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  Agenda 
   

 

 

Planning Committee 
Electronic Meeting 

 
Council Chambers, City Hall 

6911 No. 3 Road 

Tuesday, July 19, 2022 
4:00 p.m. 

 

 

Pg. # ITEM  

 

  
MINUTES 

 

  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held 

on July 5, 2022. (distributed separately) 

  

 

  
NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

 

  September 7, 2022, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in Council Chambers 

 

  PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
 

 1. APPLICATION BY DELUXE CUSTOM HOMES LTD. FOR 
REZONING AT 7480 WILLIAMS ROAD FROM THE “SINGLE 
DETACHED (RS1/E)” ZONE TO THE “COACH HOUSE (ZS12) – 
BROADMOOR” ZONE  
(Rile Ref. No. RZ 21-930951) (REDMS No. 6931455) 

PLN-4  See Page PLN-4 for full report  

  
Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig 
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10404, for the 

rezoning of 7480 Williams Road from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone 

to the “Coach House (ZS12) - Broadmoor” zone, be introduced and given 

first reading. 

  

 

 2. AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE EXCLUSION APPLICATION BY 
MONTROSE INDUSTRIES LTD. AT 7011 NO. 7 ROAD & PID 024-
397-423 
(File Ref. No. AG 20-914852) (REDMS No. 6839458) 

PLN-30  See Page PLN-30 for full report  

  
Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig 

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That authorization for Montrose Industries Ltd. to forward an 

Exclusion Application to the Agricultural Land Commission for 

removal of 7011 No. 7 Road & PID 024-397-423 from the 

Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) be denied. 

  (2) That staff be directed to prepare a letter signed by the Mayor to the 

Minister of Agriculture, Minister of Environment, Richmond 

Members of Legislative Assembly (MLAs) and the Premier of BC 

requesting the Provincial Government consider all options to allow 

the existing landfill at the site to operate in the ALR under a non-

farm use approval. 

  

 

 3. REFERRAL RESPONSE – RESIDENTIAL DATA AND 

APPLICATION TIMING 
(File Ref. No. 08-4105-00) (REDMS No. 6903088) 

PLN-65  See Page PLN-65 for full report  

  
Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig 

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That the staff report titled “Referral Response – Residential Data and 

Application Timing”, dated June 29, 2022, from the Director, Development 

and Director, Building Approvals be received for information. 
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 4. MANAGER’S REPORT 

 

  
ADJOURNMENT 

  

 



6931455

Report to Committee 

To: Planning Committee Date: July 6, 2022 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director, Development 

File: RZ 21-930951 

Re: Application by Deluxe Custom Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 7480 Williams Road 
from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” Zone to the “Coach House (ZS12) – 
Broadmoor” Zone 

Staff Recommendation 

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10404, for the rezoning of 
7480 Williams Road from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to the “Coach House (ZS12) - 
Broadmoor” zone, be introduced and given first reading. 

Wayne Craig 
Director, Development 
(604-247-4625) 

WC/NA:blg 
Att. 7 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE 

Affordable Housing  

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

PLN - 4



July 6, 2022 - 2 - RZ 21-930951 

6931455

Staff Report 

Origin 

Deluxe Custom Homes Ltd. (Baljinder Sanghera), property owner, has applied to the City of 
Richmond for permission to rezone the property at 7480 Williams Road from the “Single 
Detached (RS1/E)” zone to the “Coach House (ZS12) - Broadmoor” zone, to permit the property 
to be subdivided to create two lots.  Each lot would have a principal dwelling and an additional 
smaller dwelling unit above an attached garage, with vehicle access from Williams Road via a 
shared driveway.  A map and aerial photo showing the location of the subject site and 
surrounding context are included in Attachment 1.  A site survey and proposed subdivision plan 
of the property are included in Attachment 2. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 3). 

Subject Site Existing Housing Profile 

There is currently a single-detached dwelling on the subject site, which will be demolished.  The 
house is also owner occupied with no secondary suite. 

Surrounding Development 

Existing development immediately surrounding the site is as follows: 

To the North:  Across Williams Road, are single-detached dwellings on lots zoned “Single  
Detached (RS1/E)” and “Coach Houses (RCH1)”. 

To the South:  Fronting Nevis Drive, are single detached dwellings on large lots zoned “Single  
Detached (RS1/E)”. 

To the East:   Lots zoned “Coach House (ZS12) - Broadmoor”, each of which contain a  
principal dwelling and an additional smaller dwelling unit above an attached  
garage, with vehicle access from Williams Road via shared driveways. 

To the West:   Lots zoned “Coach House (ZS12) - Broadmoor”, each of which contain a  
principal dwelling and an additional smaller dwelling unit above an attached  
garage, with vehicle access from Williams Road via shared driveways. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan (OCP) 

There is no Area Plan for this neighbourhood.  The 2041 OCP Land Use Map designation for the 
subject site is “Neighbourhood Residential”.  This redevelopment proposal is consistent with this 
designation. 
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Arterial Road Land Use Policy 

The south side of this block of Williams Road, between Nevis Drive and Dunoon Drive, is 
designated “Broadmoor Coach House” on the Arterial Road Housing Development Map in the 
OCP.  The application is consistent with this designation and adjacent properties on the block. 

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 rezoning 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 first 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. 

Staff Comments 

Background 

The subject property is located on the south side of Williams Road, between Nevis Drive and 
Dunoon Drive, in an established residential neighbourhood in the Broadmoor Planning Area.  
The south side of this block of Williams Road has seen substantial recent redevelopment through 
rezoning and subdivision.  The subject site is the last remaining Broadmoor Coach House 
designated lot on the south side of this block of Williams Road with redevelopment potential 
under current City policy. 

As proposed, each new lot would be approximately 15 m wide and 369 m2 in area.  This proposal 
is consistent with the existing pattern of redevelopment along the south side of this block of 
Williams Road. 

Site Plan & Architectural Elevations 

The Site Plan (Attachment 4) proposed by the applicant is consistent with the building envelope 
illustrated in the “Coach House (ZS12) – Broadmoor” zone, which involves a principal dwelling 
and an additional dwelling unit above an attached garage at the rear of each lot, on either side of 
a shared driveway centered on the proposed common property line.  The principal dwellings face 
the street, while the attached garages and second storey units face the shared driveway.   
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Prior to rezoning approval, the applicant is required to register a legal agreement on Title to 
ensure that, upon subdivision of the property, the sole access to the site is from the proposed 
shared driveway.  Prior to subdivision of the property, a cross-access easement is required to be 
registered on Title, to grant each property the right to use the shared driveway for access. 
 
Consistent with zoning, on-site vehicle parking is proposed as follows: 

 Two side-by-side parking spaces for the principal dwellings are proposed within the 
attached garage on each lot. 

 One surface parking space for the additional dwelling unit is proposed within a portion of 
the rear yard, immediately south of the attached garage on each lot. 

 
The proposed architectural elevations (Attachment 4) provide for an attractive 
pedestrian-oriented streetscape along Williams Road, through defined main entries with covered 
porches, columns, window openings, facade projections, and varied primary and secondary roof 
forms.  Each proposed lot will contain private yard space in the rear that maximizes functionality 
in relation to buildings, sunlight, and parking. 
 
Prior to rezoning approval, the applicant is required to register a legal agreement on Title to 
ensure that the site plan and architectural elevation plans are generally consistent with those 
included in Attachment 4.  At Building Permit stage, plans must comply with all City 
regulations, including zoning, and staff will ensure that Building Permit plans are generally 
consistent with the registered legal agreement for the site plan and building design. 

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 two 
bylaw-sized trees on the subject property and two trees on neighbouring properties.  

The City’s Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist’s Report and supports the 
Arborist’s findings, with the following comments: 

 One tree (tag# 495) is a 23 cm caliper Silver Birch that is in poor condition as it has been 
previously topped, and exhibits a lot of dead wood in the canopy.  It is also in conflict with 
the proposed building.  It is not a good candidate for retention and should be removed and 
replaced. 

 One tree (tag# 496) is a multi-stem 24 cm Magnolia that is in poor condition as it been 
previously topped.  It is also in conflict with the proposed building, therefore, this is not a 
good candidate for retention and should be removed and replaced. 

 Two trees (tag# os1, 30 cm caliper multi-stem Fig; and tag# os2, 24 cm caliper multi-stem 
Japanese Maple) located on adjacent neighbouring properties are identified to be retained and 
protected.  The applicant is to provide tree protection as per City of Richmond Tree 
Protection Information Bulletin Tree-03. 

 Replacement trees are required at a 2:1 ratio as per the OCP. 

PLN - 7



July 6, 2022 - 5 - RZ 21-930951 

6931455 

In addition to the bylaw sized trees, there is an existing neighbouring hedge along the south 
property line that is to be retained and will require Arborist supervision when pruning the hedge 
and doing construction work close to the hedge.   

There are also three non-bylaw size trees located on-site and identified on the Tree Management 
Plan (Attachment 5). The undersized trees have low landscape value and are proposed to be 
removed.   

Tree Replacement and Landscaping 

The applicant wishes to remove two on-site trees (Trees # 495 and 496).  The 2:1 replacement 
ratio would require a total of four replacement trees.  The applicant has agreed to plant a 
minimum of two trees on each lot proposed; for a total of four trees.  The required replacement 
trees are to be of the following minimum sizes, based on the size of the trees being removed as 
per Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057. 

No. of Replacement Trees Minimum Caliper of Deciduous 
Replacement Tree 

Minimum Height of Coniferous 
Replacement Tree 

4 8 cm 4 m 

 
To ensure that the new required trees are planted and maintained on each lot proposed and that 
the front yards of the proposed lots are enhanced, the applicant is required to complete the 
following prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw: 

 Submit a Landscape Plan prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Development.  The Landscape Plan must comply with the guidelines of the 
Arterial Road Land Use Policy in the OCP.  

 Submit a Landscaping Security based on 100% of a cost estimate for the proposed Landscape 
Plan works provided by the Landscape Architect (including materials, installation, and a 10% 
contingency).  The security will be held until construction and landscaping on-site is 
completed and a site inspection is conducted.  The City may retain a portion of the security 
for a one-year maintenance period to ensure that the landscaping survives.  To accompany 
the landscaping security, a legal agreement that sets the terms for release of the security must 
be entered into between the applicant and the City. 

The applicant has provided a preliminary Landscape Plan and can be found as Attachment 6. 

Affordable Housing Strategy 

Consistent with the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant proposes to provide a 
coach house of 39 m2 (521 ft2) above an attached garage on each of the new lots, for a total of 
two coach house units. 

Site Servicing and Frontage Improvements 

At the Subdivision stage, the applicant will be required to: 

 Register a cross-access easement on title to grant each property the right to use the shared 
driveway for access. 
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 Register a 3.0 m wide Statutory Right-of-Way (SRW) on Title for the sanitary sewer 
along the south property line, from the west property line to the east edge of the proposed 
shared driveway.   

 Enter into a Servicing Agreement for the design and construction of engineering 
infrastructure improvements and frontage works.  Works are to include, but are not 
limited to, installation of a new sanitary sewer line across a portion of the rear yard and 
frontage improvements to Williams Road including closing the existing driveway 
crossing and installing a new single shared driveway centered on the proposed common 
property line per Engineering Design Specifications. 

 A Letter of Credit or cash security for the value of the Service Agreement works, as 
determined by the City, will be required as part of entering into the Servicing Agreement.  

 Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, 
and Address Assignment Fee. 

 
Analysis 

This development proposal to permit a subdivision to create two lots, each to contain a principal 
dwelling and an additional dwelling unit above an attached garage, is consistent with the Arterial 
Road Land Use Policy in the OCP.  It is an infill development proposal along a minor arterial 
road, along a transit route and is within close proximity to the Broadmoor Neighbourhood 
Service Centre at the intersection of Williams Road and No. 3 Road (approximately 150 m).  

The form of development and architectural character proposed at the subject site is similar to 
other dwellings with attached second storey dwelling units that have previously been approved 
on the south side of this block of Williams Road.  The proposed design provides for a 
pedestrian-oriented streetscape along Williams Road, which is consistent with the guidelines for 
arterial road redevelopment. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application is to permit the subject property to be subdivided to create two lots, 
each to contain a principal dwelling and an additional dwelling unit above an attached garage, 
with vehicle access from Williams Road via a shared driveway.  Staff supports the proposed 
rezoning on the basis that it complies with applicable policies and land use designations 
contained within the OCP, and is consistent with the established pattern of redevelopment on the 
block. 
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It is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10404 be introduced 
and given first reading. 
 

 
Nathan Andrews 
Planning Technician 
(604-247-4911) 

NA:blg 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1: Location Map/Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2: Site Survey & Proposed Subdivision Plan 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Site Plan & Architectural Elevations 
Attachment 5: Tree Management Plan 
Attachment 6: Preliminary Landscape Plan 
Attachment 7: Rezoning Considerations 
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Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Department 

 
RZ 21-930951 Attachment 3 

Address: 7480 Williams Road 

Applicant: Deluxe Custom Homes Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): Broadmoor 
   

 Existing Proposed 
Owner: Deluxe Custom Homes Ltd. To be determined 

Site Size (m2): 738.4 m Lot 1: 369.2 m² 
Lot 2: 369.2 m² 

Land Uses: Single-family dwelling 
Two principal dwellings, each 
with an additional dwelling unit 
above an attached garage 

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Coach House (ZS12) - 
Broadmoor 

Number of Units: 1 4 

Other Designations: Arterial Road Land Use Policy 
Broadmoor Coach House 

Arterial Road Land Use Policy 
Broadmoor Coach House 

 
On Future 

Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance 

Floor Area Ratio: 

Max. 0.55, together with 
an additional 0.10 

provided the lot contains 
one (1) or more dwelling 

units with less than  
60.0 m² of gross floor 

area 
 

0.55 plus 0.10 none permitted 

Buildable Floor Area*: 239.98 m² on each lot 232.1 m² on each lot  

Lot Coverage (% of lot area): 

Building: Max. 45% 
Non-porous Surfaces: 

Max. 70% 
Live Landscaping: Min. 

20% 

Building: Max. 45% 
Non-porous Surfaces: 

Max. 70% 
Live Landscaping: Min. 

20% 

none 

Min. Lot Size: N/A N/A none 

Building Envelope: 

Buildings shall not be 
sited outside the building 

envelope identified in 
Diagram 1, Section 

15.12.6.2 of the  
ZS12 zone 

Buildings are proposed to 
be sited within the 
building envelope 

identified in Diagram 1, 
Section 15.12.6.2 of the  

ZS12 zone 

none 

Height (m): Max. 9.0 m Max. 9.0 m none 
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On Future 
Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance 

On-Site Vehicle Parking Spaces: 

2 spaces per primary 
dwelling unit  

+ 1 space per additional 
dwelling unit 

2 spaces per primary 
dwelling unit  

+ 1 space per additional 
dwelling unit 

none 

Off-street Parking Spaces – Total: 3 3 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 7

   

 Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Department 

6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC  V6Y 2C1 

 
 
Address: 7480 Williams Road File No.: RZ 21-930951 
 

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 10404, the developer is 
required to complete the following: 

1. Submission of a final Landscape Plan, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Development, and deposit of a Landscaping Security based on 100% of the cost estimate provided by the 
Landscape Architect (including fencing, paving, and installation costs).  The Landscape Plan should: 

 Comply with the applicable guidelines of the OCP’s Arterial Road Policy and should not include hedges along the 
front property line; 

 Include a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees; 

 Include the dimensions of tree protection fencing as illustrated on the Tree Retention Plan attached to this report; 
and 

 Include the required minimum (4) replacement trees. 

2. 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 off-site trees to be retained on the neighbouring property to the 
west (7468 Williams Road) and east (7488 Williams Road) (Trees #os1 and os2), and any pruning required for the 
hedge to south along the south property line (7471 Nevis Drive).  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. 

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title (2.9 m GSC – Area A).  

4. Registration of a legal agreement on title to ensure that, upon subdivision of the property, the sole access to the site is 
from the proposed shared driveway. 

5. Registration of a legal agreement on title to ensure that the plans at Building Permit stage are generally consistent 
with the site plan, architectural elevation plans, and landscape plan included in Attachment 4 and 6 to this report. 

At Demolition* stage, the following must be completed: 
 Installation of tree protection fencing on-site around the off-site trees to be retained on the neighbouring property 

to the west (7468 Williams Road) and east (7488 Williams Road) (Trees #os1 and os2).  Tree protection fencing 
must be installed to City standard in accordance with the City’s Tree Protection Information Bulletin TREE-03.  
Tree protection fencing must be installed prior to demolition of the existing dwelling and must remain in place 
until construction and landscaping on the proposed lots is completed. 

PLN - 25



- 2 - 
 

   

At Subdivision* stage, the following must be completed: 
 Payment of Development Cost Charges (City and GVS & DD), School Site Acquisition Charge, and Address 

Assignment Fee. 
 Registration of a cross-access easement on title to grant each property the right to use the shared driveway for 

access.  
 The granting of a 3.0 m wide Statutory Right-of-Way (SRW) for the sanitary sewer along the south property line, 

from the west property line of the subject site to the east edge of the proposed shared driveway. 
 Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of engineering infrastructure improvements 

and frontage works.  A Letter of Credit or cash security for the value of the Service Agreement works, as 
determined by the City, will be required as part of entering into the Servicing Agreement. Works include, but may 
not be limited to, 
 

Water Works: 
a) Using the OCP Model, there is 324 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 95 L/s. 
b) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to: 

i) Submit 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 
signed and sealed by a Professional Engineer and be based on Building Permit Stage building designs.  

ii) Cut and cap at main the existing water connection and remove water meter on the Williams Road frontage. 
iii) Install two new service connections complete with water meters per City standards on the Williams Road 

frontage to service Lot A and Lot B. 
iv) Provide a SRW for the water meter. Minimum SRW dimensions to be the size of the meter box (from the City 

of Richmond supplementary specifications) + any appurtenances (for example, the bypass on W2o-SD) + 0.5 
m on all sides. Exact SRW dimensions to be finalized during the building permit process (or via the servicing 
agreement process, if one is required). 

c) At Developer’s cost, the City will: 
i) Complete all tie-ins for the proposed works to existing City infrastructure. 

 
Storm Sewer Works: 
d) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to: 

i) Provide an erosion and sediment control plan for all on-site and off-site works, to be reviewed as part of the 
servicing agreement design. 

ii) Inspect existing storm service connections on the north property line of Lot A and Lot B. Reuse if in good 
condition to service Lot A and Lot B.  

e) At Developer’s cost, the City will: 
i) Complete all tie-ins for the proposed works to existing City infrastructure. 

 
Sanitary Sewer Works: 
f) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to: 

i) Not start onsite excavation or foundation construction until completion of rear-yard sanitary works by City 
crews. 

ii) Provide a 3m wide utility SRW along the south property line to contain the proposed sanitary main. 
iii) Install a new sanitary line 200mm diameter PVC aligned east-west approximately 15m complete with a 

manhole located at the common property line of Lot A and Lot B.  
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iv) Install a new dual sanitary sewer service connection near the south common property line to service Lot A 
and Lot B.  

v) Cut and cap the existing sanitary sewer service connection near the southwest corner of Lot A.  
g) At Developer’s cost, the City will: 

i) Complete all tie-ins for the proposed works to existing City infrastructure. 
 

Street Lighting: 
h) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to: 

i) Review street lighting levels along all road and lane frontages, and upgrade as required. 
 

Frontage Works: 
i) Closing the existing driveway crossing and installing a new single shared driveway crossing centered on the 

proposed common property line. 
j) A functional design of the frontage is required demonstrating the correct width of the driveway in accordance 

with Engineering Design Specifications (min. 6.0 m and 7.5 m max.). 
k) A new curb and gutter and min. 1.5m wide concrete sidewalk behind new curb along the site’s frontage. Utility 

pole relocations may be required to allow for proper sidewalk clearance. The area behind the sidewalk to the 
property line is to be landscaped boulevard. 

 
General Items: 
l) At Developer’s cost, the Developer is required to: 

i) Complete other frontage improvements as per Transportation requirements (above). 
ii) Not encroach into City SRWs with any proposed trees, retaining walls, or other non-removable structures. 

Retaining walls proposed to encroach into SRWs must be reviewed by the City’s Engineering Department. 

At Building Permit* Stage, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
 Plans must comply with all City regulations, including zoning, and plans must be generally consistent with the 

site plan, architectural elevation plans, and landscape plan included in Attachment 4 and 6 of this report, in 
accordance with the legal agreement registered on title at rezoning stage. 

 Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division.  The 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. 

 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 Division at 604-276-4285. 

 
Note: 
* 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 
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 
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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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 Bylaw 10404  
 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 10404 (RZ 21-930951) 

7480 Williams 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 repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it “COACH HOUSE (ZS12) – BROADMOOR”. 

P.I.D. 003-602-206 
Lot 20 Section 32 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 17380 
 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 
10404”. 

 
 
FIRST READING   

PUBLIC HEARING   

SECOND READING   

THIRD READING   

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED   

ADOPTED   
 
 
 
    
 MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 
 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 

 
APPROVED 
by Director 
or Solicitor 
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 Report to Committee 
 
 

To: Planning Committee Date: July 4, 2022 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

File: AG 20-914852 

Re: Agricultural Land Reserve Exclusion Application by Montrose Industries Ltd. at 
7011 No. 7 Road & PID 024-397-423 

 

Staff Recommendation 
1. That authorization for Montrose Industries Ltd. to forward an Exclusion Application to the 

Agricultural Land Commission for removal of 7011 No. 7 Road & PID 024-397-423 from 
the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) be denied. 

2. That staff be directed to prepare a letter signed by the Mayor to the Minister of Agriculture, 
Minister of Environment, Richmond Members of Legislative Assembly (MLAs) and the 
Premier of BC requesting the Provincial Government consider all options to allow the 
existing landfill at the site to operate in the ALR under a non-farm use approval. 

 
Wayne Craig 
Director, Development 
(604-247-4625) 

WC:sds 
Att. 7 
 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE 
 
Policy Planning  
Engineering  
 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 
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Staff Report 

Origin 
Montrose Industries Ltd., previously known as Ecowaste Industries Ltd., has applied to exclude 
60 hectares (150 acres) of land comprised of 7011 No. 7 Road & PID 024-397-423 from the 
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).  A location map and aerial photograph are provided in 
Attachment 1.  The subject site is currently occupied by an active landfill operated by Montrose 
Industries Ltd.  The subject site is located in the ALR, designated “Agriculture (AGR)” in the 
City’s Official Community Plan (OCP), and zoned “Agriculture (AG1)”. 
 
The primary assessment criteria for this type of application is to review the proposal against the 
City’s existing land use policies related to the ALR and the City’s agricultural land base.  The 
City’s OCP and Farming First Strategy are founded on the principle of maintaining the ALR land 
base and encouraging agricultural uses. This has been achieved through previous non-farm use 
applications at the site, which require the site to remain in the ALR and be remediated to a state 
capable of soil-based agriculture upon closure of the landfill.  
 
The subject application is proposing to remove the site from the ALR, which is contrary to 
fundamental policies in the OCP and Farming First Strategy. In addition, the proposed exclusion 
does not provide significant benefits to agriculture, especially when compared to the significant 
financial gain that is likely to be achieved should the lands be excluded from the ALR and 
ultimately used for urban uses (e.g. industrial). 

The landfill has been permitted to operate within the ALR since 1993 and the existing approvals 
ensure the land can be used for soil-based agricultural purposes once the landfill is 
decommissioned.  The Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) has advised landfills can no longer 
be considered via a non-farm use application due to the passage of Bill 52, which prohibits 
construction waste debris as a permitted fill material within the ALR.  City staff recognize the 
intent of this legislation, however; staff do not believe this legislation should apply to existing 
authorized landfill sites in the ALR prior to the adoption of this Bill.  Staff recommend letters be 
sent to the Minister of Agriculture, Minister of Environment, Richmond Members of Legislative 
Assembly (MLAs) and the Premier of BC requesting the Provincial Government to consider all 
options to allow the existing landfill to operate in the ALR under a non-farm use approval. This 
would allow the landfill to continue to operate under conditions acceptable to the City and the 
ALC and also maintain the current ALR boundary and the requirement that the lands be 
remediated to a state capable of soil-based agriculture after the term has ended, consistent with 
existing City policy. 

Background 
There have been a number of approvals from Council and the ALC since the original approval 
for the landfill to operate in the ALR was granted, which are summarized in Attachment 2. 

The applicant submitted the subject exclusion application prior to the September 30, 2020 
deadline for individual landowners to submit exclusion applications to the ALC. As a result of 
Bill 15 – 2019: Agricultural Land Commission Amendment Act, only the Provincial Government, 
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Local or First Nation governments or prescribed public bodies may make exclusion applications 
now. 

The applicant has indicated that the purpose of the subject exclusion application is to remove the 
properties from the ALR in order to continue the landfill operation. The applicant has provided a 
letter indicating the purpose and rationale for the proposal, which is included in Attachment 3. 

As the proposed removal of the subject site from the ALR is contrary to fundamental policies in 
the City’s OCP and Farming First Strategy, staff are recommending that the application be 
denied.  The subject exclusion application will not proceed to the ALC unless authorized by City 
Council. Should Council deny the application, the ALR exclusion would not proceed any further. 

City Council most recently demonstrated their commitment to maintaining the City’s ALR 
boundary in 2020 when City Council denied a request to exclude 3 properties on Burrows Road 
involving approximately 5.6 hectares (13.8 acres) of land from the ALR (AG 19-855723 / AG 
19-855800 / AG 19-855911).  

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details regarding the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 4). 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: Across the Granville Avenue unopened road allowance, properties zoned 
“Agriculture (AG1)”, designated “Agriculture (AGR)” in the Official Community 
Plan (OCP) and located in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), and a drainage 
canal designated Riparian Management Area (RMA). 

To the South: Across Blundell Road, property zoned “Industrial (I)” and designated “Industrial 
(IND)” in the OCP. A Development Permit (DP 11-566011) was issued in 2017 to 
permit a 65 ha (161 acre) Industrial Logistics Park.  A Development Variance 
Permit (DV 19-869780) was also issued in 2020 to increase the permitted building 
height for one of the buildings. 

To the East:   Across the No. 7 Road unopened road allowance, land designated “Industrial 
(IND)” in the OCP, and a drainage canal designated RMA.  This area is under 
federal jurisdiction (Port Metro Vancouver). 

To the West: Across the Savage Road unopened road allowance, properties zoned “Golf Course 
(GC)” and “Agriculture (AG1)”, designated “Agriculture (AGR)” in the OCP and 
located in the ALR. 

Related Policies & Studies 
Official Community Plan / Farming First Strategy 
The Official Community Plan (OCP) land use designation for the subject site is “Agriculture 
(AGR)”, which comprises those areas of the City where the principal use is agriculture and food 
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production, but may include other uses as permitted under the Agricultural Land Commission Act 
(ALCA) (e.g. non-farm uses approved by Council and ALC).  

The proposal to exclude the lands is inconsistent with the land use designation and the following 
policies: 

OCP Policy / Farming First Strategy Subject Application 

Maintain the existing ALR boundary and 
do not support a loss of ALR land. 

• The proposal includes removing approximately 60 
hectares (150 acres) from the ALR. 

• The proposal does not include adding any land to the ALR 
so there is no off-set to the loss of ALR land. 

• Removal of the properties from the ALR would result in a 
net loss of total ALR land. 

• There are multiple other large ALR land holdings in the 
immediate vicinity, including land that is owned by Port 
Metro Vancouver.  Excluding the subject site from the ALR 
will likely generate additional pressure for these lands to 
be used for industrial purposes. 

Continue to encourage the use of the 
ALR land for farming and discourage 
non-farm uses. 

• The current ALC non-farm use approval allows the landfill 
operation to continue until the approved term (2035).  

• The City and ALC non-farm use approvals granted to date 
require the site to be remediated to a state capable of soil-
based agriculture after the term has ended (Class 2A with 
irrigation and drainage). 

• The purpose of the application is to remove the properties 
from the ALR.  If the land is removed from the ALR, the 
likelihood that the site will be returned to agricultural 
production as required by the current non-farm use 
approval will be diminished.   

• Removing the lands from the ALR will create pressure for 
the site and other surrounding properties to be used for 
non-agricultural purposes. 

Coordinate with Metro Vancouver to 
support the Regional Growth Strategy, 
which includes agricultural designations 
and policies for protection of agricultural 
land. 

• The properties are designated “Agricultural” in the Metro 
Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy. 

• Excluding the land from the ALR is not consistent with the 
regional land use designation. 

• The current land fill operation is permitted through a non-
farm use application which supports the Agricultural 
designation.  Exclusion from the ALR for the purpose of 
operating a land fill would be an urban use, which will 
likely require an amendment to the 2040 Metro Vancouver 
Regional Growth Strategy land use designation and urban 
containment boundary. 

• The applicant delegated to the Metro Vancouver Zero 
Waste Committee meeting on July 16, 2021 in an effort to 
have Metro Vancouver express support for a change to 
the ALR regulations.  Metro Vancouver staff provided a 
follow up report to the committee on November 17, 2021.  
The staff report indicated that Metro Vancouver has no 
authority with respect to ALC regulations and 
recommended that the no position be taken on the 
request.  The committee received the report for 
information. 
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Agricultural Land Commission Act (ALCA) 

As per the Agricultural Land Commission Act (ALCA), the purpose of the Commission includes 
the following: 

• To preserve the Agricultural Land Reserve. 
• To encourage farming of land within the agricultural land reserve in collaboration with 

other communities of interest. 
• To encourage local governments to enable and accommodate farm use of land within the 

agricultural land reserve and uses compatible with agriculture in their plans, bylaws and 
policies. 

In order to fulfill its purposes, the Commission must give priority to protecting and enhancing all 
of the following: 

• The size, integrity and continuity of the land base of the agricultural land reserve. 
• The use of the Agricultural Land Reserve for farm use. 

As per the ALR General Regulation, the applicant was required to complete the following as part 
of the exclusion application submission to the ALC: 

• Advertise the application on two separate occasions in a newspaper in general circulation 
in the municipality where the property under application is located. 

• Serve a signed copy of notice to all registered owners of land in the ALR that share a 
common boundary with the property, including owners of ALR property separated by a 
public road. 

• Installation of exclusion application signage. 

The applicant has satisfied these requirements as per the ALR General Regulation.  Staff have 
not received any correspondence from the public regarding the application. 

Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee 
The subject exclusion application was not referred to the Food Security and Agricultural 
Advisory Committee (FSAAC) as the application is contrary to existing City policy and staff are 
recommending the application be denied. 

Analysis 
Previous Non-Farm Use Applications 
Due to the repeal of the Soil Conservation Act and incorporation of soil removal/fill regulations 
into the ALC Act, Ecowaste Industries Ltd. applied for a non-farm use application (AG 14-
654361), which was approved by Council and the ALC in 2015, to permit the following: 

• Development of four material recovery facilities related to the existing landfill operation. 

• Continued operation of the existing landfill to an ultimate height of 18 m, for a period of 
20 years (term ending in 2035). 
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In 2019, the applicant submitted another non-farm use application (AG 19-863866), in order to: 

• Expand one of the previously approved material recovery facilities and replace the 
operator. 

• Add two new material recovery facilities to the four facilities previously approved, for a 
total of six material recovery facilities. 

• Add 20 years to the previously approved term to allow landfill activities to continue until 
2055. 

• No change to the ultimate landfill height of 18 m was requested. 

Council endorsed and authorized the application to be forwarded to the ALC on February 10, 2020. 
The ALC’s decision (Resolution #504/2020), dated October 19, 2020, approved the expansion of 
the material recovery facility and addition of two new material recovery facilities, but denied the 
term extension due to legislative changes regarding fill placement and the definition of prohibited 
fill in the ALR, which now includes demolition and construction waste. Montrose Industries Ltd. 
has also submitted a Zoning Text Amendment application (ZT 21-922710) to allow the material 
recovery facilities, but has been put on hold by the applicant until the matter of the operational term 
of the landfill has been resolved. 

Following the ALC’s decision to deny the term extension, staff had multiple discussions with the 
applicant regarding whether they intended to request that the ALC reconsider their decision.  The 
applicant informed staff that they did not intend to submit a reconsideration request of the ALC’s 
decision.  As a result, on February 8, 2021, Council authorized staff to request a reconsideration of 
the ALC’s decision to deny the term extension of the landfill and staff subsequently submitted a 
formal reconsideration request to the ALC.  However, as per the ALC decision letter dated October 
1, 2021, the ALC indicated that the City’s reconsideration would not be considered.   

The Mayor, on behalf of Council, also wrote the Minister of Agriculture requesting that the Minister 
review the reconsideration request.  The Minister of Agriculture responded to the Mayor’s letter 
indicating that no action would be undertaken while the reconsideration request was being 
considered by the ALC.  Following the ALC’s decision indicating that the ALC would not 
reconsider their decision regarding the term extension, the Mayor sent a follow-up letter to the 
Minister of Agriculture requesting that a review of the regulations occur to allow the ALC to 
consider the extension of the landfill term. The Minister provided a response to the Mayor’s letter 
on March 29, 2022 indicating that the Ministry is looking into the matter and encouraging the 
affected parties to exhaust all available avenues to resolve the issue (Attachment 5).  

Landfill Capacity and Design, Operations and Closure Plan 

The applicant advised staff on May 3, 2022 that the landfill will reach the currently approved 
capacity limit much sooner than originally anticipated as the applicant has not proceeded with 
the construction of the material recovery facilities due to the uncertainty regarding the landfill 
term. The combination of not adding additional recycling capacity and an increase in volume of 
material received will result in the landfill reaching capacity in the near future (estimated 2025 
based on the current 18m height limit).  
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The applicant advised that a new Design, Operations and Closure Plan (DOCP) was submitted to 
the Ministry of Environment (MOE) in February of 2022.  City Staff requested that the applicant 
provide a copy of the material submitted to MOE, however, the applicant declined to provide the 
information.  City Staff subsequently reached out to MOE and through MOE staff, the applicant 
provided a copy of the DOCP.  The DOCP indicates that the applicant is seeking a substantial 
vertical expansion of the landfill that would see the final fill height increased from the currently 
approved 18 m height limit to 28 m and the term of the landfill extended to 2060. Cross-sections 
illustrating the proposed height increase and impacts to adjacent properties are provided in 
Attachment 6. 

The DOCP is inconsistent with City and ALC approvals granted to date and was submitted to 
MOE without any consultation with the City or the ALC.  The placement of fill within the ALR 
requires City Council and ALC approval.  As a result, the Mayor, on behalf of Council, delivered a 
letter dated June 22, 2022 to the Minister of Environment, Minister of Agriculture and Richmond 
MLAs indicating that the DOCP is inconsistent with City Council and ALC approvals and 
requested that it be set aside or rejected. As of the date of this report, no response has been received. 

Proposed Exclusion  
Montrose Industries Ltd. has submitted an Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) exclusion 
application to remove the following properties from the ALR (“subject site”): 

• 7011 No. 7 Road – 132.5 acres (53.6 ha); and 

• PID 024-397-423 – 17.5 acres (7.1 ha). 
 
The applicant has indicated that the purpose of the subject exclusion application is to remove the 
properties from the ALR in order to continue the landfill operation beyond the approved term. 
The applicant also submitted a compensation package as part of the exclusion application, 
including the following: 

• put into agricultural production two properties currently in the ALR and designated for 
agricultural use, owned by Montrose Industries Ltd. (6871 No. 7 Road & PID 003-574-
229) (total area of the two parcels is approximately 77.5 ac (31.4 ha)). 

• make a financial contribution towards City infrastructure projects that improves drainage 
and farm access in other parts of the City in the amount of $25,000/acre for a total of 
$3.75 million. 

• establish a natural wetlands on a portion of the property at 8060 No. 6 Road (10 ha of the 
32 ha site) as permitted under the ALCA and ALR Regulations for a 30 year term and 
contribute $1 million towards the cost of constructing the wetlands.  

 
The applicant has provided a letter to the City outlining the proposed package as part of the 
exclusion application, which is provided in Attachment 7. 
 
  

PLN - 36



July 4, 2022 - 8 - AG 20-914852 

6839458 

Staff Assessment 

Land-Use Policy Assessment 

The proposed exclusion application includes removing approximately 150 acres (60 hectares) of 
land from the ALR and does not include adding any land into the ALR.  Staff do not support the 
proposal for the following reasons: 

• Land is designated for farming: the subject site is located within the ALR and is 
designated “Agriculture” in the City’s OCP and the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth 
Strategy (RGS).  The subject site is located outside the urban containment boundary 
identified in the OCP and RGS.  If the subject site were to be excluded from the ALR, the 
existing landfill operation would not be consistent with the “Agricultural” OCP 
designation as there would no longer be an associated ALR non-farm use approval and 
the landfill operation would be considered an urban use. Prior to urban uses being 
considered, an amendment to the City’s OCP and an application to Metro Vancouver to 
change the designation and urban containment boundary would likely be required.  
Removing the properties from the ALR is contrary to the objectives of the RGS and OCP 
to protect these areas from urban development. 

• Future use of the lands for agriculture: the conditions associated with the ALC non-
farm use approval for the current landfill operation require the site to be remediated to a 
state capable of supporting soil-based agriculture after the term has ended.  Removing the 
subject site from the ALR would also remove the conditions associated with the non-farm 
use approval.  The property owner would no longer be required to remediate the site to an 
agricultural state after closure of the landfill.  Removing the land from the ALR will also 
create pressure for it to be used for non-agricultural purposes.  

• Protection of farmland is a high priority: the City’s OCP and Farming First Strategy 
include policies to maintain the existing ALR boundary and do not support a loss of ALR 
land.  This includes ALR land currently used for agriculture, as well as currently unused 
for farming, but which can be farmed in the future.  The subject properties have the 
potential to be actively farmed with improvements to the land as per the conditions 
associated with the current non-farm use approval. The subject exclusion application 
would result in a loss of approximately 150 acres (60 hectares) of ALR land. 

Land Value Escalation and Speculation 

Removing the properties from the ALR will put significant pressure on the lands to convert to 
other uses (e.g. industrial) upon closure of the landfill.  The exclusion of the site from the ALR 
will place added pressure on surrounding agricultural lands to be used for non-agriculture 
purposes.  Removing the land from the ALR may also lead to increased agricultural land 
speculation, which could have detrimental effects on the City’s agricultural land base.  In 
accordance with the City’s Industrial Land Intensification Initiative (ILII), the City is focused on 
intensify the use of existing industrial land, rather than expanding into non-industrial areas 
(specifically agricultural). 
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Staff received third party advice from an appraiser regarding the extent of land value increase 
that would occur should the land be excluded from the ALR.  If the land is removed from the 
ALR and rezoned for landfill purposes, the land would have to be designated for industrial use, 
which would result in a substantial increase in value.  Industrial land values are between  
$4-11 million per acre while agricultural land sells between $0.4-1.3 million per acre.  Given the 
size of the site and the potential tenfold increase in value, the ALR exclusion has the potential to 
generate a gross land lift of approximately $500 million to $1.5 billion.  The ultimate land value 
increase would vary based on the extent of services available to the site but given the subject site 
is adjacent to existing industrial development, it is likely the potential gross land lift would be on 
the high end of the scale.   

If there is a desire to pursue exclusion from the ALR, staff recommend that a professional third 
party appraiser be engaged to accurately quantify the increase in the site value created through 
exclusion, as any compensation package should ensure the overall benefit is provided to 
agricultural activity in the City, not a private land owner.  

Proposed Compensation Package Assessment 

The applicant’s proposed compensation package as part of the exclusion application includes 
putting two other ALR properties (6871 No. 7 Road & PID 003-574-229) into agricultural 
production. These properties are already in the ALR and there is no impediment preventing these 
land from being put into agricultural production. Accordingly, this initiative does not constitute 
any form of benefit to agriculture. 

The package also proposes a financial contribution in the amount of $3.75 million towards City 
drainage and farm access projects in other parts of the City.  The proposed contribution is 
insignificant compared to the potential tenfold increase in the site value that could be realized.  
The City regularly constructs drainage improvements within the ALR as part of the City’s 
Capital Plan, although the extent of improvements varying from year to year. The City’s 5 Year 
Capital Plan (2022-2026) envisions $139 million in drainage improvements throughout the City. 
The proposed contribution would not result in significant drainage improvements beyond those 
currently envisioned in the 5 Year Capital Plan. 

The applicant’s proposed compensation package also includes establishing a natural wetlands on 
a portion of their property at 8060 No. 6 Road for a 30 year term, while retaining ownership. 
Although the preservation of this area is important from a wildlife habitat perspective, it does not 
constitute a benefit to agriculture and in fact could be seen as contrary to agricultural objectives 
as it would preclude the use of the land for farming. In addition, the Provincial Farm Practices 
Protection (Right to Farm) Act protects normal farm practices within the Agricultural Land 
Reserve and has legal precedence over the environmental considerations. The applicant’s 
package indicates that the proposed wetlands would be consistent with the ALC Act and 
Regulations, meaning that the proposed natural wetlands could be removed and used for 
agricultural purposes in the future. If there is a desire to pursue exclusion from the ALR, 
including the potential preservation of a wetland area, staff would require the applicant to 
provide an assessment and detailed proposal from a Qualified Environmental Professional 
(QEP), including the following information:  
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• how to reconcile the preservation of the area with the Agricultural Land Commission Act 
and its regulations, and the Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act; 

• a detailed biophysical analysis and inventory of the site to identify existing environmental 
assets and wildlife habitat areas to be retained as a wetland, impact assessment for any 
proposed changes along with a mitigation and compensation strategy for any disturbance.  
This analysis would include provision of a detailed landscape plan indicating which area 
of the site would be retained, details on what improvements would be implemented, as 
well as a plan for monitoring and ongoing maintenance; and 

• how the applicant would formalize their commitment to retain the area as an 
environmental asset. 

Provincial Review of Bill 52 

Staff recommends that letters be sent from the Mayor on behalf of City Council to the Minister 
of Agriculture, Minister of Environment, Richmond Members of Legislative Assembly (MLAs) 
and the Premier of BC asking the Province to review Bill 52 and to consider all options to allow 
the landfill to operate in the ALR under a non-farm use application subject to City and ALC 
approval.  

This would allow the land to remain in the ALR, limit the detrimental impacts excluding the land 
from the ALR will have, and maintain the requirement that the lands be remediated to a state 
capable of soil-based agriculture upon closure.  The current situation is a direct result of the 
adoption of Bill 52, which did not anticipate the impacts the legislation would have on existing 
landfills operating in the ALR.   

Financial Impact 
None. 

Conclusion 
Montrose Industries Ltd. has applied to exclude 7011 No. 7 Road & PID 024-397-423 from the 
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). 
 
The proposal does not comply with the land use designation or applicable policies contained 
within the OCP. On this basis, it is recommended that the application be denied. 
 
 
Steven De Sousa 
Planner 2 
SDS:cas 
Attachment 1: Location Map and Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2: Timeline of Previous Approvals 
Attachment 3: Letter from the Applicant (Purpose & Rationale) 
Attachment 4: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 5: Letter from the Ministry 
Attachment 6: Cross-Sections of Proposed Height Increase 
Attachment 7: Letter from the Applicant (Compensation Package) 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

6898423 

Timeline – Montrose (Ecowaste) Previous Approvals in the ALR 

• 1993: Approval by Council and the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) to allow the landfill 
operation in the ALR under the Soil Conservation Act (Permit S-271).    

o The approval requires the site to be remediated to a state capable of soil-based agriculture 
upon the end of the term (closure of the landfill). This includes covering the site with 
approximately 2 m of soils (consistent with the BC Contaminated Sites Regulations standards 
for agricultural land use) and ensuring a final agricultural soil capability rating of Class 2A is 
achieved.  To further support soil-based agriculture, the remediation plan also requires the 
installation of irrigation and drainage required to support agricultural production. The original 
approval included a height limit of 8 m and a term of 5 years. 

• 1999: Approval for a 10 year renewal to Permit S-271 to allow the continued operation of the landfill 
in the ALR. 

• 2002: Repeal of the Soil Conservation Act resulting in soil removal and filling in the ALR being 
regulated and permitted through the ALC Act and related regulations (i.e., non-farm use application). 

• 2009-2015: Exploration and development planning by the applicant for a large scale phased industrial 
development proposed for the site south of Blundell Road (outside of the ALR and designated in the 
OCP for industry). This resulted in shifting the focus of the landfill operation to filling the industrial 
site to the south in order to prepare for future industrial development. 

• 2015: Council and the ALC approved a non-farm use application (AG 14-654361) for the subject site 
in the ALR to develop four temporary material recovery facilities associated with the landfill and 
continue the operation of the landfill until 2035, up to a maximum height of 18 m. 

• 2019: the applicant submitted another non-farm use application (AG 19-863866) to expand one of the 
previously approved material recovery facilities, add two additional material recovery facilities, and 
extend the term of the landfill operation to 2055.  No change to 18m maximum height proposed. 

o Council endorsed the non-farm use application and sent to the ALC on February 10, 2020.   
o The ALC approved the material recovery facilities, but rejected the request to extend the term 

of the landfill, due to changes in legislation regarding fill placement and the definition of 
prohibited fill in the ALR, which now includes demolition and construction waste. The 
landfill operation primarily accepts materials originating from demolition, land clearing and 
construction activities. 

• 2020: The applicant submitted the subject exclusion application (AG 20-914852) prior to the 
September 30, 2020 deadline for individual landowners to submit exclusion applications to the ALC. 
As a result of Bill 15 – 2019: Agricultural Land Commission Amendment Act, only the Provincial 
Government, Local or First Nation governments or prescribed public bodies may make exclusion 
applications now. 

• 2021: the applicant submitted a Zoning Text Amendment application (ZT 21-922710) to allow the 
material recovery facilities, but has been put on hold by the applicant until the matter of the operational 
term of the landfill has been resolved. 

• 2021: submission by the City of a reconsideration request of the ALC’s decision to deny the term 
extension of the landfill. ALC decision letter dated October 1, 2021, indicates that the City’s 
reconsideration would not be considered. 

• 2022: new Design, Operation and Closure Plan (DOCP) submitted to the Ministry of Environment 
(MOE) by the applicant in February. Staff were informed of the new DOCP submission to MOE by the 
applicant on May 3, 2022.  DOCP indicates intention to increase height to 28m and extend landfill term 
to 2060. 
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Ecowaste Industries Ltd. ALR Exclusion Application ID #61386 
Sept 23, 2020  

Supplemental Information - Proposal & Rationale 

1. Application and Properties

This application by Ecowaste Industries Ltd. (“Ecowaste”) is to exclude from the Agricultural 
Land Reserve two properties the company owns in Richmond totalling 60.8 ha (the 
“Properties”).  The purpose of the exclusion is to enable Ecowaste’s landfill and its waste 
recycling / recovery / diversion facilities to continue to operate on these Properties beyond 
2035. 

In Agricultural Land Commission Resolutions 384/2015 and 385/2015 the Commission 
encouraged Ecowaste and the City of Richmond to consider whether these two Properties 
might be more appropriately used for industrial purposes.  The ALC also suggested an 
alternative use such as industrial might relieve pressures on higher quality land that is actively 
used for agriculture.  The Commission also considered that the length of time the Properties 
had been used as a landfill may have limited the site’s potential to effectively support a soil-
based agricultural operation.   

Furthermore, on August 26, 2020 the Commission contacted Ecowaste to recommend the 
company make an application to exclude the Properties from the ALR in order for the landfill 
and its waste recycling/recovery/diversion facilities to continue in operation beyond 2035.  

The two Properties are located within the area bounded by Granville Road (north), No. 7 Road 
(east), Blundell Road (south) and Savage Road (west) in Richmond.  Both are in the ALR.  They 
are designated AGR (Agriculture) in Richmond’s OCP (Bylaw 9000) and zoned AG1 (Agriculture) 
in Bylaw 8500.  Property 1 (PID 024-397-423) is 7.1 ha;  Property 2 (PID 024-397-407) is 53.7 ha. 
Property 2 is located at 7011 No. 7 Road, Richmond.  Property 1 is located Northeast of 7011 
No. 7 Road. 

2. History

The Properties were stripped of peat several decades before the landfill came into operation, a 
process which started in World War II.  The peat was used to provide cushioning for the 
shipment of ammunition.  Neither Property has been farmed since.  There is no record of either 
having been farmed prior to WW II.   

ATTACHMENT 3
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Ecowaste has nearly 50 years of waste management experience in Richmond.  From 1971 to 
1986 the company (then called Richmond Landfill Ltd.) operated a municipal solid waste landfill 
on 65 hectares of land previously owned by the Fraser River Harbour Commission.  That 
property was excluded from the Agricultural Land Reserve in the 1970s.  As that 65 ha property 
was being filled Ecowaste purchased the two Properties which are the subject of this 
application, and on which the company now operates its landfill for demolition, construction 
and land clearing (DLC) waste.  Ecowaste has permission from the ALC, the City of Richmond, 
BC’s Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (Operational Certificate 4922) and Metro 
Vancouver (Licences L005 and C007) for its operations.   
 
An operating permit was initially issued by the Ministry of Environment in 1986.  This was 
converted to an Operating Certificate in 1992 and updated to the current Operational 
Certificate 4922 by BC’s Ministry of Environment & Climate Change Strategy under section 28 of 
the Environmental Management Act on September 6, 2017 (the “OC”).  Under section 1.1.5 of 
the OC waste that can be accepted by Ecowaste and deposited as fill includes construction, 
demolition and landfill clearing debris, contaminated soils and other wastes. 
 

Over the past 30 years Ecowaste has added recycling operations to its landfill operation.  These 
include conversion of yard waste into compost, conversion of clean wood into biofuels and 
conversion of concrete into aggregate.  The compost and aggregate products are used for 
landfill closure activities or sold commercially to the public or to custom soils manufacturers on 
site.  Soils are also made available for use by area farmers to enhance both the amounts and 
capabilities of topsoil on farmland in Richmond and nearby farm communities.   Ecowaste also 
treats contaminated soils through bioremediation and storage.  Ecowaste’s on-site tenants 
manufacture custom soils using wastewater treatment plant biosolids imported to the site and 
compost generated on site.  Soils manufactured from regional waste water treatment plants 
have also been used to establish woodlots used for landfill leachate treatment, which is part of 
the landfill operation.  Contaminated soils are treated by a soil bio-remediation company;  once 
remediated they are either used on site in landfill construction or sold for other off-site uses. 

The mix of materials accepted by Ecowaste are inert (non-polluting, non-toxic) and originate 
primarily from construction, demolition and land clearing activities in the Lower Mainland.  The 
materials accepted consist mostly of wood (41% by weight), followed by asphalt (13%), building 
materials (10%), rubble (9%) and plastic (9%).  Other land-clearing debris, metal, textiles, soil, 
paper, rubber, masonry, concrete, and insulation (excluding asbestos) make up the remainder.  
Ecowaste’s current non-farm use application (Richmond file AG 19-863866;  ALC file 59139) and 
pending as of this date, contemplates additional Materials Recovery Facilities (“MRFs”) which 
will allow it to accept and process a broader range of wood, plastics, carpet, roofing and 
aggregates.  None of these additional wastes will be landfilled.   
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3. Previous ALR Applications

Five applications have been made to the ALC over the past 40 years, including: 

Application ID 22175/Legacy File: 11019 
Northern Industries Ltd. 
Soil/Fill Application 
1980 - for the removal of 220,000 cubic metres of peat 
Approved by ALC Resolution #100/1981 

Application ID 40356/Legacy File: 20224 
Richmond Landfill Ltd. 
1986 - to extend land use onto 29 ha 
Non-Farm Use Application 
Refused by ALC Resolution #908/1986 

Application ID 995/Legacy File: 27166 
Ecowaste Industries Ltd. 
Non-Farm Use 
1992 - for further extraction of peat and deposit of materials 
Approved by ALC Resolution #173/1993  
With 10-year extension granted in 1998 

Application IDs 54043 & 54044 
Ecowaste Industries Ltd. 
Non-Farm Use 
2015 – to locate four operations related to the landfill operation and grant a 20-year extension 
(to 2035) 
Approved by ALC Resolutions #384/2015 & #385/2015  

Application ID 59139 
Ecowaste Industries Ltd. 
2019 – to revise the 2015 approval to allow Ecowaste to replace one of the four materials 
recovery facility operators approved by #384/2015 and #385/2015 with Ecowaste;  to increase 
the footprint of that operation from 1.3 ha to 3.3 ha;  to operate two additional Materials 
Recovery Facilities in addition to those approved in 2015; and to extend the term of approval 
of #384/2015 and #385/2015 by 20 years (to 2055).
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4. Status of Properties 
 
(a) Landfilling 
 
No landfilling occurred on the two Properties between 2013 and 2020 as the site wasn’t needed 
while the filling of Ecowaste’s non-ALR south landfill was underway to prepare that site for the 
industrial park development.  However, on Properties 1 and 2 additional grasslot space was 
created to assist with leachate processing through an irrigation system that is applied to 
willows and forage grasses.  Once harvested, these plants are either used in the on-site 
compost program or baled and used for run-off and sedimentation control on site.  An updated 
Design Operations and Closure Plan was submitted to the BC Ministry of Environment and 
Climate Change in December, 2018. 
 
(b) Agriculture 
 
In 2006 Ecowaste constructed a soil-plant system for use as an irrigation-based leachate 
treatment process.  In 2007 it began creating topsoil using combinations of sand, biosolids, 
recycled-paper fibres and wood waste.  These topsoils were used to establish treatment plots 
covering the capped portion of the landfill.  This was then planted with fast-growing poplar 
trees.  This was expanded between 2008 and 2010 using copiced willows.  After 2010 there was 
further expansion.  A portion was converted to forage grasses in 2018 and another portion will 
be converted this year.  The soil-plant treatment plots are irrigated with leachate which has 
undergone treatment in our aeration pond and in the engineered wetland, providing additional 
leachate capacity and harvestable biomass.  This system satisfies the Agricultural zoning of the 
site and provides Ecowaste with a biomass crop for harvest and use as soil, and for sediment 
control barriers.  Other agricultural activities include: 
 
- composting operations to produce soil blends and site cover, 
- noxious weed management (implemented in 2015) to address Japanese knotweed, thistle and 
scotch broom infestation, and 
- managing soil stockpiles. 
 
 

5. Why an Exclusion? 
 
Ecowaste’s landfill is a non-farm use permitted under the Agricultural Land Commission Act 
(ALCA).  This non-farm use was initially approved in 1993 with a 10-year extension granted in 
1998.  A further extension (until 2035) was granted by the Agricultural Land Commission in 
2015.  The 2015 ALC approval is included with the application documents. 
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As part of the 2015 approval Ecowaste was granted permission (1) to locate four ancillary 
operations (known as Tervita, Quantum Murray, Yardworks-Arrow and Urban Wood Waste 
Recyclers) related to the landfill onto the properties (Application 54043) and (2) to continue the 
operation of the landfill for a period of 20 years, thereby increasing the final elevation of the 
Properties from that which was previously approved (Application 54044). 
 
In May 2019 Ecowaste applied to amend the 2015 ALC approval (i) to replace Urban Wood 
Waste Recyclers with Ecowaste as the operator of MRF #4, (ii) to enlarge the footprint of that 
facility, (iii) to build two additional materials recovery facilities on the landfill (MRFs #5 & #6), 
and (iv) to extend the term of the 2015 approval by 20 years, from 2035 to 2055.  Ecowaste’s 
amendment request was in the form of a non-farm use application (Application 59139).  The 
City of Richmond endorsed and forwarded the application after a unanimous vote by Council.   
 
None of these amendments, if approved, would require or result in any change to the waste 
stream coming to the landfill site, or any additional landfill material being deposited on the site, 
or any change to final elevation of the site approved in 2015.  The result would be that more of 
the incoming waste would be reprocessed and recovered and the landfill would be able to 
continue operating for an additional 20 years before reaching capacity. 
 
On August 26, 2020 the ALC contacted Ecowaste to advise of its concern that, as a result of 
changes in Bill 15-2019, the ALC could be prevented from granting a 20-year extension of the 
term granted in 2015.  The ALC advised that the changes in Bill 15-2019 would not prevent the 
Commission from approving the replacement of Urban by Ecowaste as the operator of MRF #4 
or from approving a larger footprint for that facility or from approving the two additional MRFs 
#5 and #6, if it otherwise chose to do so.   
 
The reason given by the ALC was that Bill 15-2019 resulted in a new section of the Agricultural 
Land Reserve Use Regulation which provided that certain types of waste could not be used as 
fill on agricultural land.  These had been approved by the ALC in 2015 and continue to be 
permitted under that approval;  under Ecowaste’s Operational Certificate 4922 issued under 
the Environmental Management Act; and under the licences issued by Metro Vancouver.   
 
Because of this, and in order to avoid permanently closing the landfill in 2035, on August 26 the 
ALC recommended Ecowaste make an application to exclude its two Properties from the ALR.  
Also on August 26 Ecowaste was advised by the ALC that Bill 15-2019 did not prevent Ecowaste 
from continuing to operate until 2035 under its 2015 approval.   
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Furthermore, exclusion of the Properties is also consistent with two of the findings of the ALC 
expressed in its 2015 approval resolutions: 
 
 
[13] Although the Commission has, through previous approval and related conditions, 
supported the reclamation of the Properties for agricultural purposes, the Panel discussed 
whether the most effective end use of the Properties, from a planning perspective, is 
agriculture.  The Panel made no determinative decision in this regard, but encourages the 
Applicant, along with the City, to consider whether the Properties might be more 
appropriately looked at as a logical expansion of the adjoining industrial area. 
 
 
[14] Conditions are in place that strives to ensure the future use of the Properties is 
agricultural.  While the Panel remains certain these conditions are imperative, the 
agricultural future of a site that has serve[d] as a land fill for the amount [of] time in 
question, may have limited the potential for the Properties to effectively support a soil-based 
agricultural operation.  As a result, considering alternative uses on the Properties, such as 
industrial, may be prudent especially if it relieves pressures on higher quality land that is 
actively used for agriculture. 
   
 
If the Properties are excluded from the ALR Ecowaste will keep the landfill in operation until 
2055 or until it reaches capacity.  Ecowaste will also: 
 

 Put into agricultural production two of its other ALR properties that are not being farmed – 
its 6.5 ha property (PID 003-560-261) at 6871 No. 7 Rd and its 24.9 ha property (PID 003-
574-229) on Francis. 
 

 Make a financial contribution towards City infrastructure projects that improve drainage 
and improve farm access in other parts of Richmond. 
 

 Establish a natural wetlands on part of its 32 ha ALR property (PID 003-845-231) at 8060 No. 
6 Rd. as permitted under the ALC Act and Regulations.   
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6. Additional Considerations  

 

Are the properties capable of being farmed? No, as they are being used for a landfill and have 
been used for that purpose for many years.   

Based on the BC Land Inventory (BCLI) “Land Capability Classification for Agriculture in B.C.” 
system, the improved agricultural capability ratings applicable to the Properties are Class 2 
and Class 3, more specifically approximately 90% (03LWF), 9% (7:02w 3:03LW) and 1% 
(6:3DW 4:3WN).  However, the historical mapping for the Properties is not applicable due to 
(1) past peat extraction and (2) soil disturbance from decades of landfill use.  Historical 
surveys prior to the peat extraction show the main agricultural limitations of the soils in the 
area were excess soil moisture, poorly decomposed peat and low fertility.  

  

Are the Properties suitable for agricultural use?  No, and they cannot be until the landfill 
operation ceases and only if the Properties are rehabilitated for farming.  Even then, there will 
still be (i) possible consumer resistance to eating food that has been grown on a former landfill 
site and (ii) limited access for farm vehicles as the only road access is from the east along 
Blundell Road through Port Metro Vancouver’s industrial operations and Blundell does not 
continue west to connect with No. 6 Rd.   
 
The ALC itself has questioned the suitability of these Properties for agricultural use.  In its 2015 
decision the Commission determined: 
 
 “… the agricultural future of a site that has serve[d] as a land fill for the amount [of] time in 
question, may have limited the potential for the Properties to effectively support a soil-based 
agricultural operation.  As a result, considering alternative uses on the Properties, such as 
industrial, may be prudent especially if it relieves pressures on higher quality land that is 
actively used for agriculture.” 
 
The ALC also addressed whether the most effective end use of the Properties was agriculture.  
It made no determinative decision in this regard but encouraged Ecowaste and the City “… to 
consider whether the Properties might be more appropriately looked at as a logical expansion 
of the adjoining industrial area.” 
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Will there be any additional adverse impact on adjacent farm properties if the exclusion were 
allowed?  No.  There are no working farms adjacent to the eastern, southern or western edges 
of the Properties.  There are four working farms to the north:  15100, 15260, 15380 and 15460 
Westminster Highway.  All of these farms are accessed from Westminster.  Ecowaste has 
several decades of experience working amicably with its neighbours – farmers and non-farmers 
alike – and the company is committed to continue doing so.  Any minor impacts our neighbours 
currently experience as a result of the operation of the landfill would not change because of the 
proposed exclusion from the ALR, as the landfill would continue in operation until 2055 or until 
it reached capacity. (See letter dated June 20, 2019 from Ecowaste to the City of Richmond on 
“Adjacency Impacts”, included with this application.)  
 
Will this set a precedent for similar exclusion applications from landowners in Richmond or 
Metro Vancouver generally?  No.  Ecowaste’s properties, their history of peat extraction, their 
use as a landfill and their location next to industrial uses are sufficiently unique to discourage 
any other landowner from claiming the proposed exclusion of the Properties as a precedent in 
another application.  Furthermore, the ALC has twice suggested exclusion might be an option 
for these properties - in 2015 and 2020 – which in itself is unprecedented.          
 
Could the proposed landfill be accommodated on lands outside the ALR or in the ALR but on 
land that is less capable?  No.  The site is already being used as a landfill;  no other lands in the 
region outside the ALR are available or suitable for a landfill;  and there are no less capable 
lands within the ALR of sufficient size available or suitable for a landfill.  There is only one other 
landfill left in the Lower Mainland – the Vancouver Landfill in Delta – and it is scheduled to close 
in 2028.   
 
Who else supports this?   The existing landfill operation is supported by the Ministry of 
Environment and Climate Change and Metro Vancouver but neither has been asked for their 
opinion on this exclusion application.  However, continuation of the landfill beyond 2035 
supports many of the key strategies and objectives of both the ministry and Metro.  And the 
ALC itself has suggested industrial use might be more appropriate than agriculture.       
 
Despite the non-agricultural nature of the proposed uses are they important for the local 
community, region or province?  Yes.  The landfill already provides (and will continue to 
provide) a range of important services and benefits to Richmond, to the region and to the 
province as a whole, as described herein.  By excluding the Properties and permitting the 
landfill to operate beyond 2035, these services and benefits will continue.  There will also be 
several benefits to local agriculture, including: 
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 Reducing the demand for illegal dumping in the City and region, some of which now occurs 
on farmland.  

 Increasing the range and quality of soil available to local farmers by treating contaminated 
soils through bioremediation and custom soils manufacturing.  

 Producing ground wood for animal bedding or as hog fuel for greenhouse boilers.  

 Reducing pressure by others to apply to the Commission to convert productive farmland to 

landfill operations. 

 Bringing 30 more hectares of Richmond farmland into agricultural production.   

 Providing funds for City infrastructure projects that improve drainage and improve farm 
access in other parts of Richmond. 
 

Ecowaste will also work with the City to establish a natural wetlands on part of its 32 ha ALR 
property (PID 003-845-231) at 8060 No. 6 Rd., as permitted by the ALC Act and Regulations.   
 
 

7. What’s At Stake? 
 
While Canada and the world face a climate emergency, at the regional level Metro Vancouver is 
facing a waste crisis.  More specifically, the region is challenged with limited options when it 
comes to disposing of all the demolition, construction and land clearing waste being generated 
each year.  Since Ecowaste’s 2015 ALC approval, more DLC waste was generated in the Lower 
Mainland than had been anticipated;  local governments have mandated that more of the 
waste stream be recovered;  technology has been developed to make it possible to do so;  and 
other landfill options for the region have either disappeared or, in the case of the Vancouver 
Landfill, advanced its anticipated closure date from 2036 to 2028.  Ecowaste will soon be the 
only landfill of any type in the region.  [See Appendix A for more complete discussion of the 
waste issues which are driving the need for Ecowaste to continue its landfill beyond 2035.] 
 
Ecowaste has a plan to extend the life of its landfill and recycle/repurpose more materials to 
address these challenges.  It involves investing in more and bigger MRFs on site and adding 20 
years to the life of the landfill.  This is designed to recover more materials coming to the landfill 
that would otherwise be buried.  Ecowaste had anticipated that, if its current ALC non-farm use 
application were approved, the landfill and the additional materials recovery facilities would 
continue to operate until 2055.  If the additional 20 year term requested in that application is 
not approved, the only way of ensuring Ecowaste can continue to operate beyond 2035 is to 
have the two landfill Properties excluded from the ALR.   
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Adding more years to the term approved by the City and ALC in 2015 will ensure sufficient DLC 
waste will be available to enable the landfill to justify the costs of the three Materials Recovery 
Facilities.  Keeping the landfill in operation will also give the region more time to address the 
long-term waste crisis and to plan for an eventual replacement of the Ecowaste landfill.  It is 
noteworthy that:   
 
1. There would be no change to the waste stream coming to the landfill if the properties were 
excluded from the ALR. 
2. There would be no change to the source of this waste, i.e. it would remain primarily the 
Lower Mainland. 
3. There would be no organics or “green waste” coming to the landfill, as is the case now. 
 
 
Currently Ecowaste’s landfill accepts 260,000 tonnes of DLC waste annually while the 
Vancouver Landfill accepts 70,000 tonnes.  The latter is scheduled to close in 2028.  When that 
happens the DLC waste that Vancouver Landfill currently accepts each year will either be 
directed to Ecowaste or sent out of the region, most likely to the US.  Governments need to 
plan for this today, which is why Ecowaste is making this application.  And we are prepared to 
make the investment needed without any public funds. 
 
If Ecowaste’s landfill and MRFs can continue to operate until 2055 it will enable the region to 
recycle/recover 45% to 50% more construction and demolition waste from the region each 
year;  recycle/recover more types of waste from the existing waste stream;  and extend the life 
of the landfill from 2035 to 2055.  This will serve the waste needs of the region more 
comprehensively and for a longer period, and directly support Metro Vancouver’s Integrated 
Solid Waste & Resource Management Plan including such ISWRMP strategies and actions as: 
 
Strategy 2.4     Target demolition, land clearing and construction (DLC) sector for increased 

reuse and recycling 
 
Action 2.4.2     Implement waste reduction strategies directed toward diverting DLC waste from 

disposal while supporting opportunities for beneficial use. 
 
Action 2.4.3     Review existing DLC recycling and processing capacity, project future needs and 

develop a strategy to address any identified gaps. 
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Strategy 2.7     Target wood for reuse, recycle and energy recovery 
 
Action 2.7.3     Encourage highest and best use for wood following waste management 

hierarchy in the following priority: (a) reuse…, (b) recycle… (c) compost…, (d) 
…produce biofuels, (e) process wood as a fuel… 

 
 
Strategy 4.2     Ensure a disposal site is available for DLC waste 
 
Action 4.2.1     Assess long-term disposal of DLC waste remaining after recycling in collaboration 
with the private sector 
 
Action 4.2.2     Identify disposal sites for DLC waste remaining after recycling that will be 

available when existing disposal facilities reach their capacity 
 
 
 

8. Summary 
 
 

 Ecowaste wishes to continue to provide a valued service to the residents of the City of 
Richmond and the Lower Mainland through its construction and demolition recycling 
and disposal services, including the landfill operation.   

 Ecowaste has operated on this site since 1985 and has a consistent record of responsibly 
handling all waste materials. 

 The Ecowaste Landfill is the only dedicated local disposal option in the region for 
construction and demolition waste.  The Vancouver Landfill provides limited disposal 
options for C&D waste and is scheduled to close in 2028;  what Vancouver Landfill and 
Ecowaste Landfill cannot take now or in the future would have to be exported out of the 
region, likely out of the country. 

 Ecowaste Landfill is in full compliance with it Operational Certificate 4922 issued by the 
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy, and with the licences issued by 
Metro Vancouver.  It will continue to do so after exclusion of the Properties.  

 Ecowaste also has a long history providing the City of Richmond with recycling of yard 
waste (into compost) and accepting soils from public works activities at a discount, 
which will continue. 
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 The private investment by Ecowaste in the materials recovery facilities is $40 – $50 
million so they are only viable if (1) they are located on the landfill itself and (2) they 
have many more years to recover Ecowaste’s costs.   

 Even if the lands are excluded from the ALR the City will retain control over their use 
through its zoning and other bylaws, and through its regulation of servicing for water 
supply, wastewater collection and storm water collection and discharge. 

 In Agricultural Land Commission Resolutions 384/2015 and 385/2015 the Commission 
encouraged Ecowaste and the City of Richmond to consider whether the Properties 
might be more appropriately used for industrial purposes.   

 The ALC also suggested an alternative use such as Industrial might relieve pressures on 
higher quality land that is actively used for agriculture.   

 The Commission also considered that the length of time the Properties had been used 
as a landfill may have limited the site’s potential to effectively support a soil-based 
agricultural operation.   

 In August of 2020 the ALC recommended the company make an application to exclude 
the Properties from the ALR in order for the landfill and its waste recycling / recovery / 
diversion facilities to continue beyond 2035.  

*** 
 
 
Contact: John Moonen, John Moonen & Associates Ltd. 
5330 Montiverdi Place, West Vancouver, B.C.  V7W 2W8 
604.921.6433; 604.786.7654 
johnmoonen@telus.net 
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Appendix A 

 
As the population of the region grows, the amount of DLC waste increases, other landfill 
options disappear and technology improves, there will be an even greater demand for recycling 
and diverting waste from landfills.  We believe Ecowaste’s landfill is the ideal place for them to 
be located.  In Metro Vancouver’s November 2017 “Biennial/5-Year Progress Report on the 
Integrated Solid Waste & Resource Management Plan (“ISWRMP”) the amount of construction 
and demolition waste disposed of at the Vancouver Landfill and by private DLC landfills 
(including Ecowaste’s) grew from 306,065 tonnes in 2010 to 351,076 tonnes in 2016: 
 
Year                 Vancouver Landfill                              Private Facilities                     Total                 
 
2010                140,734                                               165,331                                   306,065 
2011                196,498                                               169,961                                   366,459 
2012                185,317                                               173,374                                   358,691 
2013                159,303                                               233,039                                   392,342 
2014                132,721                                               260,951                                   393,672 
2015                124,044                                               266,338                                   390,382 
2016                118,168                                               232,908                                   351,076 
 

The total figure increased to 371,521 tonnes in 2017 [see MV’s “2017 Recycling and Solid 
Waste Management Summary”] and to 420,000 tonnes in 2018.  With the recent loss of two 
other private landfills in the region, Ecowaste is having to accept a growing share.  It accepted 
86,000 tonnes of DLC waste in 2010;  this grew to 190,000 tonnes in 2014 and to 260,000 
tonnes in 2019.  When the Vancouver Land Fill closes in 2028 this number will increase 
significantly. 
 
In a 2016 report by Tetra Tech for Metro Vancouver entitled “2015 Demolition, Land-clearing 
and Construction Waste Composition Monitoring Program” the percentage of wood at VLF in 
2015 was found to be significantly higher than it was in 2011.  It had increased by 29% over 4 
years.  Wood now makes up over 40% of the materials accepted by Ecowaste:  in 2015 this was 
77,726 tonnes of the 190,000 tonne total.  The Tetra Tech report also found that 27,720 tonnes 
of wood were sent “out-of-region” in 2015, out of a total of 70,000 tonnes leaving the region. 
 
This cannot continue, which is one of the reasons in 2013 Ecowaste sought and obtained 
approval for Urban Wood Waste Recyclers to build and operate MRF #4 on its site.  Now a 
larger MRF than originally approved by Richmond and the ALC is desperately needed.  And 
additional materials recovery facilities (MRF #5 and MRF #6) need to be put in place to address 
the growing crisis.   

*** 
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Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Department 

 
AG 20-914852  Attachment 4 

Address: 7011 No. 7 Road & PID 024-397-423 

Applicant: Montrose Industries Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): East Richmond 
   

 Existing Proposed 
Owner: Montrose Industries Ltd. No change 

Site Size: 

• 7011 No. 7 Road: 132.5 ac 
(53.6 ha) 

• PID 024-397-423: 17.5 ac 
(7.1 ha) 

• Total: 150 ac (60.7 ha) 

No change 

Land Uses: Landfill activities and related uses No change 

OCP Designation: Agriculture (AGR) No change 

Zoning: Agriculture (AG1) No change 

Agricultural Land Reserve: The site is contained in the ALR Proposed removal of the site 
from the ALR 
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March 29, 2022 

Ministry of Agriculture, Food 
and Fisheries  

Office of the Minister Mailing Address: 
PO Box 9043 Stn Prov Govt 
Victoria BC   V8W 9E2 

Telephone: 250 387-1023 
Facsimile: 250 387-1522 

Web Address:  http://gov.bc.ca/agri/ 

File: 0280-30 
Ref: 196755 

His Worship Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie 
City of Richmond 
6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 
Email: mayorandcouncillors@richmond.ca 

Dear Mayor Brodie, 

Thank you for your letter of November 3, 2021, regarding the Agricultural Land 
Commission’s (ALC) decision on EcoWaste Industries Ltd.’s (EcoWaste) application. In your 
letter, you request that the ministry review the matter and consider legislative changes to 
allow EcoWaste’s landfill to extend its operations while remaining within the ALR. I 
apologize for the delayed response; the combination of the wildfire season followed by 
intense flooding has created challenging times for the agriculture sector in our province. 

I understand that EcoWaste submitted a non–farm use application to expand and extend 
its operations in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) to 2055. This application was not 
approved by the ALC. The City of Richmond (the City) requested reconsideration of this 
decision. This request was refused by the ALC because it did not meet the legislated 
criteria for reconsideration. EcoWaste has requested that the City make an application to 
the ALC to exclude the landfill from the ALR, which will be considered by the City in the 
coming months. 

Protecting the ALR from illegal dumping of demolition and construction waste is 
important to the preservation of agricultural land. Government made regulatory changes 
in 2019 to expressly prohibit the use of this waste as fill on the ALR. The provision of 
legitimate landfills to accept and manage demolition and construction waste is a critical 
component to protecting the entire ALR because it reduces barriers to compliance with 
illegal dumping restrictions. 

The Ministry is looking into the matter and encourages the affected parties (e.g., 
EcoWaste, local government, etc.) to exhaust all available avenues to resolve this issue. 

…/2 
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Thank you again for your follow-up communication and your continued efforts to support 
agriculture in the province.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Lana Popham 
Minister 
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January 21, 2022 

File: AG 20-914852 

Delivered via email only 

Steven De Sousa 

Planning & Development Division 

City of Richmond 

6911 No. 3 Road 

Richmond BC 

V6Y 2C1 

Dear Steven De Souza, 

I am writing in response to the questions and issues you raised in your March 5, 2021, letter 

regarding Montrose’s application to exclude 7011 No. 7 Road & PID 024-397-423 from the 

Agricultural Land Reserve (processed by the City of Richmond under reference number AG 20-

914852). In September 2021, I became CEO of Montrose Industries and will be the primary contact 

point going forward.  

Since joining Montrose, my informal discussions with City of Richmond councillors and all other 

stakeholders has confirmed, in our view, a broad understanding and agreement on the value of 

securing the future of this landfill which provides significant benefits to both Richmond and the 

broader Metro Vancouver region and beyond. Our landfill is one of only two operating landfills in 

the Lower Mainland, and without approval of our exclusion application, we will be forced to begin a 

wind-down process in late 2022 or early 2023 for closure in 2024.  

Each stakeholder I talk to has encouraged Montrose to follow up directly with City staff on the 

proposals we outlined in our initial application. These proposals explain how we can work together 

to provide a benefit to agricultural production for the City, enhance City infrastructure and provide 

critical ecological system functions through the creation of a wetland.  

An update on our proposals to the City of Richmond 

In your March 2021 letter you requested additional information on the proposals included in our 

initial application, which I have provided below:  

a) Put into agricultural production two of Montrose’s other ALR properties that are not

being farmed. You wrote in your letter that “staff do not consider this a benefit to

agriculture as the lands are already in the ALR and there are currently no impediments to

bringing these lands into agricultural production.” We believe there are benefits in using this

land for agricultural production rather than having it lie fallow. We are currently working

with potential partners on proposals that will bring these lands into agricultural production
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so they can contribute to the local food supply and provide local employment. We will 

continue to keep the City informed as we go forward. 

b) Make a financial contribution towards City infrastructure projects that improve 

drainage and improve farm access in other parts of Richmond. In your March 2021 

letter you asked us to provide additional details and to quantify our financial contribution. 

Montrose is prepared to make a financial contribution of $25,000 for each of the 150 acres 

we have requested to be excluded from the ALR, with the monies earmarked for agricultural 
enhancement projects that improve drainage, expand farm access or make other needed 

improvements to enhance farming in Richmond. The total value of this contribution would 

be $3.75 million.  

c) Establish a natural wetlands on part of our 32-hectare ALR property at 8030 No. 6 

Road as permitted under the ALC Act and Regulations. In your March 2021 letter you 

asked for more details on the proposed wetlands and how it could coordinate with efforts to 

protect Sandhill crane habitat. Montrose is prepared to set aside approximately 10 hectares 

of this 32-hectare site for an extended term lease to create a wetland, within the rules set 

out by the ALC for such use. We estimate a market cost to us of $4.5 million for the loss of 

use of this land for 30 years. We would also contribute up to $1M towards the cost of 

constructing the wetlands.   The result would be an important wetland ecosystem that could 

provide crucial habitat to Sandhill cranes as well as other animal and plant species. 

Additional context and rationale 

We note that the main reason we are applying for exclusion, is it would facilitate our ability to 

continue operating until 2055 instead of 2035, thus providing for the long term, a unique and 

crucial facility for the Region and significantly advance broad recycling goals and results. 

To this goal, in 2020, Richmond City Council unanimously approved our application to construct a 

new materials recovery facility at our site and to extend our operating term by 20 years, to 2055. 

The City forwarded our application to the ALC for approval. However, the ALC could not approve an 

operating extension beyond 2035 given that amendments to the ALR Use Regulation in 2019 

prohibited placing construction and demolition waste on ALR lands. 

In addition, an impetus for our exclusion application to the City originally came from the ALC itself. 

In 2015 and again in 2020, the ALC encouraged Montrose and the City of Richmond to consider 

whether the land under discussion might be more appropriately used to expand the adjoining 

industrial area rather than be used for agricultural purposes. 

If the City is concerned that the current agricultural land use designation of these properties will be 

lost as a result of their being excluded from the ALR, the City will continue to have complete control 

over zoning the land should the properties be excluded from the ALR. 
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Our application supports important City-endorsed policies 

Your March 2021 letter noted that Montrose’s proposed application was “contrary to existing City 

policies regarding maintaining the existing ALR boundary.” While we appreciate this, we submit 

that several aspects of this application support other City and City-endorsed policies, including: 

(a) “Support the use of agricultural land for local food production and encourage a 
local food network to increase local food supply and consumption” (from the City’s 
Farming First Strategy) by bringing into production over 30 hectares of land that have 
never been farmed; 

(b) “Continue improvements to irrigation and drainage infrastructure in support of 
agricultural production” and “Support farm access to properties located in the 
ALR” (from the City’s Farming First Strategy), by providing the City with $3.75 million 
to spend on irrigation, drainage, farm access and other improvements; 

(c) “Target demolition, land clearing and construction (DLC) sector for increased 
reuse and recycling” and “Ensure a disposal site is available for DLC waste” (from 
Metro Vancouver’s Integrated Solid Waste and Resource Management Plan) by ensuring 
the continued operation of the landfill; and 

(d) “Preserve wildlife habitat, the natural environment and our natural and cultural 
heritage” (from the City’s Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Master Plan), by 
creating wetlands. 

We welcome the opportunity to meet with you and other City staff to discuss these proposals in 

more detail. Our goal is to work together on short- and long-term solutions that enable the City to: 

• responsibly meet the waste disposal and material recycling needs of its residents,  

• support food production,  

• invest in needed agricultural infrastructure projects, and  

• create new environmentally protected wetlands.   

I also encourage you to take a look at the video at https://vimeo.com/loftymedia/ecowaste to see 

our site and learn more about our long-term vision for being part of Richmond and the Lower 

Mainland’s sustainable future. I look forward to continuing this discussion with you. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Michael Kennedy 

President & CEO 

Montrose Industries Ltd. 

 

cc: John Moonen 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Wayne Craig 
Director, Development 

James Cooper 
Director, Building Approvals 

Report to Committee 

Date: June 29, 2022 

File: 08-4105-00Nol 01 

Re: Referral Response - Residential Data and Application Timing 

Staff Recommendation 

That the staff rep011 titled "Referral Response - Residential Data and Application Timing", dated 
June 29, 2022, from the Director, Development and Director, Building Approvals be received for 
info1mation. 

Wayne Craig 
Director, Development 
(604-247-4625) 

WC/JC/JDR:js 

James Cooper 
Director, Building Approvals 
( 604-24 7-4606) 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE 

Policy Planning 0 
Corporate Business Services Solutions 0 
Information Technology 0 

SENIOR STAFF REPORT REVIEW INITIALS: APPROVED BY CAO 

Urd 
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June 29, 2022 - 2 -

Staff Report 

Origin 

File: 08-4105/Vol 0 1 

This report responds to the following refe1nl from the May 3, 2022, Planning Committee 
meeting: 

(]) That staff provide commentary regarding the number of residential Rezoning, 
Development Permit and Building Permits received each year since 2017; 

(2) That where possible, statistical data be provided to indicate the number of dwelling units 
involved each year broken down by Land Use (i.e. single-family, duplex/triplex, 
townhouse, and apartment); 

(3) That information and commentary be provided regarding the overall application review 
processes including an analysis of application review timelines, the identification of any 
items that impact the City's ability to advance applications in a timely manner and 
potential sources of Provincial and Federal fimding to improve processes; and, 

(4) That staff also identify any existing or proposed actions being undertaken to create 
efficiencies within the overall application review process. 

This report supports Council's Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #6 Strategic and Well-Planned 
Growth: 

Leadership in effective and sustainable growth that supports Richmond's physical and 
social needs. 

6.1 Ensure an effective OCP and ensure development aligns with it. 

Background 

Planning Committee has directed City staff to provide inf01mation and commentary respecting 
development activity and timelines associated with the review and consideration of residential 
development applications and buildings pe1mits. In addition to residential activity, staff have also 
provided information and commentary regarding all types of applications received and reviewed 
by the City. 

Analysis 

Item #1 and 2 - That staff provide commentary regarding the number of residential Rezoning, 
Development Permit and Building Permits received each year since 2017: and, that where 
possible, statistical data be provided to indicate the number of dwelling units involved each year 
broken down by Land Use (i.e. single-family, duplex/triplex, townhouse, and apartment) 

Between January 1, 2017 and May 11, 2022, the City had received a total of 268 Rezoning and 
Development Pe1mit applications where new residential units were proposed. These applications 
represent 215 unique development projects, totalling approximately 12,300 residential units, or 
an average of 2,320 units/year. Table 1, below, identifies the total number of units applied for 
broken down by unit type. 

6903088 
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Table 1 - Residential projects (Rezoning and Development Permits) received between 
January 1, 2017 and May 11, 2022 

Average/ 
Structure Type 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total Year 

Apartment 2,512 3,706 805 1,854 1,410 367 10,654 1,999 
Townhouse 430 450 114 85 264 121 1,464 275 
Sin le Famil 32 20 20 29 40 22 163 31 
Duplex 16 2 0 18 20 4 60 11 
Coach House 6 0 0 8 6 0 20 4 
Triplex 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 
Total Sum of 2,999 4,178 939 1,994 1,740 514 12,364 2,320 
Units 

J§t~l ·l'-lul"Jl~~r5<>! · o~v'irf olirJ1i~f<;: 
Proiects· . 

Over the same period of time, a total of 1,934 Building Permit applications containing new 
residential units were received by the City and comprise a total of 13,920 new residential units. 
This represents an average of 2,612 new residential units which were applied for on an annual 
basis between January 1, 2017 and May 11, 2022. 

Table 2 - Residential dwelling units (New residential Building Permit application) applied 
for between January 1, 2017 and May 11, 2022 

Average/ 
Structure type 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total Year 

Apartment 1,901 3,265 2,761 440 1,495 726 10,588 1,987 

Townhouse 415 195 522 43 159 0 1,334 250 

Sin le Famil 332 167 68 113 115 57 852 160 

Sin uite 262 180 92 220 222 108 1,084 203 

Sin 4 8 8 0 6 0 26 5 

Two Famil Dwellin 4 2 12 2 8 8 36 7 

Total Sum of Units 2,918 3,817 3,463 818 2,005 899 13,920 2,612 
:rotaI Num6erof J".1; 
Newrt~~.aeni1ai :.•~·•·•· 
st1Hafit' ,.Pifinlist)·· 

Commentary 

The City does not control the volume of Rezoning, Development Pe1mit and Building Pe1mits 
applied for in any given year, as applications are initiated and submitted to the City for 
consideration by individual private land owners. 

Staff anticipate that the number of residential dwelling units applied for in any given year will 
fluctuate from year-to-year, depending on a number of external factors including (but not limited 
to): market conditions in the Region, the state of the larger economy and developer priorities. 
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The total number of applications received and the total number of residential units applied for in 
any given year are generally consistent with the average over the same period, however; it should 
be noted that a single large scale multi-phased development proposal would skew the numbers 
higher in any given year. 

The Development Approvals and Building Approvals teams are responsible for the review of a 
wide range of development and Building Pe1mit applications including residential, industrial, 
commercial, office and agricultural uses. Staff have been asked to provide details on the amount 
ofresidential development projects (Rezoning, Development Pe1mits or Building Pe1mits) which 
have been applied for, however, it is impo1iant to note that there are a number of other non
residential applications which comprise a significant part of our day-to-day business. 

For example, new residential constmction accounts for approximately 21 % of all new Building 
Pe1mits received in a given year, and approximately 5% of all pe1mits types received by Building 
Approvals staff annually. While the review and issuance of residential Building Pe1mits is an 
important paii of our work, our team is also ensuring timely and complete reviews are adhered to 
for a range of building types across the City. 

Item #3 - That information and commentary be provided regarding the overall application review 
processes including an analysis of application review timelines, the identification of any items 
that impact the City's ability to advance applications in a timely manner and potential sources of 
Provincial and Federal funding to improve processes 

The review and consideration of development applications is done in a transparent and consistent 
manner, in accordance with Council's approved Official Community Plan (OCP), City Bylaws 
and Council Policies. The review process involves a number of internal and external stakeholders 
and touches almost every department of the City at one point in time or another. This detailed 
review process ensures that the City remains successful in securing public amenities such as 
child care, community centers and cultural facilities; public aii; affordable housing; rental 
housing; as well as technical building review, and engineering and transportation servicing 
upgrades consistent with City Bylaws and Policies. 

The most appropriate measure of service in the review of development and Building Permit 
application is the time between having received a complete application and the completion of the 
initial staff review and formal comprehensive comments having been provided to the applicant. 
Based on a review of historic records, staff estimate that it takes on average four-and-a-half 
months to complete this policy and technical review, and provide fmmal comments to the 
applicant for Rezoning and Development Pe1mit applications. 

With respect to Building Pe1mit applications, Building Approvals staff are committed to 
providing feedback on regulatmy compliance, including compliance with the BC Building Code, 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, and the City's Building Regulation Bylaw 7230, to the applicant within six 
weeks of an application being made. Staff are in regular contact with the applicants during this 
time, seeking clarification, requesting additional infmmation and providing informal comments. 
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Commentary 

The greatest factor in the ability for Staff to provide initial comprehensive comments in a timely 
manner is the quality of the applicant's initial submission. Where an application for Rezoning, 
Development Permit or Building Pe1mit is submitted with incomplete and inaccurate materials, 
significant staff time and resources are spent requesting additional materials and inf01mation in 
order to complete the initial review. The f01mal comment letter is the result of review by 
interested internal City depaiiments and info1med by dialogue between staff and the applicant 
during the review process. 

Staff comments respecting Rezoning and Development Permit applications are based on the 
review of Council's approved Bylaws and Policies, including the OCP, built f01m and landscape 
Development Pe1mit guidelines, Zoning Bylaw 8500, and technical servicing review. There are 
also a number of areas of staffs review that require back-and-fo1ih with the applicant including, 
for example, the review of the proposal against the City's Tree Protection Bylaw 8057, 
Affordable Housing Strategy, Energy Step Code requirements, and District Energy Utility 
requirements. Where applicants choose to debate City comments or request variances to Bylaws 
or Policies, significant time and resources are spent in resolving these aspects of a project before 
advancing the application to Committee or the Development Pe1mit Panel on the basis of 
compliance with Council's policies. 

Similarly, Building Approvals staff review Building Permit applications for regulatory 
compliance, including compliance with the BC Building Code (BCBC), the City's Building 
Regulation Bylaw 7230, Zoning Bylaw 8500, approved Rezoning and Development Pe1mits and 
other City Bylaws and Provincial Regulations. Applicants are required to submit schedules for 
assurance which confinn that the project has been designed according to and in compliance with 
the BCBC and all applicable City and Provincial regulations and standards. In addition, a Code 
Equivalency Report ( or Alternative Solutions Rep01i) may be required where the design of the 
project does not follow the exact code or regulation, but where an alternative path to compliance 
can be achieved. Significant delays can occur where applications are submitted with incomplete 
schedules or where Code Equivalency Repo1is for acceptance of an alternative fo1m of building 
compliance is requested. 

City staff do not control the overall timeline in which a project is advanced through the process. 
A significant portion of the development and building review process also lies with the applicant 
and their consultants/professionals. 

Responding to staff comments and feedback requires time, effort and commitment by the 
applicant and their consultant team. In some cases responding to all of staff's comments may 
take months to coordinate. It is also not uncommon for a developer to sell a prope1iy while the 
application is under review and consideration. Changes in ownership, can cause delays in the 
review and approvals process. 

Other factors that affect the time it takes for a project to advance are whether or not there are any 
external agency approvals or pe1mits required. Depending on the agency, or the approvals and 
authorization required, the involvement of external agencies can add on months or years to the 
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review process. Other agencies/authorities that may be consulted on a development proposal 
include, but are not limited to: 

• Ministry of Environment (MOE) review and approval (as required). All Rezoning 
applications and Building Pennit applications require the submission of a Site Disclosure 
Statement to assess potential site contamination. Where there are suspected activities 
where contamination may be present a refe1nl to the MOE is required, and the 
application cannot proceed to rezoning adoption or BP issuance until the MOE review 
has been completed and the City has been advised accordingly. 

• Ministry ofTransp01iation and Infrastrncture (MOTI) for preliminary review, final 
Bylaw, Subdivision, and Servicing Agreement approvals when a development site is 
located within a certain distance to a MOTI jurisdiction road. 

• Depaiiment of Fisheries and Oceans for regulatory approvals where development 
involves works within the Fraser River, including diking. 

• Ministry of Forests for matters involving Provincial land tenure. 
• Ministry of Land, Water and Resource Stewardship for Water Sustainability Act 

approvals. 
• Vancouver Costal Health for some mixed use projects with restaurants and certain 

commercial uses, and single family homes on a private septic system. 

Federal and Provincial Funding to Improve Development Review Processes 

In 2021, the Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM) announced $15 million in funding through the 
Local Government Development Approvals Program. This grant program offered to provide up 
to $500,000.00 to support enhancements to the development approvals processes while meeting 
local government planning and policy objectives. City Council authorized staff to make an 
application to the UBCM Local Government Development Approvals Program in May 2021. 
The City's application to the UBCM Program sought to implement business improvements and 
enhancements to the City's Development Approval tracking software that suppo1i the day-to-day 
operations and activities of the Development Applications and Building Approvals Departments. 
This work was to build off of recent critical updates to the AMANDA platf01m which had been 
approved in the 2018 Capital Budget. 

The City was unsuccessful in its application to the grant program. No reason was provided by 
UBCM for its decisions respecting the grant program; however, staff were told that the program 
was heavily oversubscribed by member municipalities. City staff have continued to engage the 
Province in their ongoing review of Development Approvals processes and to advocate for 
additional funding. There has been no indication whether or not the UBCM will provide similar 
funding to municipalities in the future. 

In its 2022 Budget, the Federal Government announced the creation of a "New Housing 
Accelerator Fund" to provide $4 billion over five years. The fund is to be designed to be flexible 
and could include investments in delivery processes that will speed up housing development. 
Details of the fund are still being developed at this time; however, the broad scope of the fund 
may provide future funding opportunities. 
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Item #4 - That staff also identify any existing or proposed actions being undertaken to create 
efficiencies within the overall application review process. 

There are a number of actions which the City has taken and planned projects that are underway 
to support the City's application review process and include: 

• ConcmTent review of Rezoning, Development Permit and Building Pe1mit applications. 
• Priority review of affordable housing and rental housing projects. 
• Digital submission and review of Servicing Agreement applications and single family 

Building Pe1mit applications. 
• Permitting Optimization Project launched in 2021 as part of the City's UBCM Local 

Government Development Approvals Program. 
• Preliminary Building Pe1mit application screening to identify those that may be issued 

straight away, avoiding unnecessary queuing. 
• Implementing simplified plan review for retail tenant improvements within the major 

malls. 
• Fast Track Option for simple Rezoning and Development Permit applications. 
• Inf01mation sharing and improving the quality of submissions. 
• Pre-application meetings with applicants and developers. 
• Continued participation in the provinces Development Approvals Process Review 

(DAPR). 

Concurrent Application Review 

The City has a long standing practice of accepting concmTent Rezoning, Development Pe1mit, 
Servicing Agreements and Building Pe1mit applications. This practice facilitates a thorough 
policy and technical review of applications to ensure that issues or conflicts that may arise later 
in the development process are addressed up front in the process. It also ensures that approvals 
and pe1mits are issued in a timely fashion. 

There has been limited uptake on concurrent application reviews as most applicants wish to 
receive a level of certainty on the land use approval (i.e. Council granting 3rd reading on a 
Rezoning bylaw) prior to spending considerable time/effo1i/resources on detailed design and 
servicing drawings. 

Priority review of affordable and 100% rental projects 

City staff prioritize the review of affordable and 100% rental projects, over those applications 
that are also under review. This practice establishes a separate approval stream for these types of 
application and supp01is advancing rental projects to Committee and Council for consideration in 
a timely manner. It is wo1ih noting that while establishing a priority review stream for these 
applications ensures City review is prioritized, the ability to advance an application to 
Committee and Council for consideration still requires timely responses and cooperation from 
the applicant's consultants. 

6903088 

PLN - 71



June 29, 2022 - 8 - File: 08-4105/Vol O 1 

Digital Submissions 

Since 2018, the review of Servicing Agreement applications have been completed through online 
digital submissions. The online platf01m (ePlans) provides for efficient internal review of 
servicing plans and drawings, as well as effective communication with the applicant. 

Since 2020, the City has been accepting Building Pe1mit applications digitally and conducting 
the technical review of applications electronically. 

As part of the Pe1mitting Optimization Project, Building Approvals staff are in the process of 
engineering their procedures to better align and support digital submissions recognizing the 
potential for significant efficiency gains, including the automation of over-the-counter pe1mits 
which is anticipated to be implemented later this year. 

Permitting Optimization Project 

In 2021, as part of the City's application to the UBCM Local Government Development 
Approvals Program, Council approved a significant capital submission to build upon recent 
upgrades to the City's permitting platfo1m (AMANDA) and unde1iake improvements and 
enhancements that support the day-to-day operations of the Development Applications and 
Building Approvals Department. This unde1iaking is known as the Pe1mitting Optimization 
Project (POP) with the goal to optimize and streamline the pe1mitting process while leveraging 
technology to improve the customer experience. Oppo1tunities will be identified to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness within the review process, while developing customer focused 
enhancements such as an on-line application submission and on-line payment option. Improved 
service delivery along with implementation of a digital application intake platfo1m will 
streamline pe1mitting activities and result in reduction of overall processing time leading to 
pe1mit issuance. 

To ensure the success of this project, this project is taking a phased approach, with the first phase 
focused on establishing the framework and foundation for suppo1ting online submissions and 
leveraging existing technologies to automate processes where appropriate. City Staff will be 
conducting targeted consultation with stakeholders as this project continues to advance. 

Preliminary Screening of Building Permit Applications and Simplified Review of Retail Tennant 
Improvements 

Building Approvals staff have been conducting preliminary assessment/screening of new 
building pe1mit applications to identify those projects which are minor in nature and which may 
be expedited. These applications typically include commercial tenant improvements and minor 
residential alterations. 

In addition, staff have implemented a simplified review process for Retail Tennant 
Improvements in major malls. The purpose of this review process is to allow a pe1mit to be 
issued at the time of first site visit by the inspector bypassing the regular plan review for those 
applications with minimum proposed alterations. 
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Information sharing and Improving Quality of Submissions 

City staff regularly review and update info1mation and guidance bulletins on the City's website 
to address common issues and provide direction to applicants, builders and developers. This 
work helps to ensure more complete and accurate applications are received by the City. 

The City regularly holds inf01mation sessions with Richmond's home building community. 
These sessions are known as "Builder's Breakfasts". These sessions are organized by staff in the 
City's Building Approvals division and focus on providing home builders with the tools and 
info1mation they need in order to make quality Building Permit application submissions to the 
City. These sessions are generally well attended. 

City staff meet on a regular basis with the Richmond Chapter of the Urban Development 
Institute (UDI). These Liaison meetings are held every two months to consult with stakeholders 
in the development industry and present changes to policy and discuss challenges and 
opp01iunities. 

In order to ensure the Development and Building Pe1mit approval process are as efficient as 
possible and respond to client needs, City staff will be consulting with the development 
community in the fall of 2022 to seek input into potential areas of improvement. This 
consultation would include stakeholder groups such as UDI, the Homebuilders Association of 
Vancouver (HA VAN) and the Richmond Small Homebuilders Association. 

Pre-Application Meetings 

City staff have a long history of encouraging pre-application meetings to ensure that Rezoning 
and Development Permits generally align with the City's policies. Pre-application meetings are 
also held for large and complex Building Pe1mit applications to enable staff to identify and 
present key issues to be addressed prior to submission. Where pre-application meetings have 
occmTed, the general quality of the initial submission is significantly better than those projects 
that have not engaged City staff prior to application submission. 

Province's Development Approval Process Review (DAPR) 

Initiated by the province in November 2018, the purpose of DAPR is to "address challenges and 
identify opp01iunities for improvement in the cunent development approvals process, and to 
supp01i local governments in eliminating baniers to affordable housing and accelerate the 
constrnction of new homes" (Development Approvals Process Review, Final Report from a 
Province-Wide Stakeholder Consultation, September 2019). 

The City of Richmond staff continue to actively participate in the Province's stakeholder 
consultations, and will keep Council informed of any future changes to Provincial legislation and 
regulation affecting the development review process. 

Financial Impact 

None. 
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Conclusion 

This repmi responds to the May 3, 2022 refe1nl from Planning Committee. City staff are 
committed to providing efficient and effective review of development projects, consistent with 
Council approved policy and guidelines, for both residential and non-residential proposals across 
the City. City staff will continue to advance the work already underway to improve efficiency 
and effectiveness in the development applications and building review processes. 

Joshua Reis 
Program Manager, Development 
(604-204-8653) 

JDR:js 
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