 12:00-3:00 p.m. (54.6%), and 3:00-6:00 p.m. (80.9%,).

¢ The $10aDay Child Care Plan is a campaign, coordinated by the Coalition of Child Care Advocates of BC, urging the Provincial
Government to introduce a comprehensive set of improvements to the child care system in the province. With respect to fees,
the Plan calls on the Province to provide sufficient funding to bring parent costs down to:

$10 a day for full time care;
$7 a day for part time care;
No parent fee for families with annual incomes under $40,000.

2 The Child Care Operating Funding (CCOF) assists with the day-to-day costs of running a licensed child care facility. The
program is optional—child care providers can choose to not participate. Additional information on the CCOF can be found in
Appendix E.

This helps child care providers to:

—-  Keep parent fees affordable
Provide fair salaries 1o child care staff
Maintain quality child care for the community

% Secondary care: child care used frequently when a child is not in their primary form of care
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None L5

Unknown

An immediate family member is at home 14
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Unpaid extended family member or friend
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School age out of school care

Preschool

In-home muilti age child care

Hired babysitter/nanny

Group child care-infant/toddler

Group child care- 30 months to school age

Family child care

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Number of Children

M Secondary Form of care W Primary Form of Care

When canvassing the Richmond community, operators and families all indicated that the
majority of child care options are available Monday to Friday, between the hours of

8:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m. For preschool programs, hours of operation are shorter in duration,
and school-age care operators differ in their ability to offer programming during holidays
and school breaks. An important aspect of the community engagement process was to
determine if the current child care situation in Richmond is adequate in serving the needs
of Richmond’s diverse community.

15.9% of applicable respondents in the Parent Survey indicated they needed child care for
their children during different hours or days than their current arrangement. Highly
sought after child care times, that parents found they could not access, were in the early
mornings (6:30-7:30 a.m.), evenings (6:30-9:00 p.m.), and during weekends and holidays.
Many families indicated that they were not able to access school-age care during the
holiday school year breaks such as winter break, spring break, summer break and
professional development days. The primary reasons cited for not securing care in these
desired times related to cost or lack of availability. 29.1% of respondents who currently
have a child in a child care arrangement indicated that they would change their current
arrangement if a suitable alternative was available.

Families indicated that they sought alternate child care arrangements due to a variety of
reasons. A common theme among parents and operators during the community engagement
process revealed that child care options offer low flexibility for families should a situation arise
such as illness, work commitments, or unexpected operator changes to scheduling. The

at some point in order primary reasons that respondent families had to pursue alternate child care arrangements was
to provide alternate due to a child falling ill (28.3%) and to cover days that a child care operator was closed

care for their child

(25.6%). (Table 17) For these situations, families used a range of alternate child care
arrangements, most commonly using friends and family to look after their child (54.7%) or
taking time off work (49.2%). (Table 18) During the school-year calendar breaks, families
reported using day camps (30.6%), or family and friends (36.4%) to provide care for their
child when their regularﬁrﬂd care arra%gement was not open. (Table 19)
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Mode of Transportation to Child Care

Through the focus groups and surveys, child care operators revealed that several child care
facilities are in privately-owned commerdal premises with leases set to expire in the near future.
In addition, the recent Supreme Court decision to return class sizes to teacher student ratios set
in pre-2002 has required the Richmond School District to utilize classroom space previously
rented to child care providers. In many cases, displaced programs have been accommodated in
new locations at other school sites but not all programs are guaranteed future rental space. The
Richmond School District is also going through seismic upgrading which may further impact the
amount of space available for child care since rebuilding may not be to the previous economic
capacity. There are currently over 1,200 licensed child care spaces offered on Richmond School
District sites.

More research is required to gain a better understanding of the situation and its
implications. It is also important to determine the number of facilities that are secure over
the short and medium term, as well as the number of facilities at risk of redevelopment.
Information gleaned from the research would help to formulate potential options for
addressing the situation in the future. Loss of facilities could place considerable stress on
families and operators. The issue is particularly challenging given the high real estate costs in
the city, meaning affordable alternative spaces could be at a premium.

in the Operator Survey, 50.6% of operators reported that their facilities were leased or
rented. Of these respondents, 43.9% identified their leases as already expired, month-to-
month, or expiring within the next year. However, only 9.9% of operators indicated that
they expect their programs to need to relocate within the next two years.

Several parents cited concerns regarding care for children with extra support needs.
Specifically, parents discussed challenges in securing spaces in inclusive settings which
have capacity to welcome and serve children with extra support needs in conjunction with
other children in care. Operators also cited challenges in adequately serving children with

2 Child Requiring Extra Support: A child who, for physical, intellectual, emotional, communicative or behavioral reasons,
requires support or services that are additional to, or distinct from, those provided to other children.
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Collaborative planning structures and strong partnerships (e.g. Child Care
Development Advisory Committee, Richmond School District, Richmond Children’s
First, Vancouver Coastal Health, Richmond Child Care Resource and Referral).

Track record of securing spaces through development and facilitated by research and
technical resources, such as design guidelines and specifications.

Challenges Facing Child Care in Richmond

Persistent unmet child care need in the City, especially for infant-toddler care (as
evidenced by wait lists and personal stories of frustrated parents).

High costs of child care and related affordability challenges, most notably for infant-
toddler care.

Limited flexibility for child care for families, particularly relating to the need and desire
for child care options outside traditional week-day work hours.

Financial and life-balance pressure on families and extended families (e.g.
grandparents deferring retirement plans to assist with child care needs).

Limited awareness of sources of information for child care. For example, some families
do not know where to look for information on child care and related family support
services, a particular challenge given the limited availability of information available in
languages other than English.

Challenges for Supported Child Development programs and families with children
having extra support needs, including a shortage of funding and resources, difficulty in
securing placement, and integration and acceptance issues.

Lack of resources, knowledge or acceptance of how to respond to needs of recent
immigrant families while also ensuring that an inclusive system of services is available.

Limited progress in securing early childhood development hubs (e.g. while one hub is
being established as part of the Capstan Village development, no firm provisions have
been made for additional hubs in the city).

Limited staff resources in the City’s Community Social Development Department,
creating challenges for supporting acquisition of new community amenities for child
care and ECD hubs and for addressing other child care priorities of the City.

Opportunities for Advancing Child Care in Richmond

Continued population growth and development in the City, especially in City Centre,
creates opportunities to secure more City-owned child care amenities or ECD hubs
through negotiations with developers.

Ability to pursue leveraged advances for child care, building on and enhancing the
foundation of goodwill and culture of collaboration amongst partners (e.g. community
associations, Vancouver Coastal Health Authority, Richmond School District, non-profit
agencies, child care providers, and others).

Potential opportunities to co-locate child care centres or ECD hubs in future City and
community facilities.
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A concerted effort was made to ensure that Richmond residents who had difficulty
communicating in English were able to participate in the 2077-2022 Richmond Child Care
Needs Assessment and Strategy process. Staff from the Richmond Child Care Resource
and Referral were available to translate the survey tools at numerous promotion events.
The Child Care Resource and Referral staff were also available to assist parents with
Chinese language translation support over the phone to complete the survey, and this
service was publicized in promotional materials.

In addition, multilingual City volunteers and staff from the Child Care Resource and
Referral and other community agencies (e.g. Richmond Family Place) were present at
various community engagement events to assist residents with limited English skills in
sharing their views and completing the survey. The multilingual volunteers and agency
staff offered support at programs and events attended by Chinese, Arabic, and Spanish
speaking participants as follows:

* Mandarin and Cantonese speakers—eight events (e.g. open house, parent focus group,
coffee chats, library table, community program visits);

» Arabic speakers—visit to Refugee Bridging Program;

¢ Spanish speakers~visit to Refugee Bridging Program.

The information-gathering process for the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs
Assessment and Strategy involved a variety of methods, yielding a mixture of qualitative
and guantitative data.

In interpreting the data, the following points should be noted:

= Convenience Sampling for Parent Survey—The Parent Survey was available to any
interested parent or guardian who either lived in or used child care services in
Richmond. Random sampling was not used as the goal was to receive responses from
families who were either using or wanting to use child care programs. The responses
captured the views of parents and caregivers with an invested interest in the quality of
child care in the community. They also yielded valuable insights into key child care
issues and concerns being faced by Richmond families.

= Community Interest-With 311 eligible responses to the Parent Survey, 27 participants
in the Parent Focus Groups, and 28 respondents signed on to the Let's Talk Richmond
Discussion Forum, the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and
Strategy surveyed the Richmond population through an extensive promotion process.
Participation rates reflected the nature of the sample population; parents of young
children are often stretched for time and face challenges in participating in processes
such as the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy research,
irrespective of the City’s efforts to offer several less time-intensive options for soliciting
their input. The quality of the responses was high and yielded information from people
with direct experience and opinions on Richmond’s child care situation.
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Elementary School of Child

99 (31.8%) of the 311 respondents had one or more children attending an elementary
school in Richmond.

The children of these 99 respondents attended an array of elementary schools in the
city (37 schools).

The elementary schools serving the largest numbers of respondent families were
Hamilton Elementary (Hamilton planning area) and Homma Elementary (Steveston
planning area), serving 8 respondent families each. Steves Elementary (Steveston
planning area) and Bridge (Broadmoor planning area) each served 7 respondent
families.

Mode of Travel to Child Care Services

207 respondents answered the guestion about their mode of travel to and from child
care. Of these respondents, the overwhelming majority (149 or 72.0%) indicated that
they used their own vehicle.

The next largest travel mode was by foot (31 or 15.0%), with carpooling, bicycle, and
other modes of travel being much less prevalent (27 or 13.0%).

Number of Respondents
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Mode of Transportation to and from Child Care

Primary Language Spoken at Home

The majority of respondents (196 or 63.0%) indicated that their family primarily spoke
English at home.

74 (23.8%) respondents indicated their family primarily spoke Chinese (53% of these
respondents speaking Cantonese and 47 % speaking Mandarin). 21 (6.8%)
respondents primarily spoke a variety of other languages, including Arabic, Spanish,
Tagalog and Punjabi. The remaining 20 (6.4%) respondents did not declare their
primary language spoken at home.
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Desired Complementary Uses on a Child Care Site

e Respondents were asked what services they would ideally like to see located on the
site of their child care program. Respondents were able to choose more than one
option, collectively offering a total of 730 responses to the question. The most
commonly cited options were recreation services (178 or 57.2% of respondents),
outdoor parks (161 or 51.8% of respondents), family drop-in programs (126 or 40.5%
of respondents), and library services (112 or 36.0% or respondents). 63 (20.3%)
respondents indicated that they would like to see other service options on a child care
site, while 9 (3.9%) respondents indicated that they were not interested in any of the
options.

Preferred Location of Child Care Services

* The majority of respondents (215 or 69.1%) indicated that they would like to find
child care services close to their homes, followed by their child’s elementary school (91
or 29.3%) and their place of employment (76 or 24.4%).

Adequacy of Richmond’s Child Care Supply

* 194 (62.4%) respondents believed the supply of child care spaces in the city was
inadequate, and 68 (21.9%) respondents were unsure or did not respond. 49 (15.8%)
respondents indicated that the supply was adequate.

Reasons for Seeking Child Care Services

* Respondents identified work as the most common reason for seeking child care
services, (253 or 81.4% of respondents), followed by the child’s development (184 or
59.2%), personal time (68 or 21.9%), attending appointments (57 or 18.3%) and
attending school (40 or 12.9%).

Top Qualities Being Sought in a Child Care Program

» Respondents were asked an open-ended question to identify the top three qualities
they would like to see in a child care program. The question yielded 796 responses,
which were categorized according to prominent topic areas. The most frequently
cited, including a sampling of paraphrased parent comments, involved:

168 or 21.1% of 796 responses)
o Philosophy that is similar to that of the parents
o Integration with children who are the same age
o Child’s mental and physical development
o Curriculum that fosters child development
o Rich learning opportunities
o Active engagement for children

o Includes recreational and social opportunities for the child

(168 or 21.1% of 796 responses)
o Caring and educated staff
o Loving and caring employees
o Positive encouragement
o Passion of caretakers

o Engaging and professional educators
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o Teacher’s qualifications

o Trusting

176 or 22.1% of 796 responses)
o Quality care and safety
o Licensing and regulation
o Staff ratios
o Facility cleanliness

o The child's safety and well-being

97 or 12.2% of 796 responses)
o In proximity to home and park
o Walking distance from home
o Within walking distance to school

o Close to home and work

'88 or 11.1% of 796 responses)
o Price
o Reasonable cost
o Affordable
o Fees parents can afford

o Value for money

'99 or 12.4% of 796 responses)
o Availability
o Waitlist policies
o Inclusivity/ extra support needs
"o Language (e.g. educators speak clear and concise English)
o Hours of operation
Resources Used to Find Child Care

» Respondents were asked to identify the resources they used when trying to obtain
child care services in Richmond, citing all options that applied. 729 responses were
received, with the most frequently cited sources from friends or by word of mouth
(187 or 60.1% of respondents), Richmond Child Care Resource and Referral Centre
(106 or 34.1% of respondents), a general Internet search (106 or 34.1% of
respondents), the City of Richmond website (91 or 29.3%) and staff at community
centres (77 or 24.8% of respondents).

Use of Alternate Child Care Arrangements

e 258 applicable respondents were asked several questions regarding the use of
alternate care arrangements for their child. The most frequently cited responses were
that the respondents’ child care centre was closed (66 or 25.6% of 263 respondents)
and that their child was sick (60 or 23.3% of respondents).
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Primary and Secondary Forms of Child Care Used

With respect to primary forms of child care used, information was provided about 380
children. The most prevalent primary forms of care were provided by an immediate
family member (103 or 27.1%), school-age care (87 or 22.9%), group care for 30
months to school-age (40 or 10.5%) and group care for infants/ toddlers (34 or
8.9%).

With respect to secondary forms of child care used, information was provided about
349 children. The most prevalent forms of secondary care for the 349 children were
delivered by an immediate family member residing in the home (114 or 32.7%); an
unpaid, extended family member or friend (100 or 28.7%), and a hired babysitter or
nanny (27 or 7.7%).

Child Care Situation

With respect to paid versus unpaid care, information was provided about 251 children.
189 children (75.3%) were in paid child care, 32 (12.7%) were in unpaid care, and 30
(12.0%) were in a mix of paid and unpaid care. These totals exclude 84 children who
were not using any form of child care.

With respect to use of licensed or unlicensed child care, information was provided
about 233 children. The majority (198 or 85.0%) were in licensed child care; 35
(15.0%) were in unlicensed care.

With respect to days per week children were enrolled, information was provided about
244 children. The majority (153 or 62.7%) were in care five days per week, with 39
(16.0%) being in care 3 days per week, and 24 (9.8%) being in care two days per
week. The remaining 28 children (11.5%) were in care either one day, four days, or six
or seven days per week.
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Occasional (Hourly) Drop-in Care

Respondents were asked if they used occasional drop-in care for their children,
yielding information about 252 children. The majority of children (218 or 86.5%) had
not been placed in occasional drop-in care. 30 children {11.9%) had been placed in
occasional drop-in care, and the remaining respondents (1.6%) were unsure whether
or not their child had received drop-in care.

Other (Non-Child Care) Programs Used in Past 12 Months

Respondents were asked which programs and services in Richmond they had taken
their child to over the past twelve months, identifying all options that applied. Of the
347 children whose family responded, the most frequently cited options were pools
and ice rinks {236 or 68.0% of respondents), library programs (211 or 60.8% of

respondents), and recreation and sports programs (207 or 59.7% of the respondents).

The options cited less frequently were parent and tot playtime programs (134 or
38.6% of the respondents) and other programs such as Strong Start, Vancouver
Coastal Health's Baby Days, and community events (17 or 4.9% of the respondents).
21 respondents (6.1%) indicated that they had not taken their child to programs and
services in Richmond in the past year.

Extra Support Requirements

Respondents were asked to identify the number of their own children they believed to

require extra support within a child care setting due to a developmental delay or
disability. Survey respondents identified 24 children considered to have such extra
support requirements. When asked about challenges faced in securing care for their
children with extra support needs parents responded as shown in Table B-8.

Of the 24 children identified by their parents as requiring extra support within a child
care setting, 13 (54.2%) indicated that they used a Supported Child Development
Consultant to help secure a suitable placement for their child. 5 respondents (20.8%)
did not use a Supported Child Development Consultant, and 2 respondents (8.3%)
were on the waitlist for a Supported Child Development Consultant. The remaining 4
respondents did not respond to the guestion.

Source for Hearing about Questionnaire

Respondents were asked where they heard about the Parent Survey. The results are
summarized in Table B-9. Of the pre-identified categﬁries, the most frequently cited
PL 88
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Management Structure and Unionization

» 49 of the respondents (60.5%) reported that they represented privately owned or
commercial child care operations. 21 (25.9 %) indicated that their programs were
non-profit (multipurpose community agency, parent/community board, and other). 11
(13.6%) were unknown or self-identified other.

* The majority of respondents (71 or 87.7%) indicated that their centres were non-
unionized. Only 3 (3.7%) reported that their centres were unionized, while
information was not available for the remaining 7 (8.6%).
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Unknown

Provincial and Other Grants

» 57 respondents (70.3%) reported that they received financial assistance through the
Provincial Child Care Operating Fund.?

» 2 respondents (2.5%) reported that they received additional operating funding within
the past twelve months through Provincial and City grants. 6 (7.4%) respondents also
reported that they received capital grants during that period from the City or Province.

Accommodating Families Receiving Subsidies

s 58 of the 81 respondents (71.6%) reported that, in the past twelve months, they had
collectively accommodated a total of 294 families in receipt of Ministry of Children
and Family Development (MCFD) Child Care Subsidies.® There was a wide variation in

3 Some of the “other” responses could have been included in one of the non-profit or privately owned categories. Rather than
make assumptions about the appropriate categorizations, a decision was made to report the responses unaltered, as provided
by the operators.

3 According the Provincial Government website:

Child Care Operating Funding (CCOF) assists with the day-to-day costs of running a licensed child care facility. This helps child

care providers to:

e Keep parent fees affordable;

» Provide fair salaries to child care staff;

e Maintain quality child care for the community.

The program is optional—child care providers can choose to not participate.

Source: BC Child Care Branch Website

The Provincial Government website offers the following information on the Child Care Subsidy Program:

A child care subsidy or allowance is available to help low income families in BC with the cost of child care:

o Families that earn $40,000 or less should apply—families that earn up to $55,000 may also be eligible;

* Families may be eligible for full or partial subsidy, depending on their circumstances and income.

Parents or guardians who have a child with special needs may be eligible for an additional $150 per month towards the cost

of child care.

Source: BC Child Care Branch Website

w
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o 2(7.4%) concerned the low compensation and difficult working conditions
(e.g. long hours) for substitutes;

o 6(22.2%) involved other challenges (e.g. lack of resources or support for finding
substitutes).

Staff Qualifications and Training

e 43 of the 81 respondents (53.1%) reported that the staff they hired over the past five
years were well or very well trained. 2 (2.5%) indicated that the staff they hired were
poorly trained and 17 (21.0%) were neutral. No operators reported that their staff
were very poorly trained.
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Satisfaction Rating

Requirements for Enhancing Qualifications and Job Experience of Staff

* 12 respondents answered an open-ended question about what they think is needed to
enhance the qualifications and job experience of their staff:

o 7 of the 12 respondents (58.3%) referred to training and development (including
more on the job experience and practicum work) for ECE students;

o 2(16.7%) cited the need for more funding for wage enhancement and training
programs;

o 3(25.0%) offered other suggestions and observations (e.g. soliciting parents’
knowledge and experience to help with the training of new ECE staff).

Certification

+ 53 of the 81 respondents (65.4%) required their staff to have ECE certification.
* 21 (25.9%) required their staff to have infant/toddler certification.

* 6 (7.4%) required their staff to have special needs certification

e 20 (24.7%) required their staff to have responsible adult certification.

* 17 (21.0%) required their staff to have other forms of certification (e.g. Montessori,
First Aid).

Salaries and Benefits

» Salary information was provided for a total of 257 employees, with the largest number
being Early Childhood Educators (46.3% of the total) and Supervisors/ Managers
(23.7% of the total). Early Childhood Educators with Infant/ Toddler or Special Needs

certification, and Early Childhood Assistants constituted the remaining share of
employees (21.8% and 8.1% respectively). The information is summarized in Table

C-5.
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To stimulate discussion for the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and
Strategy, three questions were posted on the Let's Talk Richmond website:

What types of programs or services would you like to see located near your family's
child care facility?

What is the impact that child care has had on your family?

What is a suggestion you have to enhance or improve your child's child care
experience?

As with the online Parent Survey, which could be accessed through the Let’s Talk
Richmond link, the online discussion forum was available from August 18, 2016 to
October 26, 2016. 28 individuals registered and posted comments on the discussion
forum. Some responded to all questions. Others only responded to one or two questions.

Question 1; What types of programs or services would you like to see located near your
family’'s child care facility?

« 17 people responded to this question, collectively providing a total of 19 responses. A
wide spectrum of desired programs and services were identified, including outdoor
learning areas, parks, playgrounds, after school programs at community centres,
library services, and a performance theatre.

Question 2: What is the impact that child care has had on your family?

+ 10 responses were received on this question. Most of the responses were quite
detailed, touching on a variety of topics. The impacts of limited availability of spaces,
scheduling challenges, and costs or affordability of care were recurring themes in the
responses:

Question 3:; What is a suggestion you have to improve your child’s child care experience?

« 19 people responded to this question, collectively providing a total of 23 distinct
comments.

« As with Question 2, some responses covered several topics, with the most prevalent
relating to:

o Funding and affordability of care were raised by 9 (47%) of the respondents;

o Resources and support for children with special needs were raised by 5 (26%) of the
respondents;

o Availability of care and waitlists were cited by 3 or (15%) of the respondents.

Three focus groups were held with Richmond parents as part of the Child Care Needs
Assessment.*’ The purpose was twofold: to provide a forum for discussing the current
state of child care services in the city, and to encourage completion of the Parent Survey
for the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy. Two focus
groups sought participation from interested parents from throughout the community. The
other was specifically targeted to participants of a parenting education program offered
by Family Services of Greater Vancouver (FSGV). In total, 27 parents engaged in focus

4 The City scheduled four parent focus groups, as reflected in promotional materials for the Child Care Needs Assessment.
However due to a lack of participants, the session at Steveston Community Centre did not proceed; therefore, only three
Parent Focus Groups took place.
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group discussions, many who spoke English as a second language. Translation support
was provided by staff from the Richmond Child Care Resource and Referral Centre and, in
the case of the FSGV session, by the agency’s program leaders.

In addition to the parent sessions, another focus group was held at Richmond City Hall
with two representatives from the Richmond chapter of the Canadian Federation of
University Women (CFUW). Participants in the CFUW focus group were able to provide a
grandparents’ perspective on child care issues in Richmond.

The information collected from the Parent and CFUW Focus Groups has been synthesized,
with the representative comments and suggestions summarized below.

What kinds of children’s programs do you use on a regular basis?

* Parents used a variety of programs (e.g. Mother Goose at Richmond Family Place,
Duck Duck Goose at the Richmond Child Care Resource and Referral Centre,
Community Centre Parent & Tot programs, Library programs such as Sing Song and
Reading Time, and Play and Learn at Richmond Family Place).

How did you learn about these programs?

« Parents learned about the programs through a diversity of channels (e.g. flyers,
recreation guides, libraries, community agencies, other parents, child care providers).

What do you like most about these programs?

» Networking, socialization, and education opportunities for parents
» Child development and socialization

s Programming

« Affordability (e.g. some programs are offered for free)

e Flexible scheduling for drop-in programs

« ity Centre location

What are some things you want to change about these programs?

e More child minding
* Increased availability
» Bigger or more enhanced program facilities
* Inclusion of a parent education component

= Additional Strong Start programs*!

What are some of the biggest challenges you have found in accessing and securing child
care?

e« Cost
* Availability (including concerns regarding lengthy waitlists)

» Information (e.g. parents found it difficult to obtain the information they required to
secure spaces)

4 StrongStart centres are run by the Richmond School District at five locations in the city. The programs are free, providing an

opportunity for parents and other care providers and their children urﬁﬁrﬁ:gan age to learn and play together. Family
m

Support Workers from Richmond Family Place attend the programs fr k! g family support. 123
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¢ Scheduling (e.g. difficult to get to a child care centre by pick up time)
For those of you who currently use child care, how did you go about finding it?
¢ QOther parents

* The Internet

What are the most important qualities you seek in a child care program?

< Staffing, training and credentials, on the job abilities, and low turnover
o Safety

¢ Facility quality, including outdoor space

« Programming (e.g. a multi-lingual component)

What do you like about child care in Richmond?

¢ Staff who are encouraging and responsive to children’s needs

e The facilities (indoor and outdoor space)

= Programming (e.g. inclusion of a multi-lingual component)

What would you change about child care in Richmond?

= Increase availability of and access to information (e.g. how to secure a space, the
distinctions amongst various types of child care)

e Improve affordability and increase senior government funding
* Increase the supply of spaces and address waitlist issues

« Enhance training for child care staff (e.g. suggestion to provide more low cost or no
cost professional development opportunities for ECE staff)

Do you have other family members who help with your child care needs?

« Several focus group participants had family members who could help with child care
(e.g. grandparents, older siblings}). Also some participants were grandparents who
helped in caring for their grandchildren. Other participants had no family members to
help with their child care needs.

What are some of the biggest challenges that grandparents face in regards to child care?

 Financial (e.g. selling homes or making other sacrifices to assist with grandchildren’s
child care needs).

» Demands on time and physical abilities (i.e. challenging for some grandparents to drive
grandchildren to and from care, especially for those with ailing health; many
grandparents have to put their retirement plans on hold to support their families and
grandchildren).

Do you have other comments you'd like to share?

* Need for a centralized "one stop” source of information on child care (e.g. some
parents had difficulty finding reliable, easy to access information as they searched for
child care spaces for their children).
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« Need for more short term occasional care options for Richmond families (e.g. to help
parents attend appointments or respond to unexpected care needs).

A focus group with Richmond child care operators was held on October 13, 2016 at
Richmond City Hall. 29 caregivers representing 21 child care organizations participated.

A summary of key comments and suggestions from the focus group, organized by topic
or theme area, is presented below.

What challenges are you experiencing delivering child care in Richmond?

« Staffing

o

o

Difficult to find staff with an Infant/Toddler certificate; also difficult to find substitute
teachers and staff for school-aged care.

Difficult to offer full-time staff positions.

School-age care programs: many employees are students or retired; also high staff
turnover.

Need to be able to share criminal record search results for substitute instructors
(e.g. current system, whereby each operator must initiate own search is inefficient).

Pay scale too low for substitutes.

Too expensive to live in Richmond and work in child care, thereby reducing pool of
qualified applicants for child care positions.

ECE staff need to complete 40 hours of training each year to retain their
certification; however, there are not enough workshops for staff to get these hours.

Completing the Responsible Adult requirement is difficult.

e Financial and operational viability

o

o

Saturation of programs (e.g. there is an oversupply of spaces in 3-5 care programs
while waiting lists exist for Infant/Toddler and School-aged care programs).

Preschool programs: afternoon spots hard to fill; because of nap-time conflicts,
most families prefer the morning sessions.

Family child care operations are restricted to 7 children; some operators believe the
number should be increased to make their operations more financially viable.

Transient families: some parents do not appreciate the requirement for providing
one-month notice for withdrawal and expect to be able to withdraw children
immediately; also some families register for a full year, but withdraw after 6 months
and move abroad for part of the year.

Benefits for the Provincial Child Care Subsidy rate and Child Care Operating Fund
are too low.

Capital funding not accessible to family child care centres.

 Facility adequacy and vulnerability

o

o

Difficult to secure affordable facility space in Richmond’s tight commercial rental
market.

Several facilities are vulnerable due to expiring leases or redevelopment pressures.
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[¢]

Some family child care centres could be vulnerable in Richmond's “hot” real estate
market, as it may be more lucrative for operators to sell their houses rather than run
a child care program.

¢ Program quality

[¢]

[¢]

[¢]

Many “Montessori” spaces opening up with no process implemented to make sure
these are real “Montessori” schools; watering-down the niche of these programs.

Many new parents are struggling to find Infant/Toddler care and there are not many
choices for the kind of programs they want; they may sacrifice quality or their
desired child care option simply to get a spot anywhere.

While delivering services in English, some providers offer support in another
language if needed; this sometimes triggers a backlash from parents who want their
children in an English-only environment.

e Ministry of Child and Family Development subsidies

o]

o]

The Provincial Child Care Subsidy rates have remained unchanged for many years
and need to be increased.

Many single parents who struggle are denied subsidy because their incomes are
over the maximum income thresholds, while others who seem to have more
resources qualify for subsidies.

What issues or trends are you observing that might help the City better understand child
care needs in Richmond?

= Staffing

o]

Difficult for child care operators to find and retain qualified ECE staff and substitutes
in Richmond.

e Family needs and characteristics

o]

In accordance with Richmond‘s ethnic and cultura! diversity, there are many different
markets for child care in the city.

Subsidy threshold is challenging for low to moderate income families who make a
little too much to qualify for a subsidy, but who cannot afford child care.

Many grandparents are taking care of children now; may be good financially for
parents, but children may not be developing appropriate social skills.

Greater demands and expectations by parents for services (e.g. hot meal service is
being requested more as parents are not willing to pack a lunch).

Traditional child care hours not meeting the needs of many families who do not
work 9:00 a.m.-5:00 p.m. Monday to Friday jobs (e.g. parents who work retail sales
jobs may need child care in evenings or weekends).

¢ Program

o]

Parents often look for academic programs; however, these programs frequently
charge high fees and may not really be academic.

¢ Extra support needs

o]

Centres are seeing a general increase in the number of children who require extra
support,

Because of cultural influence, many parents are resistant to having their child
“labeled” or being given special treatment.
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e Facility
o The quality of some child care spaces (indoor and outdoor) is poor.
o Difficult to find commercial areas suitable for child care facilities.
o Small day care centres need help to secure larger premises.

What opportunities do you see to improve the accessibility, affordability and quality of
child care in Richmond?

e Funding

o Increased government funding for child care would enhance the system, improving
program quality and stability.

¢ Regulation (licensing and zoning)

o Provincial Licensing Regulations and City zoning could be eased to facilitate
development of new spaces.

School District

o The School District could make empty classrooms available for child care
programming.

¢ Parent education
o Parents could benefit from information on such matters as:

— Different types of child care options available in Richmond (e.g. families often
overlook family child care);

— Eligibility requirements and application process for Ministry of Children and Family
Development subsidies;

— How to assess quality of a child care program;
— Nutrition and parenting skills;

— Different philosophies of child care programs (e.g. play-based vs. education
focused).

What suggestions, if any, do you have to add about the delivery of child care and related
child development services in Richmond? -

¢ City actions
o Develop more outdoor and covered play spaces that are publicly accessible.
o Negotiate for larger amenity spaces.
o Advocate for the $10-a-Day Child Care Plan.

o Establish a positive and attractive space for parent education and training (a
particular need in Richmond given high numbers of immigrant families in the City).

o Conduct Child Care Needs Assessments on a more frequent basis.
e Provincial Government actions

o Review Licensing Regulations to increase capacity for child care facilities (e.g. family
child care).

o Develop a system to enable the sharing of Criminal Record Check information for
substitute teachers amongst different child care providers
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In addition to seeking information from the community and child care operators, the
research team consulted with several key informants for the 2077-2022 Richmond Child
Care Needs Assessment and Strategy.

Three key interviews involved:

Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH)-The City’s research team met with senior staff from
the Richmond Division of VCH in July 2016. The interview focused on VCH's programs
for families with children 12 years old and under, ideas and suggestions concerning
Early Childhood Development (ECD) hubs, and potential VCH interest in a Richmond
ECD hub.

Richmond Community Associations—in September 2016, the City's research team met
with Qut of School Care Coordinators and Preschoo! Coordinators employed by
Richmond Community Centre Associations and Societies. The Coordinators were
asked about challenges they face in delivering their programs, opportunities for
enhancing program delivery, and any ideas they had to contribute to the 2017-2022
Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy. The Coordinators were also
encouraged to complete the Operator Survey.

Richmond Youth Services Agency (RYSA)-The City's research team met with the
Executive Director of RYSA in October 2016. The interview focused on RYSA's child
care-related programs, the agency’s future space needs, challenges faced by the
agency in delivery of child care, and issues experienced by its Pathways program
participants and Aboriginal families in Richmond.

The interviews with VCH, Community Centre Association and Society Coordinators, RYSA
and other key informants were useful for supplementing and corroborating information
gained through the other community engagement efforts. They were also useful for
clarifying the understanding of child care needs in the city and honing the
recommendations for the 2017-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and
Strategy.

At the community engagement events for the 2077-2022 Richmond Child Care Needs
Assessment and Strateqy, members of the public were invited to use Post-It Notes to
provide written responses to the prompt: “tell us your thoughts about child care in
Richmond.” The completed Post-it Notes were then placed on display boards for others to
view,

56 notes were posted. Given the Post-it Note medium, the comments were short and to
the point. The key topic areas were:

« Affordability and funding were identified in 17 (30%) of the notes;
* Availability of spaces (including waitlist issues) was identified in 11 (19%) of the notes;

 Staffing (including appreciation, need for higher compensation, and the importance of
training and qualifications) were identified in 5 (8% of the notes.
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ATTACHMENT 2

City-owned Child Care Facilities Existing and Secured from 2009 to 2016

No, |00 . “Location drmee s e L Number of Status
e : . V‘TypeofCl}lldCare Spitces. e ’ e ‘
1. 8300 Cook Road Group Care 30 Months to 25 | Leased to the Society of Richmond
Cook Road Children’s Centre School Age Children’s Centres
City Centre Completed 1998
In operation
2. 23591 Westminster Hwy. Group Care Under 36 34 | Leased to the Society of Richmond
Cranberry Children’s Centre Months Children’s Centres
Hamilton Group Care 30 Months to Completed 2014
School Age In operation
3. 5862 Dover Crescent Group Care 30 Months to 25 | Leased to the Developmental
Riverside Child Development Centre School Age Disabilities Association
Thompson Completed 1997
In operation
4. 6011 Blanshard Drive Group Care 30 Months to 25 | Leased to the Society of Richmond
Terra Nova Children’s Centre School Age Children’s Centres
Thompson Completed 1996
In operation
S. #100 — 5500 Andrews Road Group Care 30 Months to 25 | Richmond Society for Community
Treehouse Early Learning Centre School Age Living
Steveston Completed 1999
In operation
6. 4033 Stolberg Street Group Care Under 36 62 | Leased to Society of Richmond
West Cambie Children’s Months Children’s Centres
Centre Group Care 30 Months to Completed 2013
West Cambie School Age In operation
Preschool
7. 5688 Hollybridge Way Group Care Under 36 37 | Lease in progress to Atira Women’s
Willow Early Care and Learning Centre Months Resource Society
City Centre Group Care 30 Months to Completed 2017
School Age To commence operation in
September 2017
Total Existing Licensed Child Care Spaces 233
8. 10640 No. 5 Road Group Care Under 36 37 | Selected operator is the Society of
Gardens Children’s Centre Months Richmond Children’s Centres
(Townline is the developer) Group Care 30 Months to Construction commenced in 2017
East Richmond/Shellmont School Age Spring 2018 estimated completion
date
9. 10380 No. 2 Road Group Care Under 36 37 | Construction commenced in 2016
Kingsley Estates Child Care Facility (not formerly | Months Spring 2018 estimated completion
named — Polygon is the developer) Group Care 30 Months to date
Blundell/Steveston School Age
10. | 16899 Pearson Way Group Care Under 36 37 | Construction is estimated to
River Green Child Care Fagility Months commence in 2018/2019
(not formerly named — ASPAC is the developer) Group Care 30 Months to 2019/2020 estimated completion date
City Centre School Age
11. | 10111 River Drive Group Care Under 36 61 | Construction is estimated to
Parc Riviera Child Care Facility Months commence in 2018/2019
(Not formerly named - Western Construction is Group Care 30 Months to 2019/2020 estimated completion date
the developer) School Age
Bridgeport Preschool
School Age Care
12. | 3328 Carscallen Road Group Care Under 36 77 | Construction is estimated to
Pinnacle (Capstan Viilage) Early Childhood Months commence in 2018/2019
Development Hub Group Care 30 Months to
(not formerly named — Pinnacle is the developer) School Age 20192020 estimated completion date
City Centre Preschool
School Age Care
Plus space for other child
and family programs
Total Secured Child Care Spaces 249
Total Child Care Existing and Secured Spaces 482
5440334 PLN - 31 8
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City of

# Richmond Report to Committee
To: Planning Committee Date: July 4, 2017
From: Wayne Craig File: SC 17-771962

Director of Development

Re: Application by Grafton Enterprises Ltd. for a Strata Title Conversion at
12331/12351 Bridgeport Road

Staff Recommendation

1. That the application for a Strata Title Conversion by Grafton Enterprises Ltd. for the property
located at 12331/12351 Bridgeport Road be approved on fulfilment of the following
conditions:

a. Payment of all City utility charges and property taxes up to and including the
current year;

b. Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant (Area 1A) on Title;

c. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title identifying a minimum
habitable elevation of 2.9 m GSC;

d. Submission of appropriate plans and documents for execution by the Approving
Officer within 180 days of the date of a Council resolution.

e. Submission of a Landscape Security, based on a cost estimate provided by a
Registered Landscape Architect for the installation of the proposed landscaping,
plus a 10% contingency.

2. That the City, as the Approving Authority, delegate to the Approving Officer the authority to
execute the strata conversion plan on behalf of the City, as the Approving Authority, on the
basis that the condltlons set out in Recommendation 1 have been satisfied.

by

Cl;a1g
Dlregtor of Devglopment REPORT CONCURRENCE

WC > CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

AT S % /%/7/;@
a - /

/
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Staff Report
Origin
Grafton Enterprises Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to convert two

existing industrial buildings at 12331/12351 Bridgeport Road from multi-tenant rental buildings
to 18 strata title lots.

Finding of Fact

The subject property is located in an established industrial and commercial corridor in the
Bridgeport planning area, and is zoned “Industrial Retail (IR1)” (Attachment 1). The proposed
Strata Title Conversion is consistent with the existing zoning and land use designations.

Development immediately surrounding the subject property is as follows:
e To the north, lots zoned “Industrial Retail (IR1),” with vehicle access from Vulcan Way.
¢ To the east and west, lots zoned “Industrial Retail (IR1),” with vehicle access from
Bridgeport Road. ,
e To the south, across Bridgeport road, lots zoned “Industrial Retail (IR1),” with vehicle
access from Bridgeport Road and Vickers Way.

There are two existing buildings on the subject site. Access to the subject property is via a single
driveway crossing to Bridgeport Road. Required parking and loading facilities are located
between the two buildings. The proposed Strata Title Conversion would create nine strata lots in
each building, for a total of 18 strata lots (Attachment 2). No changes are proposed to the
existing access, parking, or structures.

The proposal includes significant improvements to the property frontage. Currently, there is no
landscaping on-site or in the City-owned boulevard. The applicant proposes to install new
landscaping on both the City boulevard and the subject property (Attachment 3). The proposed
landscape works include new planted areas on the subject site and boulevard to City standards.
Plant species will include a variety of flowering shrubs and groundcovers. No trees are proposed,
as there is a Statutory Right-of-Way for municipal utilities along the entire front property line,
which would not permit tree planting. As the existing buildings have a zero metre setback at the
side and rear, as allowed under the IR1 zone, there is no other location for new on-site
landscaping.

The proposed boulevard treatment complies with Richmond Boulevard Maintenance Regulation
Bylaw 7174. Maintenance of the proposed planting in the City boulevard will be the
responsibility of the property owner.

Prior to approval of the Strata Title Conversion, the applicant must submit a Landscape Security
to the City for 100% of the total cost of landscape installation, including a 10% contingency, to
ensure the landscaping is installed.

Analysis

City of Richmond Policy 5031 (Strata Title Conversion Applications — Commercial and
Industrial) outlines Council’s policy in determining how staff process Strata Title Conversion

5408903 PLN - 324
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applications for three or more proposed strata lots (Attachment 4). The applicant has submitted
all of the necessary information required by City staff, including a Building Condition
Assessment and a Building Code Compliance Report.

A Strata Title Conversion Report provided by the applicant and reviewed by Weiler
Engineering Ltd. dated May 9, 2017, indicated the life expectancy of both buildings is at
least 50 to 75 years.

The author of the Building Condition Assessment expects no increase in maintenance, -
repair, or replacement costs within the next 10 to 15 years.

The author of the Building Code Compliance Report confirms that the existing buildings
are substantially in compliance with the BC Building Code in force when they were
constructed.

No physical or structural upgrading of the buildings is proposed through this application.
Improvements to the on-site landscaping are proposed, and detailed in the attached
Landscape Plan (Attachment 3).

There are currently seven tenants operating eight businesses in the buildings. No impact
is expected on these tenants. The applicant has provided letters from each tenant,
indicating that they are aware of and have no concerns with the application for a Strata
Title Conversion (Attachment 5).

The owner’s intention is to retain sole ownership of the Lands and to lease units after the
Strata Title Conversion is completed. The existing tenants will continue to occupy the
premises with no changes to the terms of the existing leases, other than modifications to
reflect the change in Title. ,

No changes are proposed to the existing parking facilities. Each strata lot will include a
minimum two parking spaces, with the remaining parking spaces on site designated as
common property. As part of a business license, each business will need to verify that
they have access to the Bylaw-required parking facilities.

The subject property is located within Aircraft Noise Area 1A. New Aircraft Sensitive
Noise Uses (i.e. Residential, School, Day Care, and Hospital) are prohibited in this area.
A restrictive covenant must be registered on Title as part of the document registration
package, the purpose of which is to address public awareness and ensure aircraft noise
mitigation is incorporated into the design and construction of buildings and additions as
required. This will apply to all future construction.

The subject property is located in an area with a Flood Construction Level of 2.9 m GSC.
A restrictive covenant must be registered on Title as part of the document registration
package, the purpose of which is to address public awareness and identify a minimum
habitable elevation of 2.9 m GSC.

In light of this, staff support the proposed Strata Title Conversion subject to:

l.

5408903

Payment of all City utility charges and property taxes up to and including the current
year.

Registration of an aircraft noise sensitive use covenant for Area 1A on Title.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title identifying a minimum habitable
elevation of 2.9 m GSC.
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4. Submission of appropriate plans and documents (i.e. Strata Plan Surveyor’s Certificate,
Application to Deposit, Form T, etc.) for execution by the Approving Officer within 180
days of the date of a Council resolution.

5. Submission of a Landscape Security, based on a cost estimate provided by a Registered
Landscape Architect for the installation of the proposed landscaping, plus a 10%
contingency.

Financial Impact

None.

Conclusion

Grafton Entefprises Ltd. has applied to convert two existing industrial buildings at 12331/12351
Bridgeport Road into 18 strata lots. The proposal is straightforward. Staff have no objection to
this application and recommend approval of the Strata Title Conversion.

e

Jordan Rockerbie
Planning Technician
(604-276-4092)

JR:rg

Attachment 1: Location Map and Aerial Photo

Attachment 2: Proposed Strata Plan _

Attachment 3: Proposed Landscape Plan

Attachment 4: Policy 5031: Strata Title Conversion Applications — Commercial and Industrial
Attachment 5: Letters from existing tenants (7)
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TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY PLAN OF LOT 37
BLOCK 5 NORTH RANGE 5 WEST
NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT PLAN 48808

PARCEL IDENTIFIER (PID): 001-035-011

CIVIC_ADDRESS:, -

#12331 & $#12351 BRIDGEPORT ROAD
RICHMOND, B.C.

FOR CITY OF RICHMOND PERMIT APPLICATIONS
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ATTACHMENT 4

g ‘City of Strata Title Conversion Applications

Development Applications Department

: Y@
SN - |'$': - )
A At RIChmOnd : - 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

www.richmond.ca Tel: 604-276-4000 Fax: 604-276-4052

Commercial and Industrial Policy 5031

It is Council policy that the following matter shall be considered before deciding on any commercial or
industrial strata title conversion applications involving three or more strata lots:

1.

The life expectancy of the building and any projected major increases in maintenance costs due to
the condition of the building. This information shall be supplied by the applicant in the form of a
written report in an acceptable form prepared by a registered architect, engineer or similarly
qualified professional. The report shall review the building's age, quality, general condition and
measure of compliance with current building codes and City bylaws. '

The impact of the proposal on the existing tenants in terms of their existing leases and their ability
to offer to purchase the units they occupy or to relocate into comparable and suitable rental
premises if unable to purchase their existing units.

The views of the affected tenants as established by a formal canvass by the City staff or agents of
the City. A standard form available from the City's Planning and Development Department may be
used for this purpose. '

Any proposals involving upgrading of the buildings or changes affecting open space, landscaping,
common facilities, off-street parking and loading spaces. The ownership and management of the
off-street parking and loading facilities should be specifically addressed.

Any other conditions peculiar to the circumstances of the conversion proposal and requiring special
measures to be taken as a condition of approval.

All commercial or industrial strata conversion applications must be compatible with the City's
bylaws regulating the use and development of the land, and the servicing standards appropriate to
the site. ‘ '
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ATTACHMENT 5

PES LTD.

ENT

January 16, 2017

MAPLE LIGHTING LTD.
ATTENTION: COMPANY OWNER
UNIT 1 -12331 BRIDGEPORT RD
RICHMOND, BC V6V 1)4

RE: STRATA CONVERSION AT 12331 & 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD

We are in the process of strata conversion at the above-noted address. The reason for this is
to allow separate metering for gas, electric, water, sewer, and property taxes. This will
ensure that tenants will pay for their own expenses and no one else’s.

This will have no ramifications with regards to your tenancy and only changes how the
landlord, Grafton Enterprises Ltd., owns the property.

Please sign in the space below to indicate you do not take issue with this change.
Retain one copy for your records.

Sincerely,

GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD.
Wayne Grafton

AGREED TO THE ABOVE TERMS BY

MAPLE LIGHTING LTD.
S, [b. Tan, Zeld
SIGNATURE: - ) Ni{f [ s DATE: : JEV
1 ;' ‘)
NAME: BN §
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January 16, 2017

INSTANT BEDROOMS INC.
ATTENTION: COMPANY OWNER
UNIT 6 - 12331 BRIDGEPORT RD
RicHMOND, BC V6V 1]4

RE: STRATA CONVERSION AT 12331 & 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD

We are in the process of strata conversion at the above-noted address. The reason for this is
to allow separate metering for gas, electric, water, sewer, and property taxes. This will
ensure that tenants will pay for their own expenses and no one else’s.

This will have no ramifications with regards to your tenancy and only changes how the
landlord, Grafton Enterprises Ltd., owns the property.

Please sign in the space below to indicate you do not take issue with this change.
Retain one copy for your records.

Sincerely,

w,

GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD.
Wayne Grafton

AGREED TO THE ABOVE TERMS BY
INSTANT BEDROOMSANC.

SIGNATURE: s DATE:\QSQ/\‘VF \Q) \ﬂ
NAME: &QB &M
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January 16, 2017

SOPRON AUTOBODY LTD,
ATTENTION: COMPANY OWNER
UNIT9 - 12331 BRIDGEPORT RD
RicimonD, BC V6V 1j4

RE: STRATA CONVERSION AT 12331 & 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD

We are in the process of strata conversion at the above-noted address. The reason for this is
to allow separate metering for gas, electric, water, sewer, and property taxes. This will
ensure that tenants will pay for their own expenses and no one else’s,

This will have no ramifications with regards to your tenancy and only changes how the
landlord, Grafton Enterprises Ltd., owns the property. '

Please sign in the space below to indicate you do not take issue with this change.
Retain one copy for your records.

Sincerely,

W

GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD.
Wayne Grafton

AGREED TO THE ABOVE TERMS BY

SOPRON AUTOBODY LTD,
/

SIGNATURE: ,{ 5= ng’/ﬁ DATE;,; o ‘éé R /7
NAME: ‘//{; wg {/\/)u /\,/\\ ‘
v
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tiSES LTD.

January 16, 2017

LOEWEN PIANO HOUSE LTD.
ATTENTION: COMPANY OWNER
UNIT 1- 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD
RICHMOND, BC V6V 1)4

RE; STRATA CONVERSION AT 12331 & 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD

We are in the process of strata conversion at the above-noted address. The reason for this is
to allow separate metering for gas, electric, water, sewer, and property taxes. This will
ensure that tenants will pay for their own expenses and no one else’s.

This will have no ramifications with regards to your tenancy and only changes how the
landlord, Grafton Enterprises Ltd., owns the property.

Please sign in the space below to indicate you do not take issue with this change.
Retain one copy for your records.

Sincerely,

%

GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD,
Wayne Grafton

AGREED TO THE ABOVE TERMS BY

LOEWEN P1ANO HOUSE LTD.

' T
SIGNATURE: WWA,]& DATE: Jago & /L,:(L
NAME:
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AFT ERPRISES LTD.

January 16, 2017

KING GEORGE FURNITURE LIQUIDATION LTD. (DBA RICHMOND HOME FURNISHING)
ATTENTION: BALJEET KAUR GILL

UNIT 5 - 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD

RicimMonND BC VeV 1J4

RE: STRATA CONVERSION AT 12331 & 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD

We are in the process of strata conversion at the above-noted address. The reason for this is
to allow separate metering for gas, electric, water, sewer, and property taxes. This will
ensure that tenants will pay for their own expenses and no one else’s.

This will have no ramifications with regards to your tenancy and only changes how the
landlord, Grafton Enterprises Ltd., owns the property.

Please sign in the space below to indicate you do not take issue with this change.
Retain one copy for your records.

Sincerely,

GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD.
Wayne Grafton

AGREED TO THE ABOVE TERMS BY
KING GEORGE FURNITURE LIQUIDATION LTD. (DBA RICHMOND HOME FURNISHING)

P

SIGNATURE: DATE: ____l¢li) < Jly/

NAME:

PLN - 337



20499 Westminster Hwy ' 604-270-4737
Richmond, BC V6V 1B3 © 604-270-4081

ITERPRISES LTD.,

January 16, 2017

Euca CABINETRY INC.
ATTENTION: COMPANY OWNER
UNIT 7 - 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD
RICHMOND, BC V6V 1]4

RE; STRATA CONVERSION AT 12331 & 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD

We are in the process of strata conversion at the above-noted address, The reason for this is
to allow separate metering for gas, electric, water, sewer, and property taxes. This will
ensure that tenants will pay for their own expenses and no one else’s,

This will have no ramifications with regards to your tenancy and only changes how the
landlord, Grafton Enterprises Ltd., owns the property.

Please sign in the space below to indicate you do not take issue with this change.
Retain one copy for your records.

Sincerely,

n/ A

GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD.
Wayne Grafton

AGREED TO THE ABOVE TERMS BY
EucA CABINETRY INC.

et
SIGNATURE:
NAME: | '[[&g/ﬁ i"(\b

7

 Jaulihsi}

DATE
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GRRFTON ENTERPRISES LTD.

January 16, 2017

GRAND SUCCESS TRADING (CANADA) LTD.
ATTENTION: COMPANY OWNER

UNIT 10 - 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD
RicHMOND, BC V6V 1]4

RE: STRATA CONVERSION AT 12331 & 12351 BRIDGEPORT RD

We are in the process of strata conversion at the above-noted address. The reason for this is
to allow separate metering for gas, electric, water, sewer, and property taxes, This will
ensure that tenants will pay for their own expenses and no one else’s.

This will have no ramifications with regards to your tenancy and only changes how the
landlord, Grafton Enterprises Ltd., owns the property.

Please sign in the space below to indicate you do not take issue with this change,
Retain one copy for your records.

Sincerely,

/4

GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD.
Wayne Grafton

AGREED TO THE ABOVE TERMS BY
GRAND SUCCESS TRADING (CANADA) LTD.

SIGNATURE: w '

N _WAH MNG C o

PLN - 339
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TITLE SEARCH PRINT \ N L 2017-05-26, 14:22:21
File Reference: . Requestor; Raman Grewal

Declared Value $13608000 :
*CURRENT AND CANCELLED INFORMATION SHOWN**

Land Title District . NEW WESTMINSTER ‘A Aalal A
Land Title Office ' NEW WESTMINSTER 5(. ﬂ—-qﬂ\qﬁl
Title Number | CA5758439
From Title Number , BB853945
Application Received 2017-01-11

Application Entered 2017-01-24

Registered Owner in Fee Simple _
Registered Owner/Mailing Address: GRAFTON ENTERPRISES LTD., INC.NO. A-0082210
' ' © 20499 WESTMINSTER HWY
RICHMOND, BC
V6V 1B3 '

Taxation Authority - Richmond, City of

Description of Land :
Parcel Identifier: ' 001-035-011
Legal Description:

LOT 37 SECTION 19 BLOCK 5 NORTH RANGE 5 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT

PLAN 49808

Legal Notations
ZONING REGULATION AND PLAN UNDER
. THE AERONAUTICS ACT (CANADA)
FILED 10.02.1981 UNDER NO. T17084
PLAN NO. 61216

Charges, Liens and Interests

Nature: STATUTORY RIGHT OF WAY "
Registration Number: - K24439
Registration Date and Time: 1974-03-04 14:57
Registered Owner: TOWNSHIP OF RICHMOND
Remarks: " PLAN 45713
: ANCILLARY RIGHTS
INTER ALIA
Title Number: CA5758439 _ TITI!:E, !‘EN@-@Q%
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TITLE SEARCH PRINT ’ \ ' \ 2017-05-26, 14:22:21

File Reference: A ' Requestor: Raman Grewal
Declared Value $13608000 ' |
Nature: ' STATUTORY RIGHT OF WAY
Registration Number: RD41240
Registration Date and Time: : 1977-01-11 13:47 -
Registered Owner: .~ BRITISH COLUMBIA HYDRO AND POWER AUTHORITY

Remarks: ' 10 FEET
' ~ ANCILLARY RIGHTS .
WITH PRIORITY OVER RD38111

Duplicate Indefeasiblie Title NONE OUTSTANDING
Transfers NONE
Pending Applications ' NONE

Corrections NONE

Title Number: CA5758439 THPEI'SNRCIMI"\IT ‘ . Page 2 of 2



Report to Committee

7 City of

RlChmond Planning and Development Division
To: Planning Committee Date: July 5, 2017
From: Wayne Craig File: TU 17-764698

Director, Development

Re: Application by Firework Productions Ltd. for a Temporary Commercial Use
Permit at 8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87 Section 21 Block 5 North
Range 6 West Plan 34592)

Staff Recommendation

1. That the application by Firework Productions Ltd. for a Temporary Commercial Use Permit
at 8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87, Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West Plan
34592) be considered at the Public Hearing to be held on September 5, 2017 at 7:00 p.m. in
the Council Chambers of Richmond City Hall, and that the following recommendation be
forwarded to that meeting for consideration:

“That a Temporary Commercial Use Permit be issued effective on November 1, 2017 to
Firework Productions Ltd. for properties at 8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87,
Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West Plan 34592) for the purposes of permitting a
night market event between May 11, 2018 to October 28, 2018 (inclusive), May 10, 2019
to October 27, 2019 (inclusive) and May 8, 2020 to October 31, 2020 (inclusive) and a
winter festival event between December 1, 2017 to January 7, 2018 (inclusive),
November 23, 2018 to January 6, 2019 (inclusive) and November 29, 2019 to

January 5, 2020 (inclusive) subject to the fulfillment of all terms, conditions and

requirements outlined in the Temporary Commercial Use Permit and attached
Schedules.”

2. That the Public Hearing notification area to be extended to include all properties to the north
of Bridgeport Road and West of Great Canadian Way as shown in Attachment 4 to the staff
report dated July 5, 2017 from the Director of Development.

finyrt é({ﬂ,/

A

Way € Crai ’f
Director, Dévelopment

WC:ke /://

Att. 6
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REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Business Licences & v %,,:'Zgj;/@
Community Bylaws & 7
Economic Development &
Fire Rescue &
RCMP &
Building Approvals g
Transportation &
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Staff Report
Origin
Firework Productions Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for a Temporary Commercial
Use Permit (TCUP) to allow a seasonal night market event generally from May to October and a
winter festival generally occurring in December at 8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87,
Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West Plan 34592) (herein called the subject site)
(Attachment 1). The seasonal night market event from May to October (herein called the

summer event) is proposed for 2018, 2019 and 2020. The winter festival generally occurring in
December is proposed for 2017, 2018 and 2019.

In 2012, Council issued a TCUP (TU 11-595782) valid for 3 years (2012, 2013 and 2014) on the
subject site for the seasonal night market event from May to October. This TCUP was renewed
in 2014 (TU 14-666140) for an additional 3 years (2015, 2016 and 2017) and expires on
October 29, 2017. As per the Local Government Act, a new TCUP is required, rather than
another renewal.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data sheet providing details about the event proposals is provided in
Attachment 2.

The subject site is also subject to a rezoning application (RZ 12-598104) proposing a
comprehensive mixed use development for the site, which is being processed by staff. The
applicant has obtained a lease and authorization from the property owner to apply for and operate
seasonal market events on the site for the next 3 years. If, as a result of the processing of the
rezoning application, any works or modifications to the subject site occur that impact the
proposed seasonal events, staff will review to determine if the parameters of the TCUP need to
be modified and will advise Council of any necessary revisions and approvals.

Surrounding Development

-The subject site is located along the Fraser River in the north portion of the Bridgeport Village
Sub Area in the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP). Development immediately surrounding the
subject site is as follows:

e Tothe north: Fraser River.

e Totheeast: Fraser River/foreshore area and River Rock Casino and Resort zoned
“Casino Hotel Commercial (ZC17)”.

e To the south: “Light Industrial (IL)” and “High Rise Commercial — City Centre (ZC33)”
zoned properties on the south side of River Road.:

e To the west: Property owned by the Port of Vancouver and the Airport Connector
Bridge.
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Related Policies & Studies
Official Community Plan

The Official Community Plan (OCP) land use designation for the subject site is “Commercial”
and “Park”. Council may issue temporary use permits in areas designated Industrial, Mixed
Employment, Commercial, Neighbourhood Shopping Centre, Mixed Use and Limited Mixed
Use, Agricultural (outside of the ALR) where deemed appropriate by Council.

The proposed TCUP application complies with the provisions of the OCP and the proposed use
of the site for a seasonal market event from May to October and a winter festival generally
during December will be compatible with the surrounding land uses. The proposed temporary
commercial uses and accessory entertainment activities are consistent with the “Commercial”
OCP land use designation, including land use policies applicable for the City Centre Area Plan.

Local Government Act

The Local Government Act places a maximum 3 year period for uses granted through a
Temporary Use Permit under the legislation. This TCUP application applies for temporary uses
to allow for:
e A scasonal winter festival event to be held generally in the month of December for 2017,
2018 and 2019; and
e A summer event to be held generally between the months of May to October for 2018,
2019 and 2020.

To comply with the 3 year period limit in the legislation, this TCUP is recommended to be issued
and effective on November 1, 2017 to allow for a total of 3 annual winter and 3 annual summer
events over a 3 year period expiring on October 31, 2020. The existing TCUP approved for
summer event operations for 2015, 2016 and 2017 (TU 14-666140) expires on October 30, 2017.

The Local Government Act also includes provisions to allow for a renewal of the TCUP to occur
for an additional 3 year period. TCUP renewals are made through application, which require
Council approval.

Public Consultation

The event organizer conducted consultation with businesses and residences in the surrounding
area to request feedback on previous market event held on the subject site. This consultation
also included the applicant’s plans for a winter festival on the subject site. The applicant’s
consultation summary and comments is contained in Attachment 3. The feedback received was
generally positive and supportive of the proposal. Many of the businesses and residences
requested the organizer to provide no parking signs and parkmg passes for residents/businesses
consistent with past event operations on the site.

Should Planning Committee and Council endorse the staff recommendation, the application will
be forwarded to a Public Hearing, where any area resident or interested party will have an
opportunity to comment. In accordance with the previous public hearing notification area
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undertaken for the original TCUP in 2012 and subsequent renewal, staff recommend an
expanded notification area bounded by Bridgeport Road to the south, Great Canadian Way to the
East and Fraser River to the west and north (Attachment 4).

Analysis
Event Description — Summer Event

The proposal for the summer event (May to October for 2018, 2019 and 2020) is similar
compared to previous operations on the subject site. The event will consist of an outdoor market
composed of food and commercial retail vendors in conjunction with a variety of entertainment
and other accessory activities and functions in support of the market event (Attachment 5 —
summer event site plan). The following are some key highlights of the summer event proposed
over the 2018 to 2020 period: ‘

e Up to 150 commercial/retail vendor booths and 120 food vendor booths.

e Supporting services (washroom, first aid, security, garbage/recycling).

¢ On-site entertainment activities and displays.

¢ Open from mid-May to the end of October on Friday, Saturday, Sundays and Statutory
holiday evenings (where applicable) from 7 pm to 11 pm/midnight (Attachment 2).

e Provisions for 1,480 dedicated off-street parking stalls on the subject site for event
purposes. The applicant has also secured 200 parking stalls on other off-site properties
they have leased for the next three year period for the purposes of use by vendors for
parking purposes. '

Event Description — Winter Event

The proposal for a winter festival on the subject site is a new event proposed by the applicant.
The winter festival event is proposed during the month of December in 2017, 2018 and 2019.
The organization and structure of the winter festival is similar to the event during the summer as
the event will have a number of commercial/retail and food vendors. Also similar to the summer
event is on-site entertainment and themed displays in support of the winter festival (Attachment
6 — winter festival site plan). The following are some key highlights of the winter festival event:
¢ Up to 70 commercial/retail and 60 food vendors.
e Supporting services (washroom, first aid, security, garbage/recycling).
¢ On-site entertainment activities and displays.
¢ A majority of the event will be outdoors, however larger tent structures are proposed to
provide shelter to the food vendors with separate tent structures for eating/seating areas.
Building permits will be required for these tent structures to ensure compliance with BC
Building Code.
e Seasonal winter festival lights and themed illumination displays will be located
throughout the event site.
e 1,480 dedicated off-street parking stalls on the subject site for event purposes.
e Additional days of operation are included in the TCUP for the winter event in late
November and the first week of January to allow the event organizer to operate during
these days in the event a significant weather event reduces operational days in December.
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Transportation — Parking and Traffic Management

Transportation staff have reviewed the TCUP application for both the summer event and winter
festival. The following is a summary of parking and traffic management provisions specific to
the summer event:

e 1,480 parking stalls available on the subject site is sufficient for the proposed event (note:
parking stalls must be free. In past years, the event organizer has charged an admission
fee at the entrance gate for all attendees to the event).

e Event organizer has secured 200 stalls on properties leased through to 2020 on West

Road close to the event site for the purposes of vendor parking. This parking
arrangement for event vendors opens up more available parking on the Duck Island site
dedicated to event attendees. In the event this arrangement for vendor parking is no
longer in place, a suitable contingency plan will need to be developed by the applicant to
the satisfaction of Transportation staff. A requirement in the TCUP terms and conditions
will be for the event organizer to confirm their lease agreement annually prior to the start
of each summer event season or suitable contingency plan approved by Transportation
staff.

e Submission and approval of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) by the City’s
Transportation staff and implementation of the TMP by a professional traffic control
company. The cost of developing the TMP and all costs of implementing the plan by a
professional traffic control company is at the applicant’s sole cost.

The following is a summary of parking and traffic management provisions specific to the winter
festival event: .
e 1,480 parking stalls available on the subject site is sufficient for the proposed event (note:
parking stalls must be free).
e No separate off-site vendor parking is being secured for the winter event as the number of .
vendors compared to the summer event will be smaller and overall scale of the winter
event compared to the summer is generally reduced.

A Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) was submitted in relation to the winter event to examine the
proposed winter event start time (ranging from 4-6pm) on weekdays and weekends coinciding
with the commuter and retail shopping peak traffic period (pm — late afternoon/early evening).
The findings of the TIA are summarized as follows:
e Traffic conditions for the winter event are anticipated to be better compared to the
summer event due to: :
o The smaller size (approximately half the number of retail and food vendors) of the
winter event compared to the summer event.
o Existing background traffic numbers in December are typically at their lowest
when compared to the rest of the year.
o Winter event traffic is anticipated to peak after 6pm at which time the volumes of
commuter and retail shopping traffic is anticipated to have decreased.
o TIA has concluded that traffic generated by the winter event could be
accommodated both during the commuter peak traffic period (4-6pm) and outside
the commuter peak traffic time (after 6pm and on weekends).
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o TIA has recommended a similar approach to manage traffic (compared to the
existing traffic management plan for the summer market event) in directing traffic -
to access the market event site to use mainly No. 3 Road.

Transportation staff have reviewed the TIA and support the findings.

The subject site is well serviced by transit (Canada Line — Bridgeport Station), which will
provide an alternative means for event patrons to commute to and from the site for the summer
and winter events and help mitigate event traffic impacts to the surrounding road network. The
existing traffic management plan of directing traffic to and from the event site through

No. 3 Road to facilitate traffic access is effective at maintaining vehicle access to other
businesses in the surrounding area.

RCMP

Dedicated RCMP officers are required at the summer and winter event to provide for a police
presence and quick response in the event of an emergency, generally oversee event
safety/security and event attendees and vendors, and monitor operation of the TMP and vehicle
traffic to and from the event site. RCMP members dedicated to this event will be in addition to
the existing RCMP deployment in Richmond.

A minimum of two RCMP officers dedicated to the event each day of operation for the summer
and winter event’s is required. The applicant is required to pay for all RCMP staff costs
associated with the events at the applicable hourly rates. The required bond amounts required as
part of this TCUP includes the estimated RCMP costs (see Financial Impact section). RCMP’s
involvement in these events in the TCUP is consistent with the past practice on this event site
since 2012. '

Community Bylaws

Dedicated Community Bylaws staff are also required at the summer and winter event for the
purposes of monitoring and enforcing on-street parking and related City roadway regulations
around the night market event site. Community Bylaws staffing for the event will be arranged to
provide up to six hours of patrol per event day by Community Bylaws during the event
operations (summer and winter). Community Bylaws will arrange for the scheduling of staff in
order to provide sufficient coverage to monitor on-street parking and related regulations in
accordance with the terms of the TCUP. The applicant is required to pay for all Community
Bylaw staff costs associated with the events at the applicable hourly rates. The required bond
amounts required as part of this TCUP includes the estimated Community Bylaws costs (see
Financial Impact section). Community Bylaws staffing associated with these events proposed in
the TCUP is consistent with the past practice on this event site since 2012.

Richmond Fire Rescue

The proposed site plans for the summer and winter event’s is based on the existing configuration
and maintains existing emergency access provisions. A fire safety plan for the summer and
winter event is required to be developed by the appropriate consultant for submission to
Richmond Fire Rescue staff for review and approval prior to the event opening and in
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conjunction with any applicable building permits required for the event. The requirement for
and approval of the fire safety plan by Richmond Fire Rescue is incorporated into the terms and
conditions of this TCUP. The event organizer and each food vendor operating on the event site
is required to comply with the Richmond Fire Rescue General Fire Safety Requirements for
Food Vendor Including Mobile Food Trucks, which is contained as an attached schedule in the
proposed TCUP.

Building Approvals

For the proposed summer and winter events, any buildings/structure (temporary tents) or changes
to existing on-site servicing (i.e., plumbing system for the food court) will require submission of
the necessary building and site servicing (plumbing) permits, including any necessary supporting
consultancy reports, to ensure compliance with all applicable regulations. Issuance of all
building permits prior to the event opening for the summer and winter event is required and
identified in the proposed TCUP terms and conditions.

A preliminary building consultant’s plan and report has been submitted to outline proposed
buildings/structures and revisions to on-site servicing (i.e., plumbing system for the food court)
that staff have reviewed and provided the following comments:

e An expansion to the existing food court plumbing system will require additional
plumbing infrastructure to be added based on code requirements and to the satisfaction of
Building Approvals staff.

e Development of an acceptable plan to the satisfaction of Building Approvals staff to
properly heat trace and insulate to protect the on-site servicing (i.e., plumbing system for
the food court and on-site washroom facilities) from freezing during the winter time
period.

e Ensure measures are implemented to prevent any ponding of water and potential freezing
during winter months.

e All buildings/structures proposed for occupancy and use as part of the summer and winter
events will need to address City staff requirements, demonstrate code compliance and
apply for and obtain building permits:

Business Licensing

All commercial retail and food vendor booths operating at the summer and/or winter event on the
subject site are required to obtain a Business License. The event organizer is also required to
obtain a Business License from the City in order to operate the seasonal events. Requirements
for all vendors and the event organizer to obtain Business Licenses are identified in the proposed
TCUP terms and conditions.

Vancouver Coastal Health

All vendors involved in the handling of food and beverage products at summer or winter event
are required to obtain permits from Vancouver Coastal Health to ensure compliance with food
safety, sanitation and food handling requirements that all vendors and the event organizer must
adhere to.
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VCH has an existing application and inspection process for food vendor permits to ensure
compliance with their requirements. VCH permits must be approved and food vendors inspected
to the satisfaction of VCH staff prior to vendors or the food court opening. VCH requirements
for food vendor permits and inspections are identified in the TCUP terms and conditions.

Financial Impact
Cost Recovery — City and RCMP Expenses

A cost recovery model for City and RCMP expenses incurred as a result of providing the
necessary RCMP and Community Bylaws staff support and traffic monitoring and directional
signage proposed. All costs are to be paid by the event organizer for the proposed summer and
winter events over the next 3 years. This approach is consistent with previous Temporary
Commercial Use Permits issued for these types of seasonal market events operating in the City.

The cost recovery model applied to this TCUP for the proposed summer and winter events
involves the event organizer providing an operational bond (based on an estimate of RCMP and
City costs) to the City in advance of the event opening. Separate operational bonds are required
for the summer and winter events on an annual basis and will cover the following:

Summer and Winter Event

e 2 RCMP officers assigned to the night market event each day of operation and during all
hours of operation for the summer and winter event at the applicable overtime rate
(commute time to and from the event to be included).

e Coverage for RCMP commercial crimes unit resources and staff time to address any
concerns or complaints about the retailing of counterfeit/intellectual property protected
items at the summer or winter event. The event organizer has a strategy in place to
prevent the retailing of any counterfeit/intellectual property protected items, including
expulsion of vendors from the event and monitoring of vendors by event staff. If the
event organizer effectively prohibits this activity from the event, there would be no cost
incurred by the event organizer associated with any work done by RCMP commercial
crimes unit.

e Community Bylaws — Up to 6 hours (based on the applicable overtime rate) of dedicated
patrol by Community Bylaw officers on each event day of operation at the summer and
winter event. The scheduling of officers to provide the 6 hours of event day coverage to
the summer and winter event will be determined by Community Bylaws.

e Attendance by City Transportation staff to oversee and monitor implementation of the
Traffic Management Plan and general event operations related to traffic.

e Production, posting and takedown of event directional signage by City staff,

Contingency — Operational Bond
e For the previous 6 years for the market event on the Duck Island site from 2012 to 2017,
a contingency of 20% was applied to each year of the operational bond for potential
additional traffic control measures and/or roadway works needed to mitigate traffic
impacts of the event. Based on a review of costs incurred by the RCMP and City since
2012, this 20% contingency did not need to be utilized. As a result, it is recommended
that a 20% contingency not be required for the summer event only.
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e For the proposed winter event, the operational bond includes a 20% contingency as this is
a brand new event proposed on the subject site. This contingency would cover any costs
associated with additional traffic control and related works.

Operational Bond Requirements

Summer Event
e 2018—$200,000
e 2019 - $200,000
e 2020 - $200,000

Winter Event
e 2017 —$85,000 (base amount) plus $17,000 (20% contingency) = $102,000 total
e 2018 —$95,000 (base amount) plus $19,000 (20% contingency) = $114,000 total
(5 additional operational days compared to 2017 and 2019 event).
e 2019 -$85,000 (base amount) plus $17,000 (20% contingency) = $102,000 total

Upon conclusion of the summer and winter market events each year, any surplus amount
remaining from the submitted bond will be reimbursed to the event organizer once all City and
RCMP costs have been invoiced and paid. If the submitted operational bond does not cover the
City costs for the event, the event organizer is required to pay the outstanding balance for all City
and RCMP costs associated with the event as outlined in this TCUP.

The Development Permit, Development Variance Permit and Temporary Commercial and
Industrial Use Permit Procedure Bylaw 7273 requires that security bonds required for the
purposes of the TCUP be submitted prior to Council consideration of the TCUP at Public

Hearing. As a result, the following operational security bond submission deadline dates apply
for the TCUP renewal: :

Summer Event
e 2018 -$200,000 to be submitted prior to April 11, 2018.
e 2019 -$200,000 to be submitted prior to April 10, 2019.
e 2020 -$200,000 to be submitted prior to April 8, 2020.

Winter Event
e 2017 -$102,000 to be submitted prior to September 1, 2017,
e 2018 -$114,000 to be submitted prior to October 23, 2018.
e 2019 -%$102,000 to be submitted prior to October 29, 2019

Conclusion

Firework Productions Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for a Temporary Commercial
Use Permit to allow for a seasonal night market event generally from May to October in 2018,
2019 and 2020 and winter festival event occurring during the month of December in 2017, 2018
and 2019.
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The proposed use of the subject site as an event site for a summer market and winter festival
event has addressed all issues related to community safety, minimizing impacts to the
surrounding area and businesses and mitigating traffic impacts.

Staff recommend that the attached TCUP be approved and issued effective on November 1, 2017
at 8351 River Road and Duck Island for the purposes of allowing a seasonal summer market
event and winter festival for a three year period expiring on October 31, 2020.

S

Kevin Eng
Planner 2

KE:cas

Attachment 1: Location Map and Aerial Photo

Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet

Attachment 3: Applicant Public Consultation and Comments Summary
Attachment 4: Location Map of Recommended Public Hearing Notification Area
Attachment 5: Summer Market Event Site Plan

Attachment 6: Winter Festival Event Site Plan
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Development Application Data Sheet

TU 17-764698 Attachment 2

Address: 8351 River Road and Duck Island (Lot 87 Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6 West Plan 34592)

Applicant:  Fireworks Production Ltd.

Existing l Proposed
. Sanhurgon Investment Ltd., Inc. No.
Owner: BC908774 No change
Site Size: 78,424 m? No change
Proposed summer market event
* Market event area and related and winter festival consisting of
, infrastructure and off-street ; ;
Land Uses: arking area food/retail vendors, supporting
P ring . . on-site entertainment, activities
¢ Existing Canada Line guide way. and displays and event parking
OCP Designation: Commercial and Park ‘ No change
City Centre Area Plan
Designation: Bridgeport Urban Centre (T5) No change
Village Sub Area '
Zoning: Light Industrial (IL) No change

Richmond Night Market - Summer Event

Opening/Closing Dates Days of Operation Hours of Operation

7 pmto 12 am on

Fri/Sat/Sun. before stat.
holiday

1 7 pmto 11 pm on Sun. and

stat. holiday

7 pmto 12 amon

Fri/Sat/Sun. before stat.

Fri, Sat, Sun and Stat.

2018 May 11, 2018 to October 28, 2018 Holidays

Fri, Sat, Sun and Stat.

2019 May 10, 2019 to October 27, 2019 ; holiday
Holidays 7 pmto 11 pm on Sun. and
stat. holiday
7 pmto 12 amon
Fri, Sat, Sun and Stat. Fri/Sat/Sun. before stat.
2020 May 8, 2020 to October 31, 2020 Holidays (Closed on July 1, ‘| holiday
' 2020) 7 pmto 11 pm on Sun. and
stat. holiday
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Winter Festival Event

Days of Operation

Opening/Closing Dates Hours of Operation
Weekdays and weekends gprin;r;% ?cfgﬁenbg&g;%
except for the following event gpm 0 100m or? weekdavs
December 1, 2017 to January 7, closure dates: P P y
2017/18 and weekends. New
2018 2017/2018 — Closed on Year's Eve (December 31)
December 4, 5, 11, 12, 18, 25 vlisegh
and January 1, 2018 hours of operatlon' for 017
' ' shall be 4pm to midnight.
Weekdays and weekends Opening between 4pm to
except for the following event . | 6pm and closing between
closure dates: 9pm to 10pm on weekdays
2018/19 November 23’22(;)1198 to January 6, 2018/2019 — Closed on and weekends. New
November 26, 27, December Year's Eve (December 31)
3, 4,10, 11, 17, 25 and hours of operation for 2018
January 1, 2019. shall be 4pm to midnight.
Weekdays and weekends Opening betvs{een 4pm to
; 6pm and closing between
except for the following event
. 9pm to 10pm on weekdays
November 29, 2019 to January 5, | closure dates:
2019/20 and weekends. New
2020 2019/2020 — Closed on .
Year's Eve (December 31)
December 2, 3, 9, 10, 16, 17 ion for 2019
and 25 hours of operation for 2019,
' shall be 4pm to midnight.

5462025
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ATTACHMENT 4

W/y/iNaiis s (e ety

\ PROPOSED NIGHT
MARKET SITE

Original Date: 62/08/12 |

Public Hearing
Notification Area

Revision Date: 02/09/12 |

Note: Dimensions o iis METRES
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City of

“ Richmond Temporary Commercial Use Permit

No. TU 17-764698

To the Holder: Firework Productions Ltd.
Sanhurgon Investment Ltd., Inc. No. BC908774

Property Address: 8351 River Road, Duck Island (Lot 87 Except Part on Plan 70252,
District Lot 478 Group 1 and Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6
West Plan 34592)

Address: C/O Mr. Raymond Cheung
3063 — 8700 McKim Way
Richmond, BC V6X 4A5

1. This Temporary Commercial Use Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the
Bylaws of the City applicable thereto, except as specifically varied or supplemented by this
Permit.

2. This Temporary Commercial Use Permit is issued subject to compliance with all the items
outlined on the attached Schedule “A” to this permit.

3. Should the Holder fail to adhere and comply with all the terms and conditions outlined in
Schedule “A”, the Temporary Commercial Use Permit Shall be void and no longer
considered valid for the subject site.

4. This Temporary Commercial Use Permit applies to and only to those lands shown
cross-hatched on the attached Schedule "B" to this permit.

5. The subject property may be used for the following temporary commercial uses:

A summer market event on the following dates:
e May 11, 2018 to October 28, 2018 inclusive (as outlined in the attached Schedule
- “C” to this permit);
e May 10, 2019 to October 27, 2019 inclusive (as outlined in the attached Schedule
“C” to this permit); and
e May 8, 2020 to October 31, 2020 inclusive (as outlined in the attached Schedule
“C” to this permit).

The summer market event dates and hours of operation shall be in accordance with the
attached Schedule “C” to this permit.

The summer market event shall be in general accordance with the site plan as outlined in
Schedule “D” to this permit and the terms and conditions outlined in Schedule “A”.

5462025 P LN - 364



No. TU 17-764698

To the Holder: Firework Productions Ltd.
Sanhurgon Investment Ltd., Inc. No. BC908774

Property Address: 8351 River Road, Duck Island (Lot 87 Except Part on Plan 70252,
District Lot 478 Group 1 and Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6
West Plan 34592)

Address: C/O Mr. Raymond Cheung
3063 - 8700 McKim Way
Richmond, BC V6X 4A5

A winter festival event on the following dates:
e December 1, 2017 to January 7, 2018 inclusive (as outlined in the attached
Schedule “E” to this permit);
e November 23, 2018 to January 6, 2019 inclusive (as outlined in the attached
Schedule “E” to this permit); and
e November 29, 2019 to January 5, 2020 inclusive (as outlined in the attached
Schedule “E” to this permit).

The winter festival event dates and hours of operation shall be in accordance with the
attached Schedule “E” to this permit.

The winter festival event shall be in general accordance with the site plan as outlined in
Schedule “F” to this permit and the terms and conditions outlined in Schedule “A”.

6. Any temporary buildings, structures and signs shall be demolished or removed and the site
and adjacent roads shall be maintained and restored to a condition satisfactory to the City of
Richmond, upon the expiration of this permit or cessation of the use, whichever is sooner.

7. As acondition of the issuance of this Permit, Council is holding the security set out below to
ensure that development is carried out in accordance with the terms and conditions of this
Permit. Should any interest be earned upon the security, it shall accrue to the Holder if the
security is returned. The condition of the posting of the security is that should the Holder fail
to carry out the development hereby authorized, according to the terms and conditions of this
Permit within the time provided, the City may use the security to carry out the work by its
servants, agents or contractors, and any surplus shall be paid over to the Holder, or should the
Holder carry out the temporary commercial use permitted by this permit within the time set
out herein and comply with all the undertakings given in Schedule "A" attached hereto, the
security shall be returned to the Holder.

Winter Festival Event

e A cash security (or acceptable letter of credit) in the amount of $102,000 must be
submitted prior to September 1, 2017 for the purposes of operating a winter festival event
during the specified dates set out in Schedule “E” in 2017/18.
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No. TU 17-764698

To the Holder: Firework Productions Ltd.

Sanhurgon Investment Ltd., Inc. No. BC908774

Property Address: 8351 River Road, Duck Island (Lot 87 Except Part on Plan 70252,

District Lot 478 Group 1 and Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6
West Plan 34592)

Address: C/O Mr. Raymond Cheung

3063 — 8700 McKim Way
Richmond, BC V6X 4A5

A cash security (or acceptable letter of credit) in the amount of $114,000 must be
submitted prior to October 23, 2018 for the purposes of operating a winter festival event
during the specified dates set out in Schedule “E” in 2018/19.

A cash security (or acceptable letter of credit) in the amount of $102,000 must be
submitted prior to October 29, 2019 for the purposes of operating a winter festival event
during the specified dates set out in Schedule “E” in 2019/20.

Summer Event

A cash security (or acceptable letter of credit) in the amount of $200,000 must be
submitted prior to April 11, 2018 for the purposes of operating a summer event during the
specified dates set out in Schedule “C” in 2018.

A cash security (or acceptable letter of credit) in the amount of $200,000 must be
submitted prior to April 10, 2019 for the purposes of operating a summer event during the
specified dates set out in Schedule “C” in 2019.

A cash security (or acceptable letter of credit) in the amount of $200,000 must be
submitted prior to April 8, 2020 for the purposes of operating a summer event during the
specified dates set out in Schedule “C” in 2020.

8. Should the Holder fail to provide the cash security by the dates specified in this permit, the
Temporary Commercial Use Permit shall be void and no longer considered valid for the
subject site.

9. The land described herein shall be developed generally in accordance with the terms and
conditions and provisions of this Permit and any plans and specifications attached to this
Permit which shall form a part hereof.

10. Monies outstanding and owed by the Holder to the City of Richmond for costs associated
with the temporary commercial uses allowed in this permit must be paid in full by the
following dates: '

Winter Festival Event

5462025

All monies outstanding from the 2017/18 event must be paid in full prior to October 23,
2018.

All monies outstanding from the 2018/19 event must be paid in full prior to October 29,
2019. '
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No. TU 17-764698

To the Holder: ‘ Firework Productions Ltd.
Sanhurgon Investment Ltd., Inc. No. BC908774

Property Address: 8351 River Road, Duck Island (Lot 87 Except Part on Plan 70252,
District Lot 478 Group 1 and Section 21 Block 5 North Range 6
West Plan 34592)

Address: C/O Mr. Raymond Cheung
3063 — 8700 McKim Way
Richmond, BC V6X 4A5

Summer Event
¢ All monies outstanding from the 2018 event must be paid in full prior to April 10, 2019.
e All monies outstanding from the 2019 event must be paid in full prior to April 8, 2020.

Should the Holder fail to provide any outstanding monies by the date specified in this permit,
the Temporary Commercial Use Permit shall be void and no longer considered valid for the
subject site.

11. This Temporary Commercial Use Permit is effective on November 1, 2017 and is valid for
the dates specified in Schedule “C” and Schedule “E” for 2017, 2018, 2019 and 2020 only.

This Permit is not a Building Permit.

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. ISSUED BY THE COUNCIL THE
DAY OF ,

EFFECTIVE ON ,

DELIVERED THIS DAY OF ,

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

5462025 PLN - 367



Schedule “A”

In consideration of the City of Richmond issuing a Temporary Commercial Use Permit (TCUP)
for the purposes of operating summer and winter festival event over a 3 year period from 2017 to
2020 on the subject site, the event organizer (Firework Productions Ltd. ¢/o Raymond Cheung)
acknowledges and agrees to the following terms and conditions:

Traffic Management Plan (TMP)

e Traffic control and operations during the event is to be in accordance with the TMP
developed for the summer and winter events and approved by the City’s Transportation
Division. The Traffic Management Plan must be developed by a professional Traffic Control
Company at the sole cost of the event organizer

e Operation of the TMP is to be undertaken by a professional Traffic Control Company with
the appropriate trained and certified staff. Costs associated with operations and running of
the TMP is the responsibility of the event organizer.

e The TMP is to be monitored by the City’s Transportation Division in consultation with on-
site RCMP and Community Bylaws staff and is subject to revision and changes
(i.e., alteration of the plan; additional Traffic Control staff) should the need arise.

e Approval of the TMP, including any necessary revisions, is at the sole discretion of
Transportation Division staff.

e Posting of signage and erection of barricades and road markings will be undertaken based on
the TMP and is to be at the cost of the event organizer.

¢ The Event organizer is required to implement a marketing and promotion strategy that
encourages event patrons to take public transit to the event.

Off-Street Parking — Summer Event

Parking provisions for the summer event is as follows: ‘

e 1,480 parking stalls location on Duck Island. All off-street parking stalls on the event site are
required to be free.

o Off-site vendor parking to accommodate 200 stalls on properties located on West Road and
secured via lease for the event organizer for the 2018, 2019 and 2020 event (Note: In the
event that the above described off-site parking secured for vendors is no longer in place or
available, a suitable contingency plan will need to be developed by the applicant to the
satisfaction of Transportation staff).

o Prior to the start of the summer event season and in conjunction with the City
approval of the TMP, the event organizer is required to provide confirmation of
their lease agreement to secure the stalls on West Road for vendor parking.

Off-Street Parking — Winter Event

Parking provisions for the summer event is as follows:

e 1,480 parking stalls location on Duck Island. All off-street parking stalls on the event site are
required to be free.
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Traffic Impact Assessment Recommendations

The summer and winter events are required to comply with the Traffic Impact Assessment (TTA)
recommendations (from the report dated July 12, 2017 from Binnie) as follows:

Increase maintenance of the gravel parking lot to minimize the formation of potholes and
puddles.

Ensure pedestrians paths to and from nearby transit hubs are generally free of ice and snow.
Ensure adequate lighting is provided along the designated pedestrian pathways within the
parking lot to highlight potential conflict areas between pedestrians and vehicular traffic.

City of Richmond and RCMP Staffing

A minimum of 2 RCMP members must be in attendance for each day of operation for the
summer and winter event is being held during the hours of operation for the purposes of
providing a police presence and overseeing the TMP and general event operations (Note:
Implementation and operation of the TMP is required to be undertaken by a professional
traffic control company with appropriate trained and certified staff). '

Six (6) hours of dedicated patrol by Community Bylaw Enforcement Officers is required for
each day of operation for the summer and winter event with scheduling at the discretion of
Community Bylaws.

Attendance by Transportation Department staff to monitor and oversee the operations of the
event and TMP.

All costs for RCMP members and City staffing at the applicable overtime rates is the
responsibility of the event organizers.

Implementation of Works on City Property

Any works on City property is required as a result of the summer and winter event must
comply with the following requirements:

o Works include, but are not limited to construction of asphalt walkways, temporary

~ pedestrian crosswalks and a secondary emergency access to the market event area.
Works also include any required upgrades and maintenance to existing works

o Design for works to be undertaken by the appropriate professional and approved
by the City.

o Construction of works to be undertaken through a City Work Order or other
appropriate process prior to issuance of the building permit(s) and/or on-site
servicing permit for the night market event.

o All costs associated with the design, construction, maintenance and removal (if
required) of works is the responsibility of the event organizer.

o Enter into the appropriate agreements where necessary for the above referenced
works prior to issuance of the building permit(s) and/or on-site servicing permit
for the night market event.

Required Approvals from External Agencies

Review and approval (if necessary) from the following external agencies is required prior to
operating a night market event on the subject site:

Approval from the Provincial Diking Authority for the existing emergency access ramp
structure (including any required revisions/maintenance) located over the existing dike
statutory right-of-way.
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Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) review of traffic control provisions
identified in the TMP for intersections under MOTI jurisdiction.
Approval of the summer and winter event site plan by BC Hydro, including any revisions to
the summer and winter event site plan over the duration of the TCUP.
Summer and winter event site lighting, illumination and seasonal outdoor lighting displays
(associated with the winter festival) is subject to review and approval (where necessary) by
the appropriate agencies (Transport Canada, Nav Canada, YVR) to ensure safe flight
operations at the airport (YVR) at all times.
o Note: The event organizer has confirmed that 11ght1ng displays will not include
any upward oriented or directed lighting and will not include any
lighting/emissions from lasers.

Flood Construction Level (FCL) Reguirements

All buildings and structures on the subject site must be temporary and cannot be utilized year -
round.

If these criteria are met, temporary buildings and structures are not required to comply with
the minimum FCL of 4.35 m.

Buildings and structures that do not meet these criteria are required to be constructed at a
minimum FCL of 4.35 m.

Required Permits/Licenses from the City of Richmond and Stakeholders

Building permits and on-site servicing permits for any buildings, structures, services, service
connections, including any changes to on-site servicing infrastructure.
o The event organizer is required obtain building permits for any
. structures/buildings on the subject site and supporting site services (i.e., plumbing

service for the food vendors), including submission and approval of any

consultant reports related to the permit application.
Business Licenses for all commercial/food vendors to operate at the summer and winter
event (including the event operator).
Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH) permits and licenses for the overall food court area and all
food and beverage vendors to operate at the summer and winter event, including inspection
approval by VCH staff.

Richmond Fire Rescue (RFR) Requirements

Implementation of an emergency response route and access location to the summer and
winter event market area to the satisfaction of RFR. This response route is required to
remain clear and unimpeded at all times to facilitate access for emergency vehicles,
personnel and equipment.

Implementation of a dedicated approved emergency response route for RFR truck access and
turnaround to facilitate access to the proposed parking lot “B” as shown in the event site plan
attached as Schedule “D” to the TCUP. This fire access lane is required to be designed to
support the expected loads imposed by firefighting equipment to permit accessibility under
all climatic conditions.

Submission and approval of a Fire Safety Plan (prepared by the appropriate professional
consultant) to RFR for the summer and winter event on a yearly basis.
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The event organizer and each applicable food vendor at the summer and winter event is
required to comply with the Richmond Fire Rescue General Fire Safety Requirements for
Food Vendor Including Mobile Food Trucks (Schedule “G”).

Summer and Winter Event Site Plan

Implementation of the summer and winter event in general accordance to the night market
site plan as shown in the TCUP report and attached as Schedule “D” and Schedule “F” to
the TCUP. '

Amendments to the summer or winter event site plan can be considered so long as they
generally comply with the TCUP and associated terms and conditions and must be reviewed
and approved by appropriate City staff and other external agencies/stakeholders (as deemed
necessary). Any changes to the summer and/or winter event site plan approved by the City
of Richmond will be considered the approved site attached to and forming part of the TCUP.
The number of vendors allowed in this TCUP is:

o Up to 150 commercial/retail vendors and up to 120 food vendors for the summer
event; and

o Up to 70 commercial/retail vendors and up to 60 food vendors for the winter
event,

o The event organizer is required obtain building permits for any
structures/buildings on the subject site and supporting site services (i.e., plumbing
service for the food vendors), including submission and approval of any
consultant reports related to the permit application.

Related accessory entertainment activities and displays that are ancillary to the summer and
winter event are permitted.

The event organizer is responsible for addressing any accumulation of ponded water (and
frozen ponded water) arising from weather events to ensure the summer and winter event and
on-site parking functions effectively and does not pose a safety hazard to people on the
subject site.

Summer and Winter Event Operations

The event organizer is required to provide dedicated event security, parking lot patrollers,
event liaison staff and certified first aid staff.

The event organizer is responsible for providing adequate means of communication amongst
event staffing, security, first aid, traffic control personnel, RCMP members and Community
Bylaw Officers.

Garbage and Litter Management Plan — Clean up and litter removal before, during and after
the summer and winter event each night of operation. Clean-up and litter removal is to be
conducted by the event organizers and is to include the subject property as well as
surrounding areas impacted by the summer and winter events. The plan is also required to
include placement of garbage receptacles off-site along heavily travelled pedestrian routes to
be put out before event opening and collected after event closing.
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Product Anti-Counterfeiting Strategy

The event organizer is responsible for implementing the following action items as part of their

anti-counterfeiting strategy:

o Liaise with agencies involved with intellectual property rights (Canadian Anti-Counterfeiting
Network — CACN) to develop and communicate their strategy.

o Include specific provisions in vendor contracts that prohibit retailing of counterfeit, pirated

~and other illegal products with clauses on vendor booth termination and removal from the
event and product seizure and turnover to the RCMP or Intellectual Property representatives
if illegal goods are found.

e Partner with RCMP and Intellectual Property representatives to undertake education with
vendor booth operators to ensure they are aware of the counterfeit good restrictions and
related consequences (i.e., vendor booth contract termination).

e Have dedicated, trained market event staff to inspect and monitor retailers to ensure no
counterfeit or pirated products are being sold.

Summer and Winter Event Cancellation Procedure

¢ In the event of a summer and/or winter event closure on any identified operational day, event
organizers are responsible for notifying appropriate City staff and RCMP members a
minimum of 24 hours prior to the start of the event. Should event cancellation notification be
within the 24 hour time period, staffing costs will be incurred based on minimum call out
times. ‘

e The event organizer is responsible for notifying all vendors of any event cancellation.

e The event organizer is responsible for notifying the City and any related stakeholders (i.e.,
RCMP, VCH) if they decide to close early prior to the last dates permitted and identified in
TCUP and attached Schedule “C” and Schedule “E” for the summer and/or winter event.

e The event organizer is responsible for notifying the City and any related stakeholders (i.e.,
RCMP, VCH) if they decide to cancel either a summer and/or winter event during the term of
this TCUP.

Operational Bond Requirements

e The event organizer is required to submit an operational security bond to the City in
accordance with the terms and conditions identified in the TCUP,

e The operation security bond is required to cover City costs and expenses as a result of the
summer and winter event, which includes a contingency fund applicable to the winter event
only to address any issues arising during event operations.

e The event organizer is required to pay for additional City costs, in the event that costs exceed
the amount submitted in the operational bond.

General Provisions

e The City has an existing noise bylaw (Noise Regulation Bylaw 8856) that applies to the
subject site and summer and winter events permitted in the TCUP, It is the responsibility of
the event organizer to ensure compliance with this bylaw, including responding to and
resolving any noise related complaints related to the summer and winter events to the
satisfaction of City and Vancouver Coastal Health staff.
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e The event organizer is responsible for providing to the City a copy of the “Certificate of
Insurance” a minimum of 2 weeks prior to the opening day of the summer and/or winter
event on an annual basis. The “Certificate of Insurance” must include the following:

o]

O
O
O

Minimum limit of $5,000,000 coverage against third party bodily injury and
property damage loses.

Cross liability clause.

The City of Richmond being listed as additional insured for liability.
Applicable dates of insurance coverage to ensure coverage is consistent with
summer and winter event dates of operation.

e At the conclusion of each event operation day, any road modifications (temporary signage,
barriers, cones) associated with the TMP must be removed and original road conditions
restored to the satisfaction of the Transportation Division staff. v

¢ Upon expiration of this permit or cessation of the permitted use, whichever is sooner, the
following shall be completed:

o]
o]

Undertaking

The property described in Schedule “B” shall be restored to its original condition.
Adjacent roads shall be maintained and restored to a condition satisfactory to the
City of Richmond.

e In consideration of the City of Richmond issuing the Temporary Commercial Use Permit, we
the undersigned hereby agree to comply with all the provisions, requirements and terms and
conditions identified in the Temporary Commercial Use Permit and attached Schedules.

¢ In consideration of the City of Richmond issuing the Temporary Commercial Use Permit, we
the undersigned hereby agree to demolish or remove any temporary buildings, structures and
signs; to restore the land described in Schedule “B”; and to maintain and restore adjacent
roads, to a condition satisfactory to the City of Richmond upon the expiration of this Permit
or cessation of the permitted use, whichever is sooner.

5462025

Firework Productions Ltd.
by its authorized signatory
(Signed copy on file)

Raymond Cheung
Firework Productions Ltd.
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SCHEDULE "B"
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Market Event Schedule of Dates for 2018 - Summer

Schedule “C”

Month | Day Event Month Day Event
Hours ours
May 11 7pm-12am | June 1 7pm-12am
(10 Days) 12 7pm-12am (14 Days) 2 7pm-12am
: 13 7pm-11pm . 13 7pm-11pm
18 7pm-12am 8 7pm-12am
19 7pm-12am 9 7pm-12am
20 pm-12am |  p 10 7pm-11pm
21 7pm-11pm 15 7pm-12am
25 7pm-12am 16 7pm-12am
26 7pm-12am 17 7pm-11pm
27 7pm-11pm 22 7pm-12am
23 7pm-12am
24 7pm-11pm
29 7pm-12am
30 7pm-12am
July. oo 1 7pm-12am August 3 7pm-12am
{14 Days) 2 7pm-11pm (14 Days) 4 7pm-12am |
8 7pm-12am 5 7pm-12am
7 7pm-12am 6 7pm-11pm
8 7pm-11pm 10 7pm-12am
13 7pm-12am 11 7pm-12am
14 7pm-12am 12 7pm-11pm
15 7pm-11pm 17 7pm-12am
20 7pm-12am 1 18 7pm-12am
21 7pm-12am 19 7pm-11pm
22 7pm-11pm 24 7pm-12am
27 7pm-12am 25 7pm-12am
28 7pm-12am 26 7pm-11pm
29 7pm-11pm 31 7pm-12am
September 1 7pm-12am Qctober 1 5 7pm-12am
(15 days) 2 7pm-12am (13 Days) 6 7pm-12am
3 7pm-11pm 7 7pm-12am
7 7pm-12am 8 7pm-11pm
8 7pm-12am 12 7pm-12am
9 7pm-11pm 13 7pm-12am
14 7pm-12am 14 7pm-11pm
15 7pm-12am 19 7pm-12am
16 7pm-11pm 20 7pm-12am
21 7pm-12am 21 7pm-11pm
22 7pm-12am 26 7pm-12am
23 7pm-11pm 27 7pm-12am
28 7pm-12am 28 7pm-11pm
29 7pm-12am
30 7pm-11pm

Total Number of Event Operation Days - 80

5462025
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Market Event Schedule of Dates for 2019 - Summer

Month Day .. Event
Hours
May 10 7pm-12am
(11 Days) 11 7pm-12am
12 7pm-11pm
17 7pm-12am
18 7pm-12am
19 7pm-12am
20 7pm-11pm
24 7pm-12am
25 7pm-12am
26 7pm-11pm
| 31 7pm-12am
July 1 7pm-11pm
(13 Days) 5 7pm-12am
6 7pm-12am
7 7pm-11pm
12 7pm-12am
13 7pm-12am
14 7pm-11pm
19 , 7pm-12am
20 7pm-12am
21 7pm-11pm
26 7pm-12am
27 7pm-12am
28 7pm-11pm
September 1 7pm-12am
(14 days) 2 7pm-11pm
6 7pm-12am
7 7pm-12am
8 7pm-11pm
13 7pm-12am
14 7pm-12am
15 7pm-11pm
20 7pm-12am
21 7pm-12am
22 7pm-11pm
27 7pm-12am
28 7pm-12am
29 7pm-11pm

Month - Day Event
Hours
June 1 7pm-12am
(14 Days) 2 7pm-11pm
: ‘ 7 7pm-12am
8 7pm-12am
9 7pm-11pm
14 7pm-12am
15 7pm-12am
16 7pm-11pm
1 21 7pm-12am
22 7pm-12am
23 7pm-11pm
28 7pm-12am
29 7pm-12am
1 30 7pm-12am
August 2 7pm-12am
(15 Days) 3 7pm-12am
‘ 4 7pm-12am
5 7pm-11pm
9 7pm-12am
10 7pm-12am
11 7pm-11pm
16 7pm-12am
17 7pm-12am
18 7pm-11pm
23 7pm-12am
24 7pm-12am
| 25 7pm-11pm
1 30 7pm-12am
31 7pm-12am
October 4 7pm-12am
(13 Days) |5 7pm-12am
. E 7pm-11pm
41 7pm-12am
1 12 7pm-12am
13 7pm-12am
14 7pm-11pm
18 7pm-12am
19 7pm-12am
20 7pm-11pm
25 7pm-12am
26 7pm-12am
27 7pm-11pm

Total Number of Event Operation Days - 80
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Market Event Schedule of Dates for 2020 - Summer

Month Day ~ | Event Month Da Event
Hours - ‘ Hours
May. 8 7pm-12am June 5 7pm-12am
(13Days) g 7pm-12am (12Days) [ 7pm-12am
10 7pm-11pm 7 7pm-11pm
15 7pm-12am 12 7pm-12am
16 7pm-12am 13 7pm-12am
17 7pm-12am 14 7pm-11pm
18 ’ 7pm-11pm 19 7pm-12am
29 7pm-12am 20 7pm-12am
30 .| 7pm-12am 21 7pm-11pm
31 7pm-11pm 26 7pm-12am
27 7pm-12am
28 7pm-11pm
July: 3 7pm-12am August 1 7pm-12am
(13 Days) 4 7pm-12am (15 Days) 2 7pm-12am
5 7pm-11pm o 3 7pm-11pm
10 7pm-12am 7 7pm-12am
11 7pm-12am 8 7pm-12am
12 7pm-11pm 9 7pm-11pm
17 7pm-12am 14 7pm-12am
18 7pm-12am 15 7pm-12am
19 7pm-11pm 16 7pm-11pm
24 ' 7pm-12am 21 7pm-12am
25 7pm-12am 22 7pm-12am
26 7pm-11pm 23 7pm-11pm
31 7pm-12am 28 7pm-12am
‘ 29 7pm-12am
30 7pm-11pm
September 4 7pm-12am October 2 7pm-12am
(13 days): |5 7pm-12am (15 Days) 3 7pm-12am
6 7pm-12am L : 4 7pm-11pm
7 7pm-11pm 9 7pm-12am
11 7pm-12am 10 7pm-12am
12 7pm-12am 11 7pm-12am
13 7pm-11pm 12 7pm-11pm
18 7pm-12am 16 7pm-12am
19 7pm-12am 17 7pm-12am
20 7pm-11pm 18 7pm-11pm
25 7pm-12am 23 7pm-12am
26 7pm-12am 24 7pm-12am
27 7pm-11pm 25 7pm-11pm
30 7pm-12am
31 7pm-12am

Total Number of Event Operation Days - 81
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Schedule “E”

Winter Festival - 2017

Month Sunday | Monday Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday Saturday
November

2017

December 1% 2"

2017 B6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December | 3" 4" 5" 6" 7" 8" 9"

2017 4pm-9pm CLOSED CLOSED 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December | 10" 110 12" 13" 14" 15" 16"

2017 4pm-9pm CLOSED CLOSED 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December 17th 18m 191h 20‘” 215( 22nd 23rd

2017 4pm-9pm CLOSED 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm 4pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December 24th 25(!’1 26th 271h 28tn 291h 30m

2017 4pm-9pm CLOSED 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm 4pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
January 31 1st ond ) 3rd 4 5h gih

2018 4pm-12am | CLOSED 6pm-10pm | 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
January 7"

2018 4pm-9pm

Total: 31 days
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Winter Festival — 2018

Month Sunday Monday Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday Saturday
November v 23" 24"

2018 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
Nov/Dec | Nov 25" Nov 26" Nov 27" | Nov 28" Nov 29" Nov 30" Dec 1%
2018 4pm-9pm CLOSED CLOSED 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
‘December | 2™ 3™ 4" 5" 6" Ak g"

2018 4pm-9pm CLOSED CLOSED 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December | 9" 10" 11" 12" 13" 14" 15"

2018 4pm-9pm CLOSED CLOSED 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December | 16" YAl 18" 19" 20" 21% 22™

2018 4pm-9pm CLOSED 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm 4pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December 23rd 24th 25m 26!h 27th 28th zgth

2018 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm CLOSED 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm 4pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
January 30th 31 1 one 3 4 gt

2019 4pm-9pm 4pm-12am | CLOSED 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
January | 6"

2019 4pm-9pm

Total: 36 days
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Winter Festival — 2019

Month Sunday Monday Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday Saturday
November 29" 30"

2019 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December 1 st 2nd 3rd 4th 51h 61h 7'(h

2019 4pm-9pm CLOSED CLOSED 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December | 8" g" 10" 11" 12" 13" 14"

2019 4pm-9pm CLOSED CLOSED 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December 1 5th 1 6th 1 7th 1 8![1 1 gth 20th 21St

2019 4pm-9pm CLOSED CLOSED 4pm-gpm 4pm-9pm 4pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
December | 22™ 23 24th 25" 26" 27" 28"

2019 4pm-9pm 4pm-Spm 4pm-9pm CLOSED 4pm-9pm 4pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
Dec 2019/ | 29th 30" 31 1st 2" 3" 4"

Jan 2020 | 4pm-9pm 4pm-9pm 4pm-12am | 6pm-10pm 6pm-10pm | 6pm-10pm | 4pm-10pm
January | 5"

2020 4pm-9pm

Total: 31 Days
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SCHEDULE "G"

NN

)} RiCcHMOND

N o Richmond Fire-Rescue
General Fire Safety Requirements for
Food Vendors Including Mobile Food Trucks

All vendors must meet requirements defined in NFPA 96* standards.

The following list outlines specific fire requirements for vendors and is provided to eliminate or reduce last minute delays to
vendors applying for event approval.

1. All commercial cooking units (deep fryers, grills, etc) in trailers or trucks shall have an automatic suppression
system (meeting ULC300) and at least one portable Class K wet chemical fire extinguisher.

2. All commercial deep fryers (no matter where they are located) are required to have a portable Class K wet
chemical extinguisher.

3. Vendors using heating or cooking units shall provide for their own use at least one portable multi-purpose
extinguisher (minimum 10 pound 4A-60B:C rated). Fire Extinguishers must be visible, accessible, and may not sit
on the ground.

4. All commercial cooking units, other than approved self-contained units, require non-combustible hoods, filters, or
trays for containing grease laden vapours—must have been cleaned and tagged by a certified Applied Science
Technologist Technician (ASTT) or company within the past 6 months.

All Vendors and Mobile Food Trucks must have BC Safety Authority Gas decal
All Vendors and Mobile Food Trucks must have BC Safety Authority Electrical decal

All appliances are required to have appropriate certification and/or listing (e.g. CSA, ULC).

® N o v

All tents and awnings with any heat sources and/or cooking units underneath must be fire treated and labelled to
meet NFPA 705 (regardless of clearances - no exceptions).

9. All commercial cooking exhaust hoods must have required filters and trays installed at all times (mesh filters are
not permitted). Tagged by a certified ASST within the past 6 months.

10. All extinguishers and automatic suppression systems must have current service completed by an ASTT, complete
with stamped service tag.

11. Standalone stove or burners and self-contained cooking appliances shall be supported on an approved base or
non-combustible surface and kept away from combustibles (do not place directly on the ground). No folding tables
with oil cooking on top.

12. Propane cylinders and tanks shall be secured to a permanent surface to prevent tipping and located away from
cooking and heat devices as per all applicable Gas Codes and Standards.

13. No unattached (spare) propane tanks are to be in the cooking area.

14. Temporary electrical power, generators, and any connections to vendors must be proper thickness, size and
capacity (gauge) and properly rated (e.g. CSA, ULC), protected from weather and vehicle traffic and restricted from
public access—do not use damaged power cords. No household extension cords.

15. Generators may require a noise cover or acceptable non-combustible housing depending on location. Combustible
items may not be placed on generators in contact with hot surfaces (e.g. tarps).

* National Fire Protection Association 96: provides preventive and operative fire safety requirements intended to
reduce the potential fire hazard of both public and private commercial cooking operations.

For further information or questions, please call Richmond Fire-Rescue at 604-278-5131, Monday to Friday, 8:15 a.m. to
5p.m.
Information contained here is subject to change without notice.

Richmond Fire-Rescue’s Mission is to protect and enhance the City’s livability through

service excellence in prevention, education and emergency response.
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City of

Report to Committee

(e .
3 Richmond Planning and Development Division
To: Planning Committee Date: July 10, 2017
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 15-703334
Director, Development
Re: Application by Yamamoto Architecture Inc. for Rezoning at 9511 and 9531
Williams Road from Single Detached (RS1/E) to Medium Density Townhouses
(RTM2)

Staff Recommendation

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9740, to rezone 9511 and 9531
Williams Road from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to the “Medium Density Townhouses
(RTM2)” zone, be introduced and given first reading.

4/4%‘ }“”

Wayre Crdig

Director, Development
(604—2\3’7-4625

Att. 6
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENC;E OF GENERAL MANAGER
Affordable Housing v e /jé /%/2/4
Ve

7
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July 10, 2017 -2- RZ 15-703334

Staff Report
Origin
Yamamoto Architecture Inc. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone
9511 and 9531 Williams Road (Attachment 1) from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to the
“Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)” zone in order to develop a seven-unit townhouse
project. Vehicle access will be via the Statutory Right-of-Way for Public Passage over the
internal drive aisle that is registered on the title of the adjacent property to the west at 9451

Williams Road. The subject site consists of two lots each of which currently contains one single-
family dwelling that will be demolished.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the develdpment proposal is
attached (Attachment 2).

Surrounding Development

Existing development immediately surrounding the subject site includes the following:

. To the North are single family dwellings on lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)” on
Ash Street. '

. To the South are single family dwellings on lots zoned “Single Detached (RS1/E)” along
Williams Road and South Arm Community Centre.

o To the East are single family dwellings on lots zoned “Compact Single Detached (RC/1)”
and “Single Detached (RS1/E)”.

. To the West is a townhouse complex on a lot zoned “Medium Density Townhouses
(RTM2)”.

Related Policies & Studies
Official Community Plan (OCP)

The OCP Bylaw 9000 land use designation for the subject site is “Neighbourhood Residential”
where single-family, two-family, and multiple family housing are the principal uses. This
development proposal is consistent with the land use designation.

Arterial Road Policy
On December 19, 2016, Council adopted the amended OCP Arterial Road Policy. Under the

amended policy the subject site is designated as “Arterial Road Townhouse” in the OCP. The
proposal is consistent with the Arterial Road Policy for the siting of townhouse developments.
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Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The proposed development must meet the requirements of the Richmond Flood Plain
Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title is
required prior to adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9731.

Public Consultation

A rezoning sign is installed on the subject property. No comments have been received to date as
a result of the sign on the property.

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and Council grant 1st reading to
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9740, it will be forwarded to a Public
Hearing, where area residents and other interested parties will have the opportunity to comment,
Public notification for the Public Hearing will occur as per Local Government Act requirements.

Analysis
Built Form and Architectural Character

The Arterial Road Policy specifies a typical density of 0.60 to 0.70 FAR (Floor Area Ratio) for
townhouse developments along arterial roads, subject to location of a subject site within 800 m
of a City Community Centre, and on corner lots with required frontage improvements on two or
more streets. The proposal for seven townhouses with a density of 0.65 FAR has met the policy
requirements through the provision of a functional road design (Attachment 3) that includes a 1.0
road dedication along Williams Road, a 4 m x 4 m curb cut dedication at the corner of Williams
Road and Ash Street, and significant improvements along both the Williams and Ash frontages.

Conceptual development plans are contained in Attachment 4. The proposed seven (7) unit town
housing complex will have two (2) buildings in total. Five (5) units front Williams Road in one
(1) building and two (2) units are located in one (1) building at the rear of the subject site.

The rear building will have a setback of 4.5 m at ground level for 50 % of building face, 6.0 m
for the remainder of the north facing elevation, and 6.0 m above the first storey. However, the
proposed front yard setback is 4.5 m and there is a proposed projection of 0.9 m into the front
setback for the columns of one-storey entry porches. The front entry porches will have no
negative impact on the streetscape. At Development Permit stage, two variances — for the
building face and single-storey front entry porches - from the regulations in the “Medium
Density Townhouses (RTM2)” zone will be required because the minimum front yard setback is
6.0 m.

Existing Legal Encumbrances

A Statutory Right-of-Way for City access to underground utilities is registered on the subject site
and located along the south property line. As identified in the rezoning conditions

(Attachment 5) this must be removed and replaced with a new Statutory Right-of-Way for City
access to the upgraded underground infrastructure. '
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Transportation and Site Access

Access to the development site will be provided along the Statutory Right-of-Way for Public
Passage that is registered on the title of the adjacent property at 9451 Williams Road, and each
garage door entry for the new development will be sited along the internal east-west drive aisle.

The rezoning conditions include requirements for a 1.0 m wide road dedication along the
Williams Road frontage, a 4 m x 4m dedicated curb cut, and a functional road design that shows
the improvements along Williams Road and Ash Street road widening and frontage
improvements. Specifically, the applicant is required to widen the intersection of Ash Street at
Williams Road, and to provide new widened sidewalk and grass/tree boulevards improvements
along both the Ash Street and Williams Road frontages, as shown in the functional road design.

As per Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, the proposal requires a total of 16 parking spaces
including 14 spaces for resident parking and two spaces for visitor parking. The proposal
satisfies this requirement with a total of 14 spaces for residents in side-by-side arrangement.
Resident parking stalls includes 12 standard spaces and 2 small sized spaces. Two visitor spaces
are proposed. Registration of a legal agreement that prohibits conversion of tandem parking
spaces into habitable area is included in the rezoning conditions.

The plan also includes a total of 12 resident bicycle parking spaces (Class 1) in individual
‘garages and a visitor bicycle rack (Class 2) with four (4) spaces located within the outdoor
amenity space, consistent with Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500.

Tree Retention and Replacement

The applicant has submitted a Certified Arborist’s Report that identifies on-site and off-site tree
species, assesses tree structure and condition, and provides recommendations on tree retention
and removal in relation to the proposed development. The Report assesses two (2) bylaw-sized
trees on the subject property, two (2) trees on City property (Ash Street and Williams Road
frontages), and two (2) trees located on adjacent properties (9971 Ash Street and 9451 Williams
Road).

The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator and a City staff arborist have reviewed the Arborist’s
Report, and support the applicant's Arborist’s findings with the following comments:

e Two (2) trees (tags #0S1, #0S2) on adjacent properties should be retained and protected
with measures that comply with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03.

e Two (2) trees (tag#4242, #4243) on the subject site should be retained and protected with
measures that comply with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03.

e Two (2) trees (tag #C1, #C2) within road areas should be retained and protected with
measures that comply with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03.

Tree Protection

A total of six (6) trees are to be retained and protected. The applicant has submitted a tree
protection plan that shows the trees to be retained and the measures taken to protect them at
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development stage (Attachment 6). To ensure that the trees identified for retention are protected
in the construction phrase, the applicant is required to complete the following items:

e Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, provide $14,690 as security to ensure the
protection of trees. This amount includes $1,000 per tree for four trees on private lands, and a
total of $10,690 for two trees within City road ways.

e Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, submission to the City of a contract with a
Certified Arborist for the supervision of all works conducted within or in close proximity to
tree protection zones. The contract must include the scope of work required, the number of
proposed monitoring inspections at specified stages of construction, any special measures
required to ensure tree protection, and a provision for the arborist to submit a post-
construction impact assessment to the City for review.

e Prior to demolition of the existing dwelling on the subject site, installation of tree protection
fencing around all trees to be retained. Tree protection fencing must be installed to City
standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03 prior to
any works being conducted on-site, and remain in place until construction and landscaping
on-site is completed.

Variance Requested

The applicant is requesting two variances from the “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)”
zone standard for minimum front yard setback:

e Reduction of minimum front yard setback from 6.0 m to 4.5 m.
e Projection of columns for single-storey front entry porches for a maximum of 0.9 m.

While the front yard setback is less than the required minimum 6.0 m in the “Medium Density
Townhouses (RTM2)” Zone, this provides for a rear yard setback that is a good interface to the
existing single family dwelling lot to the north, as envisioned in the OCP design guidelines for
townhouse development on Arterial Roads. Both the proposed front and rear yard setbacks will
be further considered and refined at Development Permit application review stage.

Affordable Housing Strategy

Consistent with the Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant proposes to make a cash
contribution to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. As the proposed development is
grandfathered to the previous rate of $4.00/per buildable ft%, the contribution is $40,356.

Townhouse Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
Consistent with the OCP energy policy for townhouse rezoning applications, the applicant has
committed to design and build each townhouse unit so that it scores 82 or higher on the

EnerGuide scale, and so that all units will meet the BC Solar Hot Water Ready Regulations.

Prior to adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9731, the applicant is
required to meet the complete the following as rezoning conditions:
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e Registration on title of a restrictive covenant to secure the design and construction of all
townhouse units in compliance with the Building Energy Report and to comply with BC
Solar Hot Water Ready Regulations.

e Submit a Building Energy Report prepared by a Certified Energy Advisor that confirms
the proposed design and construction will achieve EnerGuide 82, or higher, based on the
energy performance of at least one unit built to building code minimum requirements
including the unit with the poorest energy performance of all the proposed units.

Amenity Space

Consistent with the OCP and Council Policy 5041, the applicant will provide a cash-in-lieu
contribution of $7,000 ($1,000/unit), prior to Council approval of Richmond Zoning Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw 9740, in-lieu of the provision of the on-site indoor amenity space.

For individual outdoor amenity space, all seven (7) units would have a private yard. Four (4) of
the units would have larger than required (30 m” or 333ft*) outdoor areas ranging from 50 m’
(534 ft*) to 126 m” (1,356ft*) and three (3) units will have slightly less than standard amenity
spaces (27m” or 289 ft*). However, all units will be located in close proximity to the large
communal outdoor amenity space, and child play area.

Outdoor amenity space is proposed to be located in the northwest section of the subject site. In
the preliminary plan, the proposed outdoor amenity space is 738 m® which exceeds the OCP
minimum requirement of 6 m* per unit (42 m?). Staff will continue to work with the applicant at
the Development Permit application review stage to ensure the design of this outdoor amenity
space will comply with all the applicable design guidelines in the OCP.

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements

Prior to rezoning, the applicant must enter into a Servicing Agreement for the design and
construction of servicing connections, upgrades and frontage improvements as outlined in the
rezoning conditions. These works include, but are not limited, to: review of street lighting levels
along the Williams Road and Ash Street frontages and upgrade to City standards; widened corner
cut at the Ash Street and Williams Road intersection and widening of Ash Street for two (2)
south-bound departure lanes and one (1) northbound receiving lane; widening of sidewalks and
new curb, gutter and grass/tree boulevard improvements along the Ash Street and Williams Road
frontages; and the removal of all the existing driveways from Williams Road.

Development Permit Application Considerations

A Development Permit application is required for the proposal to ensure consistence with the
applicable OCP policies and design guidelines for townhouses.

Further refinements to architectural, landscape and urban design will be made as part of the
Development Permit application review process including, but not limited to, the following:

e A detailed design of the outdoor amenity space.
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e A detailed landscape design with trees, shrubs, plantings and hard surface treatments.
e Architectural expression, detailing and colour palette and exterior building materials.
e Features that incorporate Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED).

Interior plans must demonstrate that all of the relevant accessibility features are incorporated into
the proposed Convertible Unit design and that aging-in-place (i.e. adaptable unit) features can be
incorporated into all units.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

This rezoning application results in an insignificant Operational Budget Impact (OBI) for off-site
City infrastructure (such as road works, waterworks, storm sewers, sanitary sewers, street lights,
street trees and traffic signals).

Conclusion

This application is to rezone 9511 and 9531 Williams Road from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)”
zone to the “Medium Density Townhouses (RTM2)” zone in order to permit the development of
seven (7) townhouses.

The townhouse proposal is consistent with the OCP land use designation and is generally
consistent with the OCP Arterial Road Policy for townhouses. The conceptual development
plans attached are generally consistent with all applicable OCP design guidelines and will be
further refined in the Development Permit application review process.

It is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9740, be introduced
and given first reading.

Helen Cain, MCIP RPP
Planner 2

HC:cas

Attachment 1: Location Map

Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 3: Functional Road Design

Attachment 4: Conceptual Development Plans
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations
Attachment 6: Tree Retention Plan
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City of
- y Development Application Data Sheet
2N Richmond Development Applications Department

RZ 15-703334 Attachment 2

Address: 9511 and 9531 Williams Road

Applicant: Yamamoto Architecture Inc.

Planning Area(s): Broadmoor

Existing | Proposed
Owner: Weilan Zhang and Zhi Yong Gu No change
: 1,493 m* (16,070 ft°) 1,441.80 m® (15,519.30 ft°)
Site Size (mz): (after 1.0 m road dedication and
dedication of 4m x 4 m curb cut)
Land Uses: Single-detached dwelling 7 townhouse units
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change
Area Plan Designation: None No change
702 Policy Designation: None No change
Zonina: Single Detached (RS1/E) Medium Density Townhouses
9: (RTM2)
Number of Units: 2 v 7
Other Designations: Arterial Road Policy for location of | Consistent with the Arterial Road
g ) new townhouses Policy

On Future . .
Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance
Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.65 0.65 none permitted
| ‘ Building: Max. 40% Building: Max. 36.6%
) Non-porous Surfaces: Non-porous Surfaces:
0,
Lot Coverage (% of lot area): Max. 65% " Max. 61.1% none
Total: Max. 65% Total: Max. 62%
Lot Size: N/A N/A ‘ none
) . ) Width: 30 m Width: 230 m
Lot Dimensions (m): Depth: 35 m Depth: >35 m none
Min. 4.5 m
Except for projection of
Setback — Front Yard (m): Min. 6.0 m unenclosed single-storey yes
entry porch only to max.
0.9m
. , 4.5 m - 50% first storey
Setback — Rear Yard (m): Min. 3.0m 6.0 m — 50% first storey none
Setback — Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m 3.0m none
Height (m): Max. 12.0 m 120m none
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On Future

Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance

Off-street Parking Spaces —
Regular (R) / Visitor (V):

Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: 16 16 none

2 (R)and 0.2 (V) perunit | 2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit none

Permitted — Maximum of

Tandem Parking Spaces: 50% of required spaces none none
. _ Min. 50 m* or o
Amenity Space — Indoor: Cash-in-lieu Cash-in-lieu none
P 7 f
Amenity Space — Outdoor: Min. ?42 n?z?r unit 69 m? (743ft2) none

Other: none

* Preliminary estimate; not inclusive of garage; exact building size to be determined through zoning bylaw compliance
review at Building Permit stage.
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ATTACHMENT 5§

City of , o

2 Rich d Rezoning Considerations
RIC mon Development Applications Department
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1

Address: 9511 and 9531 Williams Road File No.: RZ 15-703334

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9740, the developer is
required to complete the following:
1. 1.0 wide road dedication along the entire Williams Road frontage is required and a dedicated 4 m x 4 m corner cut at

the northwest corner of the Williams Road at Ash Street intersection (i.e. southeast corner of the development site) is
also required.

2. Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which will require the demolition of the existing dwellings).

3. Submission of a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of any on-site
works conducted within the tree protection zone of the trees to be retained. The Contract should include the scope of
work to be undertaken, including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections, and a provision for the
Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review.

4. Submission of a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $14,690 ($1,000 per tree for four trees on private
lands and $10,690 for two trees in City road ways) for the six (6) trees to be retained.

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title.

6. The submission and processing of a Development Permit* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of

Development.

Contribution of $1,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $7,000) in-lieu of on-site indoor amenity space.

City acceptance of the developer’s offer to voluntarily contribute $4.00 per buildable square foot (e.g. $40,356) to the
City’s affordable housing fund.

9. Registration of a legal agreement on title identifying that the proposed development must be designed and constructed
to meet or exceed EnerGuide 82 criteria for energy efficiency and that all dwellings are pre-ducted for solar hot water
heating.

Prior to a Development Permit” being forwarded to the Development Permit Panel for consideration, the
developer is required to:
1. Complete a proposed townhouse energy efficiency report and recommendations prepared by a Certified Energy

Advisor which demonstrates how the proposed construction will meet or exceed the required townhouse energy
efficiency standards (EnerGuide 82 or better), in compliance with the City’s Official Community Plan.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

1. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Department. Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

2. Incorporation of accessibility measures in Building Permit (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or
Development Permit processes.

3. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of engineering infrastructure improvements.
Works include, but may not be limited to:

PLN - 404

Initial:



Water Works:
o Using the OCP Model, there is 649.0 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at the Williams Road
frontage. Based on your proposed development, your site requires a minimum fire flow of 220.0 L/s.
o The Developer is required to:
. Submit Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International Organization for Standardization (ISO)
fire flow calculations to confirm the development has adequate fire flow for onsite fire protection.
Calculations must be signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Building
Permit Stage and Building designs.

o At Developer’s cost, the City will:
" Cut and cap all existing water service connections along the Williams Road frontage.
= Install one (1) new water service connection complete with meter and meter box along the

Williams Road frontage.

Storm Sewer Works:
¢ The Developer is required to:

. Upgrade the existing storm sewer fronting Ash Street to 600mm pipe diameter from the north
property line to STMH2076 on the east side of Ash Street, approximately 34m in length. MH
upgrades required.

o At Developer’s cost, the City will:

. Cut and cap all existing service connections and remove all existing [C’s along all property

frontage of the development site.

Sanitary Sewer Works:

o At Developers cost, the City will:
ol Cut, cap and abandon the existing sanitary service connection at the existing MH (SMH1725) and
remove the existing IC along the Ash Street frontage.
- Install a new sanitary service connection and IC along the Ash Street frontage.

Frontage improvements:

= Prepare a functional road design plan with cross-sections to show the Ash Street road widening and the
frontage improvements along the Ash Street and Williams Road frontages.
. Williams Road
. No direct vehicular access (driveway crossings) to the site is permitted along the Williams Road
development frontage.
Ll Remove the existing sidewalk next to the curb and backfill the area to provide a minimum 1.5 m
wide grass/treed boulevard (width of the boulevard is exclusive of the 0.15 m wide top of curb).
J Consult Parks on the requirements for tree protection/placement including tree species
and spacing as part of the frontage works.
. ‘Construct a new 1.5 m wide concrete sidewalk behind the new boulevard (connecting to the
existing sidewalk west of the site).
= The existing driveways to provide access to the site from Williams Road are to be closed

permanently. Remove the existing driveway crossings and replace with barrier curb/gutter,
boulevard and sidewalk. The applicant is responsible for the design and construction of
curb/gutter, sidewalk and boulevard as per City standards, as part of the driveway closure works,
in addition to all other Williams Road frontage improvements.

" Review street lighting levels along the frontage of the development site and upgrade lighting to
meet City standards.

. Ash Street
= No direct vehicular access (driveway crossings) to the site is permitted along the Ash Street
development frontage.
= Widen Ash Street (west side of the road) along the development frontage from the existing 5.9 m
wide pavement to 8.5 m. At the Williams Road/Ash Street intersection, widen the north leg of the

PLN - 405
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intersection to provide a 11.2 m wide pavement to accommodate two departure lanes (southbound

right turn and southbound left turn) and a northbound receiving lane.

Construct new curb/gutter at the edge of the new pavement (west side of the road) along the

development frontage (connecting to the existing curb/gutter on Williams Road).

Remove the existing asphalt walkway and bollards and construct a minimum 1.5 m wide

grass/treed boulevard (width of the boulevard is exclusive of the 0.15 m wide top of curb) behind

the new curb and gutter.

. Consult Parks on the requirements for tree protection/placement including tree species
and spacing as part of the frontage works.

Construct a new 1.5 m wide concrete sidewalk behind the new boulevard with connection to the

existing asphalt walkway to the north of the site.

The existing driveway to provide access to the site from Ash Street is to be closed permanently.

Remove the existing driveway crossing and replace with barrier curb/gutter, boulevard and

sidewalk per standards described above. The applicant is responsible for the design and

construction of curb/gutter, sidewalk and boulevard as per City standards, as part of the driveway

closure works, in addition to all other required Ash Street frontage improvements.

Review street lighting levels along the frontage of the development site and upgrade lighting to

meet City standards.

o The Developer is also required to coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus and other private communication
service providers:

Underground Hydro service lines.

When relocating/modifying any of the existing power poles and/or guy wires within the property
frontages.

Determine if above ground structures are required and coordinate their locations on-site (e.g.
Vista, PMT, LPT, Shaw cabinets, Telus Kiosks, etc).

General Comments:

Discharge the existing Statutory Right-of-Way (40482) for City access to underground utilities
along the south property line of the development site. Discharge is only permitted once the
existing infrastructure is removed or abandoned using flowable concrete and a signed letter of
confirmation shall be submitted to the City.

Registration on title of a new Statutory Right-of-Way for City access to underground utilities to
accommodate the proposed service connections. Details to be determined during the SA process.
Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing A greement(s)
and/or Development Permit(s), and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering may be required, including, but not limited to: site investigation, testing,
monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-
loading, ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement,
subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and private utility infrastructure.

4, Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily

Note:

*

occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Department at 604-276-4285.

This requires a separate application.

Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the

PLN - 406
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Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development.

Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure.

Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

Signed Date
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5 City of
# Richmond Bylaw 9740

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9740 (RZ 15-703334)
9511 and 9531 Williams Road

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open mecting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the
following area and by designating it “MEDIUM DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTM2)”.

P.ID. 010-341-234
Lot 15 Block “G” Section 27 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
18110

and

P.ID. 010-341-242
Lot 16 Block “G” Section 27 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan
18110

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9740”.

FIRST READING

CITY OF
RICHMOND

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

APPROVED

APPROVED

by Director
or Solicitor

/

——

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Report to Committee
Planning and Development Division

To: Planning Committee Date: July 10, 2017
From:. Wayne Craig File: RZ17-772644
Director, Development '
Re: Application by Beedie (Graybar Rd) Richmond Property Ltd. to Establish “Light

Industrial (IL)” Zoning and Discharge “Land Use Contract 127” on a Portion of
6311 Graybar Road

Staff Recommendations

1. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9741, to rezone a 0.71 ha.
portion of 6311 Graybar from “Land Use Contract 127 to the “Light Industrial (IL)”
zone, be introduced and given first reading; and

2. That “Land Use Contract 127” entered into pursuant to “Farrell Estates Ltd. Land Use
Contract Bylaw No. 36137, be discharged from 6311 Graybar Road.

Wayne“Craig
Director, Deve

| WC:mm
Att. 4
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Engineering &:‘ &é 4}'
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July 10,2017 - RZ 17-772644

-Staff Report
Origin
Beedie (Graybar Rd) Richmond Property Ltd. has made an application to discharge “Land Use
Contract 127” from a 0.71 ha. (1.76 acre) portion of a split-zoned property located at 6311
Graybar Road and to zone this portion to “Light Industrial (IL)” in order to construct a new

2,665 m? (28,690 %) light industrial building (Attachment 1). The proposed zoning is consistent
with the “Light Industrial (IL)” zoning now in place on the remainder of the subject property.

The subject Land Use Contract (LUC) 127 was registered on the front portion of the subject
property adjacent to Graybar Road and other properties to the south and east of Graybar Road at
the time of the subdivision of the area in 1979. The Local Government Act provides that all
LUCs will expire on June 30, 2024 and require municipalities to establish underlying zoning for
LUC properties by June 30, 2022. The owner has applied to discharge LUC 127 at this time so

- that the front portion of the property will have the same “Light Industrial (IL)” zoning as the
large western portion of the property to the rear. This applicant proposes to construct a light
industrial complex of three (3) buildings with two (2) of the proposed buildings located on the
portion of the site already zoned “Light Industrial (IL)”; and a further 2,665 m” (28,690 ft%)
building proposed for the front portion of the property under the current application.

Findi‘ngs of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
attached (Attachment 2).

Surrounding Development

The subject property is surrounded by large properties with light industrial and business park
uses. '

e To the North: A property, occupied by a light industrial building, zoned “Industrial
Business Park (IB1)”.

e To the South: A property, occupied by a light industrial building, under “Land Use
Contract 127”.

e . To the East: Properties, occupied by light industrial buildings, zoned “Industrial
Business Park (IB1)” and “Light Industrial (IL)”.

e To the West: The remainder of the subject vacant light industrial property zoned “Light
Industrial (IL)”.
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Related Policies & Studies

Official Community Plan/East Richmond Area Plan

The proposed zoning is consistent with the OCP “Mixed Employment (MEMP)” land use
designation applicable to the property.

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy

The proposed redevelopment must meet the requirements of the Richmond Flood Plain
Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is
required prior to final adoption of the subject zoning amendment and LUC discharge bylaw.

Public Consultation

A rezoning sign has been installed on the subject property. Staff have not received any comments
from the public about the rezoning application in response to the placement of the rezoning sign
on the property.

Should the Planning Committee endorse this application and Council grant 1* reading to the
rezoning bylaw, the bylaw will be forwarded to a Public Hearing, where any area resident or
interested party will have an opportunity to comment.

Public notification for the Public Hearing will be provided as per the Local Government Act.
Analysis
Built Form and Architectural Character

The applicant proposes to build three (3) large light industrial buildings as permitted under the
“Light Industrial (IL)” zone with driveways leading from Graybar Road (Attachment 3). The
proposed 2,665 m” (28,690 ft?), flat-roofed building on the subject front portion of the property
will include six (6) units with:

e Ground level and second floor/mezzanine space in the front portion of each unit facing
Graybar Road.

e Areas with higher ceilings occupying the remainder of the ground floor in the rear portion
of each of unit.

e The two (2) storey front building elevation having substantial glazing, with conerete
architectural frames and vertical fin/buttress elements to provide fagade articulation and

to separate each unit.

» Additional glazing at the southeast corner of the building near the main driveway and use
. of three (3) paint colours to provide visual interest.
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e Large loading bays, with high garage doors, for each unit on the rear (west) elevation of
the building.

The proposed landscaping plan includes 29 trees within the 3.0 m (10.0 ft.) wide landscape
buffer along the Graybar Road frontage and 1.5 m (5.0 ft.) landscape strips located along the
north property line and to rear of the parking lot for the subject building. There are also other
well landscaped areas breaking up the parking lot. The applicant will provide a $44,024
landscape security as a Rezoning Consideration to ensure the landscaping is completed.

Transportation and Site Access

The subject site will include two (2) driveways from Graybar Road. These driveways will
provide access to the front portion of the site being zoned “Light Industrial (IL)” and the larger
remainder of the site currently zoned “Light Industrial (IL)”.

The proposed building on the east portion of the site will provide 73 parking spaces and six (6)
medium size (SU9) loading spaces. This will exceed the 38 parking spaces and one (1) loading
space required under Zoning Bylaw 8500. The building will also provide the required eight (8)
Class 1 (Tennant) and eight (8) Class 2 (Visitor) bicycle parking spaces.

Tree Retention and Replacement

The applicant has submitted a Certified Arborist’s Report which identifies on-site and off-site
tree species, assesses tree structure and condition, and provides recommendations on tree
retention and removal relative to the proposed development. The report assesses 14 bylaw-sized
trees on the subject property and a hedge on the City’s road allowance.

On Site Trees
The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist’s Report and supports the
Arborist’s findings, with the following comments:

e 14 on-site bylaw-sized trees are proposed to be removed.

e 28 replacement trees based on the 2:1 ratio as per the OCP are required.

The applicant has agreed to plant 29 trees that are included on the landscape plan with a $44,024
security being provided to ensure the replacement trees are planted. The required replacement
trees are to be of the minimum sizes, based on the size of the trees being removed as per Tree
Protection Bylaw No. 8057. '

Minimum Caliper of Deciduous Minimum Height of Coniferous
Replacement Tree Replacement Tree

No. of Replacement Trees

3 3.5m
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Off-Site Trees

The arborist report identifies a hedge within Graybar Road which needs to be removed for the
development and servicing works. The applicant will make a contribution to the City’s Tree
Compensation Fund of $27,950 for the net loss of 43 trees within the hedge proposed to be
removed.

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements

The applicant will enter into a Servicing Agreement under the Rezoning Considerations
(Attachment 4) which includes the following works.

Servicing Works

The Servicing Agreement will include substantial upgrading of the existing storm mains
extending northwards along Graybar Road approximately 90 m (300 ft.) and eastwards along
Gordon Way for approximately 90 m (300 ft.).

The applicant will also relocate an existing sanitary sewer located within a Statutory-Right-of-
Way (SRW) located along the front of the property into the Graybar Road allowance and
upgrade this main further northward. This SRW, registered under charge no. RD109525, would
be discharged after construction of a replacement main within the adjacent Graybar Road
fronting the site under the Servicing Agreement.

The applicant will also register Statutory Right of Ways over existing storm drainage lines along
the front (east) property line adjacent to 6511 Graybar Road and the rear (west) property line.

Frontage Works
The applicant will construct the following frontage works along Graybar Road:

e A 1.5m (5.0 ft.) wide concrete sidewalk, and treed/grassed boulevard along the entire
property frontage along Graybar Road.

e A 1.5m (5.0 ft.) wide interim asphalt walkway behind the existing curb/gutter from the
northern edge of the development to the intersection of Graybar Road and Westmmster
Highway.

Contaminated Sites Regulation

A Ministry of Environment (MOE) Certificate of Compliance or alternative approval regarding
potential site contamination will need to be issued by MOE prior to the zoning amendment
bylaw be considered for adoption as per the Contaminated Sites Regulation. This is a standard
MOE requirement for such a site with previous industrial activities which requires further site
investigation and possible remediation to be determined by an environmental consultant.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

There is no financial impact to the City.
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Conclusion

The subject application will establish “Light Industrial (IL)” zoning and discharge “Land Use
Contract 127” on a portion of 6311 Graybar Road, which is consistent with the “Light Industrial
(IL)” zoning and the OCP “Mixed Employment (MEMP)” land use designation on the larger
remainder of the site.

[t is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9741 be introduced
and given first reading.

Mark McMullen
Senior Coordinator - Major Projects

MM:rg

Attachment 1: Location Map

Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet
Attachment 4: Rezoning Considerations '
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City of
Richmond

Development Application Data Sheet
Development Applications Department

RZ 17-772644 Attachment 3

Address: 6311 Graybar Road

Applicant: Beedie (Graybar Rd) Richmond Property Ltd.

Planning Area(s):

East Richmond

Owner:

Existing

Beedie (Graybar Rd) Richmond

Property Ltd.

] Proposed

Property Ltd.

Beedie (Graybar Rd) Richmond

Site Size (m?):

51,866 m*

51,866 m*

Land Uses:

Former Wood Products
Manufacturing (Vacant)

Light Industrial

OCP Designation:

Mixed Employment

Mixed Employment

Area Plan Designation:

N/A

N/A

Zoning:

“Land Use Contract 127"

“Light Industrial (iL)”

Number of Units:
On Future

N/A

Bylaw Requirement

6

Proposed

Variance

Subdivided Lots

. : 0.05 (of total lot) .
Floor Area Ratio(of total lot area): Max. 1.0 0.4 (under application) none permitted
: 4.0%(of total lot)
0,
Lot Coverage (of total iot area): Max. 60% 29.0%(under application) none
Lot Size: N/A N/A none
. . ) Width: N/A Width: N/A
Lot Dimensions (m): Depth: N/A Depth: N/A none
Front: Min. 3.0 m Front: Min. >3.0 m
Setbacks (m): Rear: Min. 0.0 m Rear: Min. >0.0 m none
' Side (north): Min. 0.0 m | Side (north): Min. >0.0 m
Side (south): Min. 0.0 m | Side (south): Min. >0.0 m
Height (m): 12m 11.6m none
Off-street Parking Spaces — Total: 38 73 none

* Preliminary estimate; not inclusive of garage; exact building size to be determined through zoning bylaw compliance

review at Building Permit stage.

5447842
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of
y Rezoning Considerations

D) R|Chm0nd Development Applications Department
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V8Y 2C1

Address: 6311 Graybar Road File No.: RZ 17-772644

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9741, the developer is
required to complete the following:

1. Ministry of Environment (MOE) Certificate of Compliance or alternative approval to proceed granted from MOE
regarding potential site contamination issues.

2. Submission of a Landscape Security in the amount of $44,024 to ensure that the landscaping and 29 replacement trees
proposed in Appendix ‘A’ are planted within one (1) year of adoption of Bylaw 9741 with 10% of this security to be
held by the City as a maintenance security for year (1) after substantial completion of the landscape.

3. Contribution to the City’s Tree Compensation Fund of Compensation Fund of $27,300 for the net loss of 42 trees
within the hedge proposed to be removed.

4. Granting of a 3.0 m wide statutory right-of-way on the subject property adjacent to the entire length of the western
property line for the purposes of access, maintenance and-construction by the City for the existing and future storm
drainage works with indemnification of the owner from liability related to the works.

5. Registration of a flood plain covenant on title identifying a minimum habitable elevation of 3.5 m GSC.

6. Enter into'a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of engineering and road works as described on
Appendix ‘B’ below, and with the following conditions:

a) The existing City Statutory Right of Way (registered under charge no. RD109525), adjacent to the Graybar
Road frontage for an existing sanitary main, is to be discharged from Title after construction of a replacement
. main within the adjacent Graybar Road allowance under the Servicing Agreement (It should be noted that
Telus and BC Hydro are also covenant grantees and their approval will be needed to secure full discharge of
the covenant).

b) The granting of a possible 6.0 m wide statutory right-of-way on the subject property adjacent that portion of
the eastern property line adjacent to 6511 Graybar Road for the purposes of access, maintenance and
construction by the City for storm drainage works with indemnification of the owner from liability related to
the works; the extent (if any) of the SRW length to be registered is to be confirmed through the Servicing
Agreement.

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements:

1. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Department. Management
Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570.

2. Incorporation of measures satisfying the Green Roof Bylaw No. 8385 as applicable at the time of issuance of a
Building Permit. ’

3. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional City approvals and associated

fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals
Department at 604-276-4285.

Note:

*  This requires a separate application,
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Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 of the Land Title Act.

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate
bylaw.

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be ina
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. -

Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s),
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading,
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and
private utility infrastructure.

Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation.

Signed " Date
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Appendix ‘A’ — On-Site Landscaping

Q
g
76.20m| B
o o fonuse o o}
86 14" 314 tem % §n‘(
: ] >3
- b= = = = 1)
! ADVANTAGE RIBBON 8 BIKE RACK S
TYPICAL CHAINLINK FENCE DETAIL (Or Equival g;
$r
) ga
é §q
s H
,,,,,,, - ! = IF
KEY PLAN | wg
i
.
mda | Grade Grude
L iDow ¥ Duw (42}
PLANT LIST 4] :
S NGO RTET
SYNBOL  GTY. BOTARKCAL HAME comor: e e g
o o . H
~ E - o— 2
&
e x :
[ z E
o e 2 ¥
= %
3 3
st suren Cerw S0l e ai n 3 3
- s . z §§
RS trpem e o 5 tod- sidewalk
PO —— o ot A
conea i o o e o 3 z
R RSy e i - i
i b I~ vk Crosswaik: H M
- " . e | B Bike Parking —> | %
2 - e ool E“
s < See Detail &
8
5

Oftsta Landscape

Series Business
Centre - Series 2

Graybar Road

SDcEES: Bt o Bies mareasd e L

) /’\“\\ LANDSCAPE !Lfll

Gordon
Way

T [

PLN - 426

Initial:




-4 .

Appendix ‘B’ — Servicing Agreement

A Servicing Agreement is required to design and construct the following works.

A. Engineering Works

1) Water Works:

2)

a) Using the OCP Model, there is 234.0 L/s of water available at a 20 psi residual at the Graybar Road frontage.
Based on your provided Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) calculations, your site requires a minimum fire flow of
216.7 Us.

b) The Developer is required to:

i)

Submit, at Building Permit stage, Fire Underwriter Survey (FUS) or International Organization for
Standardization (ISO) fire flow calculations to confirm development has adequate fire flow for onsite fire
protection. Calculations must be based on Building Permit stage building designs and signed and sealed by a
Professional Engineer.

c) At Developer's cost, the City is to:

i)

fi)

Install one new water service connection, complete with meter and meter box. Meter to be located onsite in a
right of way provided by the Developer at no cost to the City. Right of way dimensions to be finalized during
the servicing agreement stage.

Cut and cap all existing water service connections serving the development site.

Storm Sewer Works:

a) The Developer is required to:

)

vii)

Upgrade the existing 600 mm storm sewer to 675 mm along the Graybar Road frontage from a new manhole
at the intersection of Graybar Road and Gordon Way to the new manhole at the northeast corner of the
property installed by the City capital project fronting 6251 Graybar Road, approximately 90 m, complete with
catch basins per City specifications. The new storm sewer shall be in the roadway in the alignment
established by the City project to the north.

Reconnect the existing storm sewer in Graybar Road south of Gordon Way to the proposed storm sewer.

Upgrade the existing 600 mm storm sewer to 1050 mm along Gordon Way from manhole STMH6428 to
manhole STMH9025, approximately 90 m, complete with catch basins per City specifications and new
manholes at both tie-in points. The new storm sewer shall be located within the roadway.

Reconnect all existing service connections and catch basins to the proposed storm sewer.
Remove the existing 600 mm storm sewers from manhole STMH6427 to manhole STMH9025.
Cut, cap, and remove all existing storm service connections serving the development site.

Install one new storm service connection off of the proposed manhole at the corner of Gordon Way and
Graybar Road. No onsite drainage may connect to the proposed 675 mm storm sewer.

viii) Video inspect the existing onsite storm sewer from manhole STMH6464 to manhole STMH6462, and from

manhole STMH6462 to Graybar Road, to PhiNm-if4257in use by lots other than the development site. If the
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storm sewer or portions of storm sewer are still in use, that portion shall be retained and the developer shall
provide, at no cost to the City, a 6.0 m-wide SRW along the length to be retained. Any portions of the storm
sewer not in use shall be removed. The video inspection report shall be included within the first servicing
agreement submission.

Provide, at no cost to the City, a 3.0 m-wide Utility SRW along the entire western property line of the
development site for maintenance and access purposes for the existing perimeter drain.

Provide a sediment and erosion control plan within the servicing agreement design.

b) At Developer’s cost, the City is to:

)

Complete all tie-ins for the proposed works to existing City infrastructure.

3) Sanitary Sewer Works:

a) The Developer is required to:

i)

iii)

Relocate into the roadway the existing 200 mm sanitary sewer from the new manhole near the north property
line to be built by the City capital project to slightly east of the existing manhole SMH6156 to the south, in the
alignment to be established by the City capital project.

Reconnect all existing connections to the proposed 200 mm sanitary sewer.

Install one new sanitary service connection, complete with inspection chamber, for the proposed
development.

b) At Developer's cost, the City is to:

)

ii)

Cut and cap at main all existing sanitary service connections serving the development site, and remove
inspection chambers.

Perform all tie-ins for the proposed works to existing City infrastructure.

4) Frontage Improvements:

a) The Developer is required to:

i)

ii)

Employ a professional geotechnical engineer to review site stripping and confirm suitable subgrade for the
roadway, boulevard, sidewalk, and pipe trenches, review roadway materials and placement, and review
density testing of subgrade and roadway and pipe trench structure. A geotechnical engineer’'s assessment of
the existing conditions along Graybar Road and recommendations for the construction of the roadway,
boulevard, sidewalk, and pipe trenches shall be attached to the first servicing agreement submission.

Coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus and other private communication service providers:

(1) Before relocating/modifying any of the existing power poles and/or guy wires within the property
frontages.

(2) To locate/relocate all above ground utility cabinets and kiosks required to service the proposed
development within the developments site (see list below for examples). A functional plan showing
conceptual locations for such infrastructure shall be included in the development process design
review. Please coordinate with the respective private utility companies and the project’s lighting and
traffic signal consultants to confirm the requirements (e.g., statutory right-of-way dimensions) and
the locations for the aboveground structures. If a private utility company does not require an
aboveground structure, that comﬁwh_aﬁ%firm this via a letter to be submitted to the City. The
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following are examples of statutory right-of-ways that shall be shown in the functional plan and
registered prior to SA design approval:

= BC Hydro PMT — 4mW X 5m (deep)

=  BC Hydro LPT — 3.5mW X 3.5m (deep)

=  Street light kiosk — 1.5mW X 1.5m (deep)

= Traffic signal kiosk — 2mW X 1.5m (deep)

= Traffic signal UPS — 1TmW X 1m (deep)

=  Shaw cable kiosk — TmW X 1m (deep) — show possible location in functional plan

=  Telus FDH cabinet-1.1 m W X 1 m (deep — show possible location in functional plan

Review street lighting levels on Graybar Road and upgrade as required.

5) General ltems:

a) The Developer is required to:

i)

i)

Discharge the existing utility right of way along the development’s Graybar Road frontage that will no longer
be required due to the storm and sanitary sewer being relocated into the roadway.

Coordinate with BC Hydro, Telus, Shaw, Fortis BC, and other private utility companies'to confirm that there
are no existing private utilities within the right of way along the Graybar Road frontage prior to right of way
discharge. Additional rights of ways may be required by those companies if private utilities exist within the City
right of way.

Provide, prior to installation of pre-load or within the first servicing agreement submission, whichever comes
first, a geotechnical assessment of preload and soil preparation impacts on the existing utilities fronting the
development site and provide mitigation recommendations.

Provide pre- and post-construction elevation surveys of adjacent roads, underground utilities (e.g. manhole
rims, manhole inverts, service boxes, etc.) and property lines to determine settliement amounts. At their cost,
the developer is responsible for rectifying any settlement, damage, or other impact as a result of the
construction works.

Enter into, if required, additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing
Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering, including, but not limited to, site investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering,
drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, ground densification or other activities that may
result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and private utility infrastructure.

B. Transportation Works

1. The developer responsible for the design and construction of the following frontage works along Graybar Road:

¢ Along the entire development frontage: from the property line to east, a 1.5m wide concrete sidewalk and
remaining area (approx. 2.0 m wide) to the curb/gutter be treed/grassed boulevard.

e From northern edge of the development to Westminster Highway: a 1.5m wide interim asphalt walkway
behind the existing curb / gutter generally as shown below.
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Bylaw 9741

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500
Amendment Bylaw 9741
(RZ 17-772644)
(To Discharge LUC 127 and Establishing Zoning on Portion 6311
Graybar Road)

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by designating that portion outlined in bold and shown on
“Schedule A attached to and forming part of Bylaw 9741 as “LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
IL)”.

2. That the Mayor and Clerk are hereby authorized to execute any documents necessary to

" discharge “Land Use Contract 1277, having charge number RD85962, including all -

amendments, modifications and extensions to charge number RD85962 from the
following area:

P.ID. 018-315-097

PARCEL “A” SECTIONS 9 AND 10 BLOCK 4 NORTH RANGE 4 WEST NEW
- WESTMINSTER DISTRICT REFERENCE PLAN LMP 10878

3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw

9741”.
FIRST READING ' RIGHMOND
. ‘ WPVED_'
Yy

PUBLIC HEARING i

SECOND READING . APPROVED
or Solicitor

THIRD READING Bic

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICE
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Bylaw 9741

Page 2

“Schedule A attached to and forming part of Bylaw 9741”
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Report to Committee
Planning and Development Division

Planning Committee Date: June 26, 2017

To:

From: Wayne Craig File:  08-4000-01/2017-Vol 01
Director, Development

Re: Including Existing Community Amenity Contribution Rates in Council Policies

Within the Official Community Plan and Area Plans

Staff Recommendation

1.

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9625, which amends
Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 by amending Section 14.4.5D of the Development
Permit Guidelines to include the cash-in-lieu of indoor amenity contribution rates now within
Council Policy 5041 (Cash In Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space), be introduced and given first
reading.

That Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 9626, which amends
Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, by:

a) Amending Section 4.0 of Schedule 2.4 - Steveston Area Plan to include the heritage
contribution rates now within the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy and
Implementation Program; and ‘

b) Amending Section 9.3.2 of Schedule 2.11A - West Cambie Area Plan to include the
affordable housing, childcare, city beautification and community planning contribution

. rates now within Council Policy 5044 (West Cambie — Alexandra Interim Amenity
Guidelines);

be introduced and given first reading.

3. That Bylaw 9625 and Bylaw 9626, having been considered in conjunction with:

5235

a) The City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program; and

b)  The Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management
Plans;

are hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with
Section 477(3)(a) of the Local Government Act.

That Bylaw 9625 and Bylaw 9626, having been considered in accordance with Official

Community Plan Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, are hereby found not to
require further consultation.
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5. That Council Policy 5041(Cash in Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space) and Council Policy 5044
(West Cambie — Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines), be repealed upon adoption of
Bylaw 9625 and Bylaw 9626.

L

WayngCraig®
. v
Director, Development

Att. 3
{
MM/TC:blg
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: “ CQNCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Arts, Culture & Heritage B’} %}W”/
Affordable Housing Ig/ / =
Community Social Development ./
Recreation
Law ~
REVIEWED BY STAFF REPORT / INmALs: | APPROVED BY CAO C,Amulo,
AGENDA REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE ‘ :
C’J ( ga C]//\
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Staff Report
Origin
Since 2003, the City has adopted amendments to the Official Community Plan (OCP), Area
Plans, and Council Policies to include a range of developer required planning, affordable housing
and amenity contributions (i.e., monetary contributions in lieu of providing facilities) that are in
place today. While most of the specific developer contributions are already included in the OCP

and Area Plans, three (3) types of required developer contributions are in separate polices as
follows: A

o Council Policy 5041: Cash in Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space
o Council Policy 5044: West Cambie — Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines
o Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Strategy

This Staff Report presents minor administrative housekeeping changes to include the above
required developer contributions in the City-wide OCP and Area Plans, to facilitate referencing
them by having them in one place (the OCP).

A Staff Report will be provided to Committee in the future that discusses how the contribution
rates may be adjusted to catch up for past inflation increases and include future inflation
increases.

This report supports Council’s 2014-2018 Term Goal #3 A Well-Planned Community:

" Adhere to effective planning and growth management practices to maintain and enhance
the livability, sustainability and desirability of our City and its neighbourhoods, and to
ensure the results match the intentions of our policies and bylaws.

Related Policies & Studies

City-Wide Olfficial Community Plan Bylaw 9000: Cash in Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space

* Development Permit Area Guidelines: Section 14.4.5D includes guidelines that require
developers to provide indoor amenity space in multi-family developments as follows:

o 1 to 3 units: None ,
o 4to 19 units: 50m? (538 ft%)
o 20 to 39 units: 75m* (807 ft)

o 40 or more units: 100m? (1,076 %)

s [fadeveloper does not provide the above-noted multi residential development indoor
amenity space, they must make a monetary contribution required under Council Policy
' 5041: Cash in Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space (adopted in 2003), by providing cash in lieu
in during the Development Permit application process (Attachment 1) as follows:

Ist to 3rd units: None

4th to 19th units $1,000 per unit; plus

20th to 39th units ~ $2,000 per unit; plus

40th unit & above  $3,000 per unit for the remaining units.

5235703 | PLN - 434
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Area Plans Within Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100: West Cambie and Steveston

Schedule 2.114 — West Cambie Area Plan: Section 9.3.2, Objective 3 includes policies to
provide developer-required affordable housing ($5.10 per ft), childcare ($0.60 per ft?),
city beatification ($0.60 per ft*), and community engineering and planning contributions
($0.07 per ft*), for rezoning applications by referencing Council Policy 5044: West
Cambie — Alexandra Interim Amenity Guideline (adopted in 2006) to be collected for
example, in lieu of providing the facility, in the West Cambie Area Plan Alexandra area
(Attachment 2).

Schedule 2.4 - Steveston Area Plan: Section 4.0 includes a policy that requires developer
financial contributions ($47.00 per ft*) during Village rezonings which involve density
bonuses by referencing the Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Strategy (adopted
in 2009), to be used for a Steveston Heritage Conservation Grant Program aimed at cost
shating the conservation of Village heritage buildings identified in the Strategy (See
Bulletin in Attachment 3).

Analysis

The above-noted contribution rates are proposed to be included within the OCP and Area Plans
as follows: ’

OCP Amendment Bylaw 9000 (Bylaw 9625)

This proposed amendment bylaw will add the existing developer required cash in lieu of
indoor amenity space contribution rates to the Development Permit Guidelines which is
now included in Council Policy 5041 (Cash in Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space) which is

~ proposed to be then repealed by Council concurrently with the adoption of proposed

Bylaw 9625 by Council.

OCP Amendment Bylaw 7100 (Bylaw 9626)
This proposed amendment bylaw will:

o Add the existing developer required heritage conservation contribution rate now
in the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy, to the Steveston Area Plan (Bylaw
7100, Schedule 2.4).

o Add the existing developer required city beautification, child care, affordable
housing and community planning contribution rates now in Council Policy 5044
West Cambie — Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines, to the West Cambie Area
Plan (Bylaw 7100, Schedule 2.11A).

Consultation

The following includes a summary of the consultation required for the proposed Official
Community Plan Amendment Bylaws:

5235703
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‘ Stakeho!der ,‘ -f‘_j,t}_:;‘: Referrai Comment (No Referrat necessary)
BC Land Reserve Co. - No referral necessary.
Richmond School Board No referral necessary.
The Board of the Greater Vancouver No referral necessary, as the proposed amendments are consistent
Regional District (GVRD) ' with the Regional Growth Strategy.
The Councils of adjacent Municipalities No referral necessary as adjacent municipalities are not affected.

First Nations (e.g., Sto:lo, Tsawwassen,

No re necessary.
Musqueam) ferral Y

No referral necessary as no transportation road network changes are

TransLink proposed,

Port Authorities (Vancouver Port Authority

and Steveston Harbour Authority) No referral necessary.

Vancouver International Airport Authority
(VIAA) (Federal Government Agency)

Rlchmond Coastal Health Authority

No referral necessary.

No referral necessary.

Stakeholder . Referrdl Comment (No Referral necessary)

Commumty Groups, |ndustry Groups and
Neighbours

No referral necessary.

All relevant Federal and Provincial

. No referral necessary.
Government Agencies Y

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9625 and Richmond OCP
Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 9626, having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, are hereby found to not require further consultation.

The public will have an opportunity to comment further on all of the proposed amendments at
the Public Hearing.

School District

The proposed bylaws were not referred to School District No. 38 (Richmond) because they do
not have the potential to generate 50 or more school aged children. According to OCP Bylaw
Preparation Consultation Policy 5043; which was adopted by Council and agreed to by the
School District, residential developments which generate less than 50 school aged children do
not need to be referred to the School District (e.g., typically around 295 multiple-family housing
units). The proposed bylaws involve no changes in the planned and possible multiple- famﬂy
housing units which may be developed within the City.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact

None, as the proposed OCP Amendment Bylaws consolidate existing contribution rates and there
are no financial impacts to the developer contributions.

[ PLN - 436



June 26, 2017 -6-

Conclusion

The proposed OCP Amendment Bylaws consolidate existing contrlbutlon rates into the OCP and
Area Plans for consistency and ease of reference. :

It is recommended that Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9625, and
Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 9626 be introduced and given first
reading.

g /7/?
Mark McMullen /Té:rry Crowe
Senior Coordinator - Major Projects Manager, Policy Planning
MM/TC:blg
Attachments:

1) Council Policy 5041: Cash in Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space
2) Council Policy 5044: West Cambie — Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines
3) Bulletin — Planning-01: Steveston Village Conservation
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City of Richmond - Policy Manual

Page 1 of 1

File Ref:

, Adopted by Council: Dec 15, 2003

It is. Council Policy that:

1.

1029952

Payment of cash, in-lieu of providing indoor amenity space for multi-family
-developments, may be provided as an option as part of the Development Permit

process.

The rates for cash in lieu are set as follows:

Number of Dwelling.Units
in a Multi-Family Project

Amount of cash-in-lieu payment

0 - 3 units None
4—19 units $1000 per unit up to 19 units
(exempt where the average unit size exceeds 148 m )
$1,000 per unit up to 19 units + $2000 per unit over 19
20 — 39 units units gexempt where the average unit size exoeeds

148 m")

40 units or more

$1,000 per unit up to 19 units + $2000 per unit over 19
units + $3000 per unit over 39 unlts (exempt where the
average unit size exceeds 148 m )

Cash in lieu funds are to be deposited in a Recreation Facility Reserve account.
The funds are to be used for indoor public amenity space as identified by the Parks,
Recreation and Cuitural Services Department and as set out in their Master Plan
which outlines the facility and amenity needs of the community.

Both local and City wide needs will be considered in the application of the funds.
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ATTACHMENT 2

%, City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 1

File Reft 08-4045-20-11

Adopted by Council: July 24, 2006

Policy 5044:

West Cambie- Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines

(1.) Purpose

—  The purpose of the West Cambie- Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines is to establish guidelines for
voluntary developer contributions {elements and rates), for certain non-DCC and other community
amenities, to comptement West Cambie Area Plan Bylaw No. 8029.

~  The West Cambie Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines apply, untit the City establishes more formal
amenity bylaws and policies.

(2.} Applicable area :
The West Cambie Area Plan - Alexandra neighbourhood, in Richmond.

(3.} Details
{a.) Affordable Housing {For rezonings involving residential uses]

Target: Collected Contributions: $16 Million.

Formulas:

1. Inthe Multi Family Housing Area (townhouses, apartments)

- If developers choose not to build affordable housing, the City will accept a deve]opers financlal
contribution of $5.10 per buildable square foot for affordable housing, based on the proposed FAR
in the development. The maximum permitted density will be 1.5 FAR,

2. In the Multi Family Housing Area (townhouses)

- If developers choose not to build affordable housing the City will accept a developar's financial
contribution of $5,10 per buildable square foot for affordable housing, based on the proposed FAR
in the development. The maximum permitted density will be 0.65 FAR.

3. In the Mixed Use (housing over small floor plate retail}
- Ifdevelopers chose not to build affordable housing, the City will accept a developer’s financial
contribution of $5.,10 per buildable square foot, for affordable housing, based on the proposed
FAR in the development. The maximum permitted density will be 1.25 FAR.

Notes:
-~ Staff will monitor the collected amount for affordable housing and advise Council of its options and
abi!fty to build affordable housing with any collected dollars.

(b.) Community and Engineering Planning Costs
Target: $365,000

Formula: For each buildable square foof, the City will accept a developer’s financial contribution of
$.07, per buildable square foot, based on the proposed FAR in the development, to assist in paying for
community planning and engineering costs to plan community fand use, services and infrastructure.

(c.) Child Care ‘
Target: $1.8 Million - one child care facility (fland and construction)
Formula: For each buildable square foot, the City will accept a developer's financial contribution of
$.60, per buildable square foot, based on the proposed FAR in the development, to assist in paying for
child care

(d.) City Beautiffcation
Target: $3.3 Million
Formula: For each buildable square foot the City will accept a developer's financial contributlon of $.60,
per buildable square foot, based on the proposed FAR In the development, to assist in paying for
city beautification works [e.g. “High Street’ streetscaping; public realm, walkways, plazas,
feature landscaping),

2002280
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ATTACHMENT 3

City of | | | Bulletin

P : : Policy Planning Division
Ric hmond 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI

No.: PLANNING-01

Steveston Vl[lage Conservation Date: 2009-09-24

Purpose:

The purpose of this bulletin is to highlight the new Steveston Village Conservation Strategy
and Implementation Program.

Background:

On June 22, 2009, Council approved the following documents:
s The Steveston Village Conservation Strategy;

¢ A Revised Steveston Area Plan with heritage and non-heritage conservation pollcles, and .
a new Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) (see Map 1);

o An Implementation Program which establishes new financial incentives, design guidelines
and permit requirements for redeveloping and altering buildings and property in the
Heritage Conservation Area.

This means that there are new heritage policies, incentives and permit requurements in
Steveston Village when altering:
¢ The Identified Heritage Resources which include the:
— exteriors of 17 buildings in the Village;
— small lot sizes that are a legacy of the 1892 Vlllage Survey Plan;
— other unique Village features, such as streetscapes and river views;
¢ All other Village buildings, structures and landscaping, in order to complement the
heritage character of the Village.
Significance:

- The significance of these documents is that, for the first time, Steveston Village's heritage
buildings and resources are comprehensively identified so that they can be better conserved
for future generations.

Similarly, the documents identify how the other properties in the Village can be redeveloped in
a complementary manner.

This approach provides clarity and certainty for all and better conserves the Village's heritage.
As well, there are financial incentives for owners of heritage buildings to assist them when
undertaking heritage conservation,

2726662
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Steveston Village Conservation Strategy:

The Steveston Village Conservation Strategy identifies WHAT may be conserved for heritage
purposes.

Steveston Area Plan:
The revised Steveston Area Plan identifies:

¢ For Heritage Resources - the actual buildings and resources that are to be conserved and
receive heritage conservation treatment;

« For Non Heritage Resources - how the remaining buildings and resources w1ll be
managed.

implementation Prdgram:

The Implementation Program identifies HOW all properties are to be managed, regulated and
given financial incentives in return for conserving heritage.

- Thus, there are new requirements when altering all properties in the Steveston Village
Heritage Conservation Area (see Map 1).

Cooperative Emphasis:
The Strategy emphasizes that the City will work co-operatively with all property owners to

balance the City’s and property owners’ interests with sound conservation practices and
enable owners to access financial assistance in doing so.

Properties with Identified Heritage Value:
For the 17 identified heritage buildings:
o The exteriors are o be conserved, and there is flexibility for interior redevelopment;

. Hetitage consetvation is to occur in accordance to Parks Canada “Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada”;

¢ Financial incentives are possible by rezonmg to a new Steveston Conservation Zone
which enables:

— Increases in density to achieve heritage conservation. The increases in density vary
but generally involve an increase, from the existing 1.0 floor area ratio (FAR), to
between 1.2 FAR (along Moncton Street) and 1.6 FAR elsewhere in the Village;

— up to a 33% reduction in parking requirements;

+ Access to the City's new Steveston Village Heritage Grant Program, which provides 50/50
cost-sharing assistance to conserve the 17 identified heritage properties, when the City
has sufficient funds in the Steveston Heritage Grant Program Fund.

2726662

PLN - 441




For All Other Properties:
For all other Steveston Village properties:

s The revised Area Plan design guidelines including "Sakamoto" guidelines for exterior
alterations and new buildings apply;

« Financial incentives are possible by rezoning to a new Steveston Conservation Zone
which enables:

— increases in density in return for contributing to the Steveston Village Heritage Grant
Program. The increases in density vary but generaily involve an Increase, from the
existing1.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR), to between 1.2 FAR (along Moncton Street) and
1.6 FAR elsewhere in the Vlllage ,

— up to a 33% reduction in parking requ:rements

Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) Requirements:

In addition to the normal requirements for rezonings, subdivision approvals and permits for
development, demolition, buildings and signs, a Hetitage Alteration Permit (HAP) is now
required for changes to the exterior of all buildings and properties within the Steveston Village
Heritage Conservation Area (HCA) (see Map 1)..

The HAP approval process involves:

1. A preliminary discussion of proposed alterations between property owner and City staff,

2. Aformal HAP application.

3. Staff review.

4. Approval.

For all more information, please contact Terry Brunette, Heritage Planner 2 at 604-276-4279.
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Map 1 - Steveston Village Heritage Conservation Area (HCA):

2ND AVE

Non Herltage Bullding

3811 Moncton St,; "Japanese
Doctors’/Hospltal Offlce”
relocated from 4091 Chatham St,

 A741/3731 Chatham Street

“Steveston Methodist Church"

12011 3*° Avenue
“Steveston Couvrthouse”

12111 3" Avenue
“Sockeye/Steveston Yiotel®

3460 Monickon Strect
SDave’s Fish & Chips”

3480 Moncton Street
“Walsida Bullding/
Riverside Avt Gallery™

@
®
|
®
@

LEGEND

Identifled INexitage Resource

A580 Moncton Street
*“Hepworth Bleck”

36t4 Moneton Street
“Marlne Gavage®

3680 Monclon Street
“ Waklia Grocery™

3700 Monclon Street
“Redden Net/ Atagh Bullding”

3711 Moncton Street
“Cannery Caft”

3811 Moncton Street
“Steveston Moseum/Northern Bank”
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3831 Moncton Street
“Ray's Drygoods/Budget AppHance”

3871 Moncton Street
“Rare Basles”
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“Tasaka Barbershop

12191 1* Avenue
“Japanese Buddhist Temple”

12311 No | Road
“Prickly Pear Garden Center”
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Bylaw 9625

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000
Amendment Bylaw 9625
(Inclusion of Contribution Rates in Council Policy 5041
(Cash-In-Lieu of Indoor Amenity Space))

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 is amended by:

a) Inserting a new sub-section b) at the end of Section 14.4.5D — Amenity Space as-

follows:

“e Contributions of cash-in-lieu of providing indoor amenity space for multi-family
developments required under the Development Permit Guidelines, may be
provided by an applicant/developer as an alternative option as set out below.

1% to 3" units None
4" to 19" units $1,000 per unit; plus
\ 20" to 39" units $2,000 per unit; plus
40" unit & above $3,000 per unit for the remaining units.

» Cash-in-lieu funds are to be deposited in a Leisure Facilities Reserve Fund to be
used for indoor public amenity space as identified by the Community Services
Division and in alignment with Council priorities for facility and amenity needs for

the local community and City-wide.”

PLN - 444
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Bylaw 9625 Page 2

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment
Bylaw 9625”.

CITY OF

FIRST READING : RICHMOND
) ’ APPROVED

PUBLIC HEARING
’Q—/
SECOND READING . : ﬁ:'&'ﬁﬁ;’:ﬁ
or Solicitor
THIRD READING O/}/%m

ADOPTED
MAYOR ‘ CORPORATE OFFICER
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2 City of
# Richmond Bylaw 9626

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
Amendment Bylaw 9626
(Inclusion of Contribution Rates in Council Policy 5044
(West Cambie — Alexandra Interim Amenity Guidelines), and the
Steveston Heritage Conservation Program)

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:
1. Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended:

a) At Schedule 2.4 - Steveston Area Plan, Section 4.0, Obj ectlve 1, by adding Policy p)
as follows:

“p) For those sites designated within the ‘Steveston Village Land Use Density and
Building Height Map’ with a base density of 1.2 FAR and maximum density of
1.6 FAR, the maximum density may be permitted if:

« A contribution of $505.72 per m* ($47.00 per ft*) for the net building floor
area in the density bonus from the 1.2 FAR base density to the 1.6 FAR
maximum density is provided;

. That this contribution is to be allocated for funding of the Steveston Village
Herltage Conservation Grant (SVHCG) Program; and

* That such SVHCG Program contributions may be reduced by the amount of
any cash-in-lieu contributions received under the City’s Affordable Housing
Strategy for the same development.”

b) At Schedule 2.11A - West Cambie Area Plan, Section 9.3.2 Alexandra
Development Framework, Objective 3, by deleting Policy f) in its entirety and
replacing it with the following:

“Developer Contributions — Public Amenities
f) For rezoning applications for all other sites depicted on the ‘Alexandra
Neighbourhood Land Use Map’, the City will accept developer/applicant
contributions as follows:

« Affordable Housing: With the exception of the ‘Mixed Use Employment
Residential Area’ designation, where a development does not build affordable
housing, contributions of $54.88 per m* ($5.10 per ft) to Affordable Housing
Statutory Reserve Fund will be accepted (and no density bonus for affordable
will be granted).

5239023 PLN - 446



Bylaw 9626 Page 2

-« Child Care: The City will accept a developer’s contribution of $6.45 per m*
($0.60 per ft*) on the proposed total net floor area (based on the proposed
FAR) to assist in paying for child care facilities.

« City Beautification: The City will accept a developer’s contribution of $6.45
per m* ($0.60 per ft?) on the proposed total net floor area (based on the
proposed FAR) to assist in paying for City beautification works (e.g. “High
Street’ streetscaping; public realm, walkways, plazas, feature landscaping).

o Community and Engineering Planning Costs: The City will accept a
developer’s contribution of $0.75 per m? ($0.07 per ft*) on the total net floor
area (based on the proposed FAR) to assist in paying for community planning
and engineering costs to plan community land use, services and
infrastructure.”

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100,

Amendment Bylaw 9626,
FIRST READING RIGHMOND
APPROVED
PUBLIC HEARING
SECOND READING ' [ AoV
. or Solicitor
THIRD READING , FHeo—
ADOPTED
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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City of

Report to Committee

# Richmond
To: Planning Committee Date: July 13, 2017
From: Wayne Craig File: AG 16-734186

Director, Development

Re: Application by Sanstor Farms Ltd. for an Agricultural Land Reserve Non-
Farm Use (Sand Storage) at 14671 Williams Road

Staff Recommendation

That authorization for Sanstor Farms Ltd. to apply to the Agricultural Land Commission for a
non-farm use to allow the storage of sand at 14671 Williams Road, be denied.

$
} / e J
A/’/ o /
-

Wayng Craig
Director, Develo

WCijh
Att. 11

REPORT CONCURRENCE

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
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Staff Report
Origin

Sanstor Farms Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to apply to the
Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for a non-farm use for the property at 14671 Williams
Road (Attachment 1 — Location Maps). The Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) non-farm use
application proposes to use approximately 5 ha (12.35 acres) of the eastern portion of the site for
an outdoor sand storage facility. The remaining 3.3 ha (8.15 acres) of the site is proposed to be
improved and used for soil based agricultural production. Attachment 2 indicates the location of
the proposed land uses.

This ALR non-farm use application requires consideration and endorsement by Council. If
endorsed by Council, the ALR non-farm use application will be forwarded to the ALC for their
consideration.

If the non-farm use application is permitted by the ALC, the applicant would have to apply to the
City of Richmond to rezone the property to allow a sand storage facility on the subject site, and a
Development Permit to address guidelines related to an environmentally sensitive area.

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
contained in Attachment 3.

The current use of the site includes a single-family dwelling near Triangle Road and Williams
Road. The western portion of the site is cleared and the eastern portion of the site is a forested
wetland, dominated by birch and shrub species.

Mathers Bulldozing, which is a subsidiary of Sanstor Farms Ltd., currently operates a dredged
river sand storage facility on lands adjacent to the subject property at 15111 Williams Road. The
sand storage facility provides a service to the agricultural community in Richmond by providing
salt free river sand to cranberry growers, turf farms, and golf courses. According to the
applicant, 25% of their business is from farmers whereas the other 75% of their business is used
for non-farm uses such as commercial pre-load for construction sites,

Mathers Bulldozing currently lease a portion of the site at 15111 Williams Road from Ecowaste
Industries Ltd. The site is zoned for industrial uses and has been recently approved to redevelop
into an industrial logistics park. This redevelopment will result in the eventual displacement of
the Mathers Bulldozing depot. Staff have spoken with representatives from Ecowaste Industries
Ltd., and subject to the two parties working out an appropriate lease agreement, Ecowaste has
advised the use could continue to operate from the Ecowaste property for potentially another 5
years.

The applicant has identified the adjacent subject site as a preferred new location for its sand
storage operation because it is close to its current location and existing drainage infrastructure,
and is located close to where the river sand is sourced.
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Proposed Use

Sand Storage Use: The proposal for the subject property is to use approximately 5 ha

(12.35 acres) of the eastern portion of the site for the relocated sand storage facility (Attachment
2). Approximately 150,000 m? of dredged river sand would be stored on site with sand piles
approximately 5 m (16.4 ft.) high. The footprint of the sand would be approximately 2 ha (5
acres) which is similar to their current operations on the Ecowaste site.

The sand is proposed to be pumped from the Fraser River directly to the site. The dredging
infrastructure which is composed of buried and surface input pipe and drainage water conduit are
already installed along the western boundary of the existing sand storage facility and would be
reconfigured to fit the new site. A detailed engineering review would be conducted by the City,
and other relevant agencies, to manage any risks associated with the dredging infrastructure
should Council and the ALC approve this non-farm use application.

The area of the property for the sand storage facility would have almost all of the trees and
vegetation removed. The surface organic soil would be moved to the adjacent clear area of the
property for agricultural purposes. A one to two metre high perimeter berm would be
constructed with structural fill built around the sand storage facility to provide isolation from
adjacent lands, including the agricultural portions of the subject property. Inside the berm, an
intercept drainage canal would be constructed to collect any drainage water from the dredge
pumping activity. This water would then be serviced by another pump and piped back into the
Fraser River. Inside the intercept canal, a larger berm approximately four to five metres high
would be constructed with structural fill to provide containment of the dredged sand. This berm
will also provide pre-load stability to the soil to prevent any lateral movement once the sand
storage pile is commenced. Water would be used to mitigate dust when it is windy.

As the proposed sand storage use does not have a defined end date, it will impact the site’s
ability to be used for agricultural purposes. In the event that the sand storage operation is
decommissioned, the applicant would reclaim this area for agricultural use. This would involve
removal of sand and infrastructure, installation of a sub-surface drainage system, and
remediation of the soil, improving it to a Class 2 soil classification. If the non-farm use
application is approved by Council and the ALC, staff would secure the proposed soil
remediation plan and financial security through the rezoning process.

The site would include proper access for trucks and farming equipment, a scale, an equipment
shed, and repurposing of the existing dwelling as an office. '

Agricultural Use: The remaining 3.3 ha (8.15 acres) of the site is proposed to be improved and
used for soil based agricultural production (Attachment 2). The proposal is to improve this area
from a Class 5 to a Class 2 soil classification. This would be done by moving the surface organic
soil from the sand storage facility to this area of the subject property, placement of additional
subsurface drainage improvements, and improvements to the soil through lime and fertilizer to
prepare the soil for a wide range of crops. The soil improvements and subsequent farm plan
would be secured through the rezoning process should Council and the ALC approve the non-
farm use application.
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In BC, the classification system describes seven land capability classes for agriculture (Classes 1
to 7). Class 1 land is considered the best soil for farming with minimal limitations whereas the
limitations increase between Class 2 to Class 5 lands. Class 6 and 7 lands have limitations that
preclude arable agricultural activities yet are capable of sustaining native and/or perennial
uncultivated agriculture.

Surrounding Dévelopment

To the North: an “Agriculture (AG1)” zoned property that is largely covered in trees. This
property, which is owned by Ecowaste Industries Ltd. is located in the ALR and is
part of an upland forest Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA).

To the East:  an “Industrial (I)” zoned property which is proposed to be developed into a multi-
phased industrial development (15111 Williams Road). The property is owned by
Ecowaste Industries Ltd. and is not located in the ALR. Mathers Bulldozing
currently leases part of this property for their current sand storage operations, but
will be displaced once construction begins on the new industrial development.

To the South: on the west side of Triangle Road, an “Agriculture (AG1)” zoned property that
contains a single detached house, greenhouse farming activity and soil based
agriculture. On the east side of Triangle Road, a “Light Industrial (IL)” zoned
property that is currently vacant and clear of most vegetation. This site is owned
by the City of Richmond. ' '

To the West: an unimproved road right-of-way which is treed and part of an upland forest ESA,
and to the west of the road right-of-way is an “Agriculture (AG1)” zoned property
containing soil based agricultural activities. The property is located in the ALR.

Related Policies & Studies

2041 Official Community Plan

The subject site is designated as “Agriculture” in the 2041 Official Community Plan (OCP),
which permits farming, food production and supporting activities, including those activities
permitted in the ALR. Related agricultural policies in the OCP aim to protect, enhance, and
““...encourage the use of Richmond’s ALR land for farming and to discourage non-farm uses”
[Policy j) on page 7-6 of the 2041 OCP].

The proposed outdoor sand storage facility is not consistent with the City’s agricultural policies
in the 2041 OCP, and therefore requires a non-farm use application to be approved by Council
and the ALC. A sand storage facility would be more suited on property that is designated
“Industrial” in the 2041 OCP.

Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy

The Richmond Agricultural Viability Strategy (RAVS), which was adopted by Council in 2003,
establishes a long-range strategy for improving the viability of farmland within the City. The
RAVS provides a long term vision for the future growth and viability of the agricultural sector in
the City, and many of the policies in the 2041 OCP originated from the RAVS. One of several
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recommendations in the RAVS is to limit non-farm uses that remove land from agricultural
production and to direct non-farm uses to non-ALR lands. The sand storage facility would
remove approximately 5 ha (12.35 acres) of land from potential agricultural production, and
would not enhance agricultural uses.

Employment Lands Strategy

The 2041 Employment Lands Strategy, which was adopted by Council in 2011, was used in
preparation of the 2041 OCP to determine how Richmond can optimize its land base to create a
healthy, balanced, diversified and growing economy. With respect to agricultural land, the
Employment Lands Strategy indicates that the agricultural land base should be protected and that
there is no need to remove land from agricultural production to meet the 2041 Employment
Lands Strategy needs.

Zoning — Agricultural (AG1) '

The subject property is zoned “Agricultural (AG1)” which provides for a wide range of farming
and compatible land uses consistent with the provisions of the ALR. A sand storage facility is
not permitted in the AG1 zone. If the proposed non-farm use application is permitted by the
ALC, a rezoning application would be required to allow a sand storage facility for the subject
site. '

Environmentally Sensitive Area Designation ,

The eastern portion of the subject property (5.39 ha), which makes up 65% of the site, is located
within an area that is designated as an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) (Attachment 4).
The ESA is part of a 31.4 ha (77.6 acres) freshwater wetland area. The intent of the freshwater
wetland ESA is to maintain the areal extent and condition of fresh water wetland preserving
vegetation and soils, and maintaining predevelopment hydrology, drainage patterns and water
quality. The sand storage facility proposal would have a significant impact on this ESA as most
of the vegetation would be removed.

This site is also part of a larger hub site within the Ecological Network Management Strategy
(ENMS) that Council adopted in 2015. The ENMS is an ecological blueprint for the
preservation of natural land city wide. Through the ENMS the City has committed to protect,
restore and connect natural lands and avoid habitat fragmentation.

Any activity or soil disturbance not related to agriculture in this ESA would require a
Development Permit (DP). While ESA DPs are considered on a site by site basis, the ENMS
focuses at the ecosystem level. The hub that the site is a part of is bordered by existing and
potential corridors, and riparian management areas. In the context of private lands covered by
DP Areas, the ENMS provides a broader context for how the City assesses natural areas in
private lands. As part of the DP application, the applicant would have to assess the impact to the
ENMS and identify how those impacts could be mitigated. This will be extremely challenging to
accomplish as almost all of the ESA is proposed to be removed.

It is important to note that an ESA DP may be exempt for agricultural activities. To be exempted
from an ESA DP, the property owner must prove that they can farm the site, or would be leasing
the site to a proven farmer.
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Riparian Management Area

A Riparian Management Area (RMA) runs along the south side of the subject property which is
part of the Williams Road watercourse. Any impacts to the RMA would form a part of the
hydrological and ecological assessment at the DP stage, and the Sm (16.4 ft.) setback would need
to be protected from adjacent development as it would be considered industrial land activity and
subject to compliance with the Federal Riparian Areas Protection Act, and the Provincial
Riparian Area Regulations. Approximately 2,062 m? (22,195 ft®) of site area would be included
in the 5 m (16.4 ft.) wide RMA.

Consultation

The subject proposal was reviewed by the City’s Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC), with
the following motion supported by the AAC (see Attachment 5 for an excerpt of the July 14,
2016 AAC meeting minutes):

That the ALR application as presented to the AAC to allow a sand storage facility on 5 ha
of the eastern portion of the site provided that the remaining 3.3 ha of the site is
improved for agricultural uses at 14671 Williams Road be supported.

Staff Comments

Potential Alternative Sites for a Sand Storage Facility

Based on the 2041 OCP and related agricultural policies, an outdoor sand storage facﬂlty would
be more suited on property that is designated Industrial in the OCP. The property that Mathers
Bulldozing currently operates on is designated Industrial in the OCP and is zoned “Industrial
(I)”. The City’s “Industrial (I)” and “Industrial Storage (IS)” zones both allow outdoor storage
uses and would allow a sand storage facility. Attachment 6 indicates properties that are
designated Industrial in the OCP, and properties that allow outdoor storage uses based on
existing zoning.

The applicant has indicated that suitable vacant industrial zoned sites for dredged sand storage
are difficult to secure along the Fraser River. Further, the applicant has indicated they would
need approximately 5 ha (12.35 acres) of land to support their sand storage business. The
applicant has worked with staff from Economic Development and Real Estate to find an alternate
site that is large enough, close to the river, and economically feasible. The applicant has also
indicated that they have worked with commercial real estate companies, and they have
determined that it is extremely difficult to find suitable industrial land along the river for a sand
storage facility. Despite these efforts, the applicant purchased the subject property in early 2016
knowing the risks involved in applying for an ALR non-farm use application.

City Real Estate staff recently met with the proponent about the possibility of using two City
owned properties at 14940 and 14960 Triangle Road as a sand storage facility. The City owned
properties are located across Williams Road from the subject property, on the east side of
Triangle Road. The site could accommodate a sand storage facility, subject to rezoning the
property from “Light Industrial (IL.)” to an appropriate industrial zone.
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The City owned properties, which are identified in Attachment 4, would meet the criteria for an
outdoor sand storage facility as they are:

e vacant and currently unoccupied;

e notinthe ALR, orin an ESA,

e designated Industrial in the 2041 OCP and zoned “Light Industrial (IL)”;

e large enough (4.73 ha [11.7 acres]) to accommodate a sand storage facility; and

e near the river sand source and existing dredging infrastructure that the proponent uses at
their existing sand storage operations.

City staff presented a lease offer to the proponent, and after considering the terms, the proponent
rejected the offer as it was not economically feasible and they expressed concern over the
proposed 10 year lease duration. The proponent requested that this application for an ALR non-
farm use for the subject property be considered by Council.

At a subsequent meeting with the proponent on July 12, 2017, staff reiterated willingness'to
revisit the lease discussion given the proponents expressed concern over the term of the lease.
City staff also indicated that if a lease arrangement did not provide the long-term certainty
required that the City would be willing to consider a potential sale of the City owned properties,
subject to Council approval, if the site at 11700 No. 5 Road, which is owned by the proponent,
was involved in the transaction (Attachment 7).

Hydro-Geology Assessment

At the request of staff, the applicant submitted a high level overview assessment of the hydro-
geology of the subject property (Attachment 8). The report observes that the subject property or
adjacent undisturbed sites have not been impacted by adjacent filling activities. Further, the
report concludes that the proposed sand storage facility should not have any significant impacts
on the hydrogeology of the lands surrounding it so long as the proposed mitigation measures are
in place. Mitigation measures would include a berm and canal system surrounding the sand
storage facility which would provide effective isolation of the sand storage facility and its
activities from adjacent lands, including the agricultural portions of the subject property.

Environmental Assessment

If the non-farm use proposal is approved, the proponent proposes to remove almost all of the
trees that comprise of the ESA on the subject property, subject to issuance of an ESA DP. At the
request of staff, the applicant has submitted a high level environmental assessment (Attachment
9) of the site to support the non-farm use application and a preliminary tree assessment
(Attachment 10). The objective of the environmental assessment was to assess potential
mitigation measures to maintain habitat functionality.

Although the applicant proposes to retain remnant vegetation and some narrow corridors that
would connect with the larger ESA ecological hub to the north, the proposed sand storage facility
would essentially remove most of the existing ESA on the site; this would also occur if the site
were farmed. As removal of a significant portion of the ESA would be in conflict with many of
the ESA DP guidelines, the applicant would have to consider environmental compensation on
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other sites in order to achieve the OCP’s policy of net gain, including tree replacement. Even
with off-site compensation it is unlikely that a net gain could be achieved. The tree assessment
report indicates that the existing forested area is comprised largely of European Birch that are in
an advanced state of decline. As the proposal for a sand storage facility would not be exempt
from Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, a tree removal, retention and replacement plan will be
required.

The submitted environmental assessment recognizes that the ESA plays an important role in the
ENMA, but also acknowledges that further study is required to assess the impacts of the ENMS.
If the non-farm use application is approved by Council and the ALC, this would be reviewed as
part of the DP process.

If the non-farm use application is denied, the property owner could farm the entire site.
Agricultural cultivation activities including land clearing, field drainage, irrigation, and growing
crops are all exempt from the ESA DP guidelines. If the entire site is farmed, this would bring
8.35ha (20.6 acres) of land into agricultural production that is currently fallow. This would be
consistent with the 2041 OCPs policies, ALC regulations, and the overall purpose of the ALR to
preserve and enhance agricultural land.

To be exempted from an ESA DP, the property owner 