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Planning Committee 
 

Anderson Room, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Wednesday, September 4, 2013 
4:00 p.m. 

 
 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
PLN-5  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held 

on Tuesday, July 16, 2013. 

  

 
  

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 
 
  Tuesday, September 17, 2013, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 

Room 

 

  COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
 1. RICHMOND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 

(File Ref. No. 08-4055-20-SPST1) (REDMS No. 3864051 v.2) 

PLN-15  See Page PLN-15 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  John Foster

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the Richmond Social Development Strategy, presented as 
Attachment 1 to the staff report dated August 1, 2013 from the 
General Manager, Community Services, be adopted; and 
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  (2) That the Affordable Housing Analyst and Social Development 
Coordinator positions, identified in the Resource Requirements 
section of the Social Development Strategy, be considered in the 2014 
and 2015 Budget processes, respectively. 

  

 

  PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
 
 

2. APPLICATION BY SUKHVIR DOSANJH FOR REZONING AT 
7311/7331 LINDSAY ROAD FROM TWO-UNIT DWELLINGS (RD1) 
TO SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/B) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9048; RZ 12-603352) (REDMS No. 3926376) 

PLN-182  See Page PLN-182 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9048, for the 
rezoning of 7311/7331 Lindsay Road from “Two-Unit Dwellings (RD1)” to 
“Single Detached (RS2/B)”, be introduced and given first reading. 

  

 
 3. APPLICATION BY KEN JARMANA FOR REZONING AT 7671 

BRIDGE STREET FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/F) TO SINGLE 
DETACHED (ZS14) – SOUTH MCLENNAN (CITY CENTRE) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9049; RZ 13-631303) (REDMS No. 3934355) 

PLN-196  See Page PLN-196 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9049, for the 
rezoning of the western portion of 7671 Bridge Street from “Single 
Detached (RS1/F)” to “Single Detached (ZS14) – South McLennan (City 
Centre)”, be introduced and given first reading. 
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 4. APPLICATION BY DAGNEAULT PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 
FOR A STRATA TITLE CONVERSION AT 11400 TWIGG PLACE 
(File Ref. No. SC 12-617506) (REDMS No. 3922011) 

PLN-210  See Page PLN-210 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the application for a Strata Title Conversion by Dagneault 
Planning Consultants Ltd. for the property located at 11400 Twigg 
Place, as generally shown in Attachment 1, be approved on fulfilment 
of the following conditions: 

   (a) payment of all City utility charges and property taxes up to and 
including the year 2013; 

   (b) registration of a flood plain covenant on title identifying a 
minimum habitable elevation of 4.35 m GSC; 

   (c) completion of the remediation works recommended in the 
Ankenman Marchand report; 

   (d) submission of appropriate plans and documents for execution 
by the Approving Officer within 180 days of the date of this 
resolution; and 

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

  

 
 5. APPLICATION BY MIKE YOUNG FOR REZONING AT 11351 NO. 1 

ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/A) TO SINGLE 
DETACHED (ZS22) – NO. 1 ROAD 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9012: RZ 12-624849) (REDMS No. 3822069) 

PLN-221  See Page PLN-221 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9012, to create 
the“Single Detached (ZS22) – No. 1 Road” zone, and to rezone 11351 No. 1 
Road from “Single Detached (RS1/A)” to “Single Detached (ZS22) – No. 1 
Road”, be introduced and given first reading. 

  

 
 6. APPLICATION BY RAJNI SHARMA FOR REZONING AT 11140 

KING ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RS1/E) TO SINGLE 
DETACHED (RS2/B) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9050; RZ 13-629950) (REDMS No. 3951325) 

PLN-241  See Page PLN-241 for full report  

  Designated Speaker:  Wayne Craig

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That the following recommendation be forwarded to Public Hearing: 

   (a) That Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 for the area generally 
bounded by Shell Road, King Road, No. 5 Road, and properties 
fronting onto Seaton Road, in a portion of Section 25 Block 4 
North Range 6 West, be amended as shown in the proposed 
draft Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 (Attachment 6); and 

  (2) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9050, for the 
rezoning of 11140 King Road from “Single Detached (RS1/E)” to 
“Single Detached (RS2/B)”, be introduced and given first reading. 

  

 
 7. MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 
  

 
 



City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

3910986 

Planning Committee 

Tuesday, July 16,2013 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair 
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda Barnes 
Councillor Harold Steves 
Mayor Malcolm Brodie 

Councillor Linda McPhail 

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

AGENDA 

It was moved and seconded 
That the order of the agenda be amended to deal with Items 7 through 4 and 
then resume to the regular order of the agenda. 

CARRIED 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on 
Wednesday, July 3,2013, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Wednesday, September 4, 2013 , (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

1. 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

7. APPLICATION BY ROCKY SETHI FOR REZONING AT 10591 NO.1 
ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED (RSIE) TO COACH HOUSES 
(RCH1) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9045; RZ 13-634617) (REDMS No. 3903682) 

It was moved and seconded 
That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9045, for the 
rezoning of 10591 No.1 Road from "Single Detached (RS1E) " to "Coach 
Houses (RCH1) ", be introduced and given first reading. 

CARRIED 

6. APPLICATION BY DAVA DEVELOPMENTS LTD. FOR REZONING 
AT 2671, 2711, 2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971 AND 2991 NO.3 
ROAD FROM LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (IL) TO AUTO-ORIENTED 
COMMERCIAL (CA) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9041/9042/8479; RZ 11-566630) (REDMS No. 3898754) 

Dave Semple, General Manager, Community Services, advised that 
Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw 8479 
would be abandoned and that the parkland for the area would remain 
unspecified at this time. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Official Community Plan Bylaws 7100 and 9000, Amendment 

Bylaw 9041, to facilitate the construction of commercial uses on the 
subject site, by: 

(a) In Schedule 1, amending the existing land use designation in 
Attachment 1 (City of Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map) to 
redesignate the block bounded by River Road, No.3 Road, 
Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, including the subject site, 
from "Park" to "Commercial"; and 

(b) In Schedule 2.10 (City Centre), amending the existing land use 
designation in the Generalized Land Use Map (2031), Specific 
Land Use Map: Bridgeport Village (2031), and reference maps 
throughout the Plan to redesignate the block bounded by River 
Road, No. 3 Road, Bridgeport Road, and the rear lane, 
including the subject site, from "Park" to "Urban Centre T5 
(45 m)"; to introduce the extension of minor Douglas Street 
from No.3 Road to River Road; and to amend the area 
designated for park purposes within the Bridgeport Village 
area; together with related minor map and text amendments; 

2. 
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Tuesday, July 16, 2013 

be introduced and given first reading; 

(2) That Bylaw 9041, having been considered in conjunction with: 

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

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

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local GovernmentAct; 

(3) That Bylaw 9041, having been considered in accordance with OCP 
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to 
require further consultation; 

(4) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9042, which 
makes minor amendments to the" CA" zone specific to 2671, 2711, 
2811, 2831, 2851, 2911, 2931, 2951, 2971 and 2991 No.3 Road and 
rezones that property from "Light Industrial (IL)" to "Auto-Oriented 
Commercial (CA)", be introduced and given first reading; and 

(5) That Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment 
Bylaw 8479, be abandoned. 

CARRIED 

5. APPLICATION BY JOHNNY W.W. LEUNG ARCHITECT FOR 
REZONING AT 6433 DYKE ROAD FROM SINGLE DETACHED 
(ZS6) - LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON) TO HERITAGE TWO
UNIT DWELLING (ZD4) - LONDON LANDING (STEVESTON) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9028; RZ 13-631467) (REDMS No. 3849204) 

Wayne Craig, Director of Development, advised that to ensure the form and 
character of the duplex responded to the neighbourhood guidelines and 
Council's expectations the project was reviewed by the Heritage Advisory 
Committee and building elevations for the proposed duplex were included in 
the rezoning package (Attachment 4). Staff would ensure that a building 
permit application is applied for, is issuable, and is in accordance with the 
design drawings attached to this report before the rezoning is adopted. 

It was moved and seconded 
That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaw 9028, to create the 
"Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London Landing (Steveston) " andfor 
the rezoning of 6433 Dyke Road from "Single Detached (ZS6) - London 
Landing (Steveston)" to "Heritage Two-Unit Dwelling (ZD4) - London 
Landing (Steveston) ", be introduced and given first reading. 

CARRIED 

3. 
PLN - 7



Planning Committee 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 

4. APPLICATION BY SANDHILL HOMES LTD. FOR REZONING AT 
9080 NO.3 ROAD FROM ASSEMBLY (ASY) TO MEDIUM DENSITY 
TOWNHOUSES (RTM2) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-9030/9043; RZ 12-619503) (REDMS No. 3899821 v.3) 

Mr. Craig stated that the site plan was revised to show the outdoor amenity 
space adjacent to the east property line providing a greater side yard setback. 
Staff confirmed that property taxes have been paid since 2004 at the assembly 
tax rate. Staff are recommending that the density be slightly increased from 
0.6 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to 0.65 FAR; in exchange, the applicant would 
provide an additional voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing 
Fund Reserve. 

In reply to a query, Mr. Craig advised that future assembly rezoning requests 
would be dealt with under the current policies within the Official Community 
Plan. Currently, one other application to amend assembly to residential 
zoning is under review. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, 

to redesignate 9080 No. 3 Road from "Community Institutional" to 
"Neighbourhood Residential" in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1, be 
introduced and given first reading; 

(2) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, 
having been considered in conjunction with: 

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

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

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act; 

(3) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000, Amendment Bylaw 9030, 
having been considered in accordance with OCP Bylaw Preparation 
Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby deemed not to require further 
consultation; and 

(4) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9043,for the 
rezoning of 9080 No. 3 Road from "Assembly (ASlJ" to "Medium 
Density Townhouses (RTM2) ", be introduced and given first reading. 

CARRIED 

4. 
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Tuesday, July 16, 2013 

1. STEVESTON AREA PLAN AMENDMENT 
(File Ref. No. 08-4200-00) (REDMS No. 3872453 v.5) 

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, gave a brief overview of the 
proposed Steveston Area Plan amendment and the outcome from the 
Stakeholder meeting, held on April 27, 2013 with 21 representatives 
attending, and the Public Open House, held on Saturday, May 4, 2013 with 
approximately 140 residents attending. As a result of the consultation with 
Stakeholders and the public the following revisions were made to the 
proposed Steveston Area Plan: (i) reduction of the maximum building height 
for properties on Moncton Street to 2 storeys; (ii) reduction of the maximum 
height for buildings on the north side of Bayview Street to 2 storeys with 
some potential for 2.5 storeys in the roof area for the south 50% of the 
building, and allow up to 3 storeys for the north 50% of the building (from the 
lane side); and (iii) reduction of the on-site residential parking requirements to 
1.3 parking spaces per residential dwelling unit, with a minimum of 1.0 space 
per dwelling unit provided on site with the balance of 0.3 being preferably 
provided as on-site parking, but may be provided as a cash-in-lieu 
contribution, as Council determines. 

Discussion ensued regarding (i) other options, such as no amendments to the 
Steveston Area Plan or major amendments in keeping with the previous area 
plan, and (ii) geodetic measurements and exceptions to the maximum storeys. 

In reply to a query, Victor Wei, Director, Transportation, advised that 
Transportation staff worked closely with Policy Planning to ensure that the 
Recommended Long-Term Streetscape Visions for Bayview Street and 
Chatham Street would be compatible with the proposed Steveston Area Plan 
Amendment. 

In reply to a query, Jane Fernyhough, Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage 
Services, stated that staff had initiated the process to prepare site-specific 
Conservations Plans for City-owned heritage resources. 

In reply to a query, Barry Konkin, Program Coordinator - Development, noted 
that the analysis completed with the Heritage Conservation Strategy indicated 
that most of the proposed parking requirements could be met on-site. 

Loren Slye, 11911 3rd Avenue, stated that it had often been sighted that 
parking within Steveston was adequate and yet any day of the week a person 
cannot park in front of his house. Employees are allowed to use the prime 
parking spaces forcing customers and visitors to park in the residential areas 
and suggested that "Residential Parking Only" signage be installed in high 
impact residential areas. Mr. Slye expressed concern that rooftop gardens 
were not considered a storey when they are comprised of trees in excess of 
40' in height. In conclusion, he expressed that 83 completed survey forms was 
not adequate support for the proposed amendments. 

5. 
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In response to a query, Mr. Slye stated that the maximum 2.5 storey building 
height along Bayview Street would be a definite improvement. 

Mr. Ralph Turner, 3411 Chatham Street, commended staff on various aspects 
of the Steveston Area Plan Amendment and the Recommended Long-Term 
Streetscape Visions for Bayview Street and Chatham Street proposals. 
However, Mr. Turner expressed concern regarding (i) the inclusion of 
exceptions, (ii) the push for densification if preserving heritage was a priority, 
(iii) the rationale for permitting varying maximum heights on opposite sides 
of Bayview Street, and (iv) cash-in-lieu of parking not being a viable solution. 
Mr. Turner stated that Steveston does not have a parking problem but a use 
problem with employees occupying prime parking spaces and paid parking 
areas not being utilized. He concluded that rooftop gardens were not a part of 
historical Steveston and as a habitable space they should be considered a 
storey in the interpretation of the bylaw. 

In response to a query, Terry Crowe advised that the rationale for the 20 m 
maximum height along the southside of Bayview Street was in keeping with 
the historical heights associated with cannery buildings. 

Robert Kiesman, 3280 Richmond Street, a Director of the Steveston Harbour 
Authority, stated that the summation of the Stakeholders comments (PLN-14) 
did not adequately reflect the discussion at the Stakeholder meeting and 
reiterated his written comments included in the report (PLN-57). 
Stakeholders and the public were quite clear that they did not want any 
exceptions to the two-storey maximum building height. 

In reply to a query, Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning and Development, 
noted that a developer cannot be denied the right to apply for an exception to 
the two-storey maximum building height. The staff recommendation would 
likely not support the application and Council would not be obligated to 
approve the application. 

Lorin Yakiwchuk, 5355 Lackner Crescent, expressed concern with the lack of 
a comprehensive heritage vision for Steveston village and sighted England's 
practice concerning heritage villages and the recognition of their importance 
and value in economic terms (millions of pounds and tourist). Do we know 
what kind of money is generated by tourism in Steveston or what could be 
developed long after the developers have left town? Steveston is a distinct 
area within Richmond and the City should think of the heritage value within 
the village. 

Discussion ensued regarding the Heritage Plan prepared by Mr. Bud 
Sakamoto and that further clarification is required by staff on the proposed 
amendments (e.g. maximum height and exceptions to the maximum storeys) 
including a comparison to the previous area plan requirements (2009). 

As a result of the discussion, the following referral was introduced: 

6. 
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Tuesday, July 16, 2013 

It was moved and seconded 
That the proposed Steveston Area Plan Amendment as outlined in the report 
from the General Manager, Planning and Development, dated June 27, 
2013 be referred back to staff to bring clarification to the recommendations 
listed on page 18 of the report, including a comparison chart illustrating the 
existing plan and the proposed plan. 

The question on the referral was not called as discussion ensued and staff was 
directed to include (i) pre-2009 requirements in the comparison, (ii) the 
drawings available to the public, (iii) the Sakamoto report, and (iv) 
information regarding eliminating rooftop gardens. The question on the 
referral was then called, and it was CARRIED. 

2. RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM STREETS CAPE VISIONS FOR 
BAYVIEW STREET AND CHATHAM STREET 
(File Ref. No. 10-6360-01) (REDMS No. 3890388 v.S) 

Victor Wei, Director Transportation, gave a brief overview of the Long-Term 
Streetscape Visions for Bayview Street and Chatham Street noting that there 
was little support from the public for increased parking within Steveston. 
Public opinion suggested that wider sidewalks and improved streetscape 
features (e.g. benches) would be more appropriate. 

Discussion ensued concerning (i) whether street or sidewalk improvements 
were required, (ii) the consideration of heritage features (i.e. planked 
sidewalk), (iii) tram service, (iv) permanent curb extensions, (v) designated 
accessible parking, and (vi) the off-street parking fund. 

In reply to queries, Mr. Wei advised that major Provincial legislative 
amendments would be required to allow the City to use the funds designated 
for the development of off-street parking in Steveston for another use. 
Sidewalk improvements would be completed as individual properties were 
redeveloped. To complete the improvements at one time would require 
funding by the City. 

Robert Kiesman, 3280 Richmond Street, expressed opposition to the staff 
recommendation primarily due to Steveston being a working commercial 
fishing harbour with an appreciable rustic atmosphere that would be lost by 
manicured streetscapes. In his opinion the survey results were skewed as there 
was not a clear option to do nothing included in the questionnaire. Mr. 
Kieseman stated that Steveston does not have a parking shortage as several 
parking lots are not being fully utilized and suggested that the 3 hour parking 
regulation be enforced. 

In response to queries, Mr. Kiesman stated that he would not be in favour of 
the sidewalk improvements or the no parking zone along Bayview Street. 

7. 
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Loren Slye, 11911 3rd Avenue, expressed concern with the cost associated 
with the proposed improvements and suggested that staff investigate parking 
options on 4th Avenue. Mr. Slye advised that there was an interest group 
looking into bringing a rubberized tram into Steveston. 

As a result of the discussion, the following referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Recommended Long-Term Streetscape Visions for Bayview Street 
and Chatham Street as outlined in the report from the Director, 
Transportation, dated June 26,2013 be referred back to staff to: 

(1) investigate sidewalk options; and 

(2) provide funding options for the sidewalks. 

The question on the referral was not called as there was not a consensus from 
the Committee in support of the proposed streetscape vision. Discussion 
ensued regarding a possible tram in Steveston and the implications of 
removing parking and prohibiting vehicular traffic on Bayview Street. Staff 
was advised that the report include (i) no parking on Bayview Street and the 
subsequent implications to parking within Steveston and vehicular traffic on 
Bayview Street, (ii) heritage (i.e. plank) options for the sidewalk, and (iii) 
parking options on 4th Avenue. The question on the referral was then called, 
and it was CARRIED. 

3. PORT METRO VANCOUVER LAND USE PLAN UPDATE 
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3900390) 

It was moved and seconded 
That, as per the report from the General Manager, Planning and 
Development, dated June 27,2013, titled: Port Metro Vancouver Land Use 
Plan Update, the City Of Richmond: 

(1) Advise Port Metro Vancouver that, as the City continues to strongly 
object to any Port use of agricultural lands, the Port state in its final 
Land Use Plan that it will not use agricultural lands for Port 
expansion or operations; and 

(2) Advise the Minister of Transport Canada, the BC Minister of 
Agriculture, the Chair of the BC Agricultural Land Commission, the 
Metro Vancouver Board and all Metro Vancouver municipalities be 
advised of the above recommendation. 

8. 
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The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued and there was 
agreement that the recommendation be amended to identify specific 
agricultural lands listed as "Undetermined" in the Port's draft Plan (e.g., the 
Gilmore farm, Rabbit River farm, etc.). Also, it was noted that the Port 
purchase appropriately zoned (e.g., Industrial) land as it becomes available 
adjacent or close to existing Port lands. Staff was requested to provide copies 
of the current draft Port "Undetermined" map designations associated with the 
Port's draft Land Use Plan to Council. 

The question on the motion, which now reads: 

"That, as per the report from the General Manager, Planning and 
Development, dated June 27, 2013, titled: Port Metro Vancouver Land Use 
Plan Update, the City Of Richmond: 

(1) Advise Port Metro Vancouver that, as the City continues to strongly 
object to any Port use of agricultural lands, the Port state in its final 
Land Use Plan that it will not use agricultural lands, including the 
Gilmore Farm, Rabbit River Farm, and other Port owned agricultural 
lands, for Port expansion or operations and that any future purchased 
land will abide by City zoning; and 

(2) Advise the Minister of Transport Canada, the BC Minister of 
Agriculture, the Chair of the BC Agricultural Land Commission, the 
Metro Vancouver Board and all Metro Vancouver municipalities be 
advised of the above recommendation. " 

was then called, and it was CARRIED. 

8. MANAGER'S REPORT 

None. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (6:02 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

9. 
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Councillor Bill McNulty 
Chair 

Planning Committee 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning 
Committee of the Council of the City of 
Richmond held on Tuesday, July 16, 
2013. 

Heather Howey 
Committee Clerk 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Planning Committee 

Cathryn Volkering Carlile 
General Manager, Community Services 

Re: Richmond Social Development Strategy 

Staff Recommendation 

Report to Committee 

Date: August 1, 2013 

File: 08-4055-20-SPST1 N ol 
01 

I. That the Richmond Social Development Strategy, presented as Attachment 1 to [he 
report dated August 1, 2013 from the Genera l Manager, Community Services, be 
adopted. 

2. That the Affordable Housing Analyst and Social Development Coordinator pos itions, 
identi fied in the Resource Requirements sect ion of the Social Development Strategy, be 
considered i(:014 and 20 15 Budget processes, respectively. 

~eri Carlile f:ia~ ~~~age Community Services 
(604.276-4068) 

Atl. 2 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: 

A rts, Culture & Heritage 
Recreation Services 
Sustainability 
Policy Planning 
Budgets 

REVIEWED BY DIRECTORS 

38640~ 1 

CONCURRENCE 

INITIALS: 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

INITtAlS: REVIEW 0 BY C 0 (!j:? 
J\! 1V:t/ 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

At its meeting of January 14,2013, Council received a report regarding the Draft Richmond 
Social Development Strategy, adopting a recommendation that the Draft be distributed for public 
comment. 

Since that time, the Draft was made available through a variety of channels, and staff made 
presentations to several groups eliciting feedback. Based on the infonnation received, staff 
revised the draft and prepared the Final version of the Strategy (Attachment 1). 

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the process to obtain comments on the 
draft, sununarize the key comments received, and present a Final version of the Strategy for 
Council adoption. 

The report responds to Council Term GoaI2.!: 

Completion of the development and implementation of a clear social services strategy for 
the City that articulates (he City's role, priorities and policies, as well as ensures these 
are effectively communicated (0 the public in order to appropriately target resources and 
help manage expectations. 

Findings of Fact 

Preparation of Draft Strategy 

At its meeting of November 9, 2009, Council endorsed the principles and objectives for 
preparation of a 10 year Social Development Strategyl for the City of Richmond. The Social 
Development Strategy was intended to guide the City'S decisions and resource allocations on 
social development matters over the forthcoming! 0 years - in essence functioning like a social 
planning equivalent of the Official Community Plan (OC!». 

Council directed that a Councillstaffliaison committee be established to provide oversight for 
the Strategy preparation. Councillors Linda Bames and Greg Halsey-Brandt were the initial 
Council appointees, with Councillor Bill McNulty replacing Councillor Halsey-Brandt after the 
2011 election. An interdepartmental staff team was assembled to assist with the strategy 
preparation. 

The Strategy's purpose was to: 
• Identify social development priorities for the City for the next ten years; 
• Clarify the roles of the City, in conjunction with other stakeholders, in addressing 

particular social development topics; and, 

I The Strategy was initially referred to as a Social Planning Strategy, but was subsequently re-titled Social 
Development Strategy. "Social development" was considered a more appropriate teon, as social planning is but one 
of the City'S many social development roles. 
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• Provide a foundation for a more integrated, coordinated, and sustainable approach for 
social development in Richmond for the future. 

In addition to providing direction for the City on social development concerns, the Strategy was 
intended to be a resource to external community groups, institutions and organizations. 

The process outlined for preparation and implementation of the Strategy involved four phases: 
• Phase 1: Initial Community Engagement (November 2009 - December 20 I 0) 
• Phase 2: Analysis and Draft Strategy Preparation (January 2011 - December 2012) 
• Phase 3: Consultation, Revision and Strategy Adoption (January 2012 - July 2013) 
• Phase 4: Implementation, monitoring and reporting on Strategy (August 2013 onwards) 

Presentation of the Draft Strategy to Council in January 2013 marked the end of the Phase 2 
work. Presentation of this report, and the final Strategy document, marks the end of Phase 3. 
The Phase 4 work (implementing, monitoring, and reporting on the Strategy) will occur after the 
Strategy has been adopted by Council. 

Solicitation of Comments on Draft Strategy 

A concerted, multi~pronged approach was used to solicit comments from the public on the Draft 
Strategy. The following chaIUlcls were used: 

• Distribution to City Advisory Committees, community groups, and external organizations 
~ in addition to circulating the draft through the City's diverse networks, staffalso 
attended meetings and gave 11 PowerPoint presentations on the Strategy. 

• Posting information on the City of Richmond website - a distinct Social Development 
Strategy page, with links to the Strategy and related documents, was created. 

• Hosting a Let's Talk Riclunond online discussion forum - the City hosted a discussion 
forum on the draft, using the Let's Talk Richmond platfonn. The forum was open from 
February 20 to March 22, 2013. 

• Holding an Open House - an open hause on the draft was held at City Hall on March 7, 
2013. 52 people attended. 

The initial deadline for receipt of comments on the draft was March 15, 2013. Several groups 
requested additional time for preparation of their comments. Staff accommodated these requests, 
accepting the final submission in mid May. 

In total , 75 submissions were received , as follows: 
• Eleven submissions from City advisory committees and other groups (Attachment 2a): 

)- Heart of Richmond AIDS Society 
)- Minoru Place Activity Centre (comprised afseparate submissions from the 

Minoru Seniors Society Board and Centre staff) 
);> Richmond Centre far Disability Board of Directors 
)- Riclunond Centre for Disability staff 
)- Riclunond Child Care Development Advisory Committee (including separate 

submissions prepared by individual committee members) 
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);> Richmond Chi ldren First 
):> Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee (comprised of 10 distinct 

submissions; nine from non~profit agency members and onc from an individual 
member) 

:;.. Richmond Mental Health Consumer and Friends Society 
);;> Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 
)i;. Touchstone Family Association 
)0> Urban Development Institute 

• Two email submissions from interested individuals (Attachment 2b) 
• Eleven comment sheets from the Open House (Attachment 2c) 
• Fifteen comments from the Let's Talk Richmond forum (Attachment 2d). In addition to 

the comments, the Let's Talk Richmond site elicited 508 visitors, 953 visits, 1,560 page 
views, and 418 document downloads. 

• Thirty-six comment sheets (29 Chinese, 7 Engli sh) obtained by SUCCESS from visitors 
to the agency's Richmond office (Attachment 2e). 

Analysis 

The process for seeking comments on the draft was open ended. The public and stakeholder 
groups were invi ted to offer whatever comments they wished to share, or whatever thoughts they 
fe lt pertinent for improving the overall quality of the document. Also, at the request of some 
stakeholder groups, staff identified five guiding questions that groups and individuals might wish 
to consider as they formulated their comments: 

I. What are your overall thoughts or impressions regarding the Dran Strategy? 
2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the next 

10 years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 
3. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range of proposed socia l development actions for 

the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 
4. Do you have specific comments regarding particular sections of the Draft (e.g., missing 

partners, adjusted time lines)? 
5. Is there anything else you'd like to share? 

A summary of key comments elicited on the draft, organized around these questions, is presented 
below. 

1. What are your overall thoughts or impressions regarding the Draft Strategy? 

The comments on the Draft were generally positive. With respect to style and fonnat, 
several people commented that the document was readable, we ll structured, and easy to 
understand. With respect to content, several commented that the document was 
comprehensive, forward -looking, and mel its purpose. While several suggestions for 
improvement were offered, none of the submissions expressed a fundamental 
dissatisfaction with the style or content of the document. 
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2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the next 
10 years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 
The majority ofpeoplc commenting indicated that the document effectively captured the 
priority issues requiring attention over the next 10 years. There were some suggestions to 
expand or enhance attention to certain issue areas, (e.g., additional action on child care; 
more explicit references to various population groups such as people with disabilities, 
those with developmental disabilities, and people with varying sexual orientation). 

3. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range a/proposed social development aClions/or 
the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 

As with Question 2 above, the majority of people providing comments indicated that the 
Draft identified an appropriate range of social development actions for the City to pursue 
over the next 10 years. Some people suggested, however, that some of the existing 
actions be revised or expanded, and that others be added (e.g., facilitate establishment of 
emergency and transition housing for youth). There were also suggestions for actions 
that were beyond the scope of the Strategy (e.g., a new hospital for Richmond, improved 
dental services). 

4. Do you have specific comments regarding particular sections of the Draft (e.g., missing 
partners, adjusted time lines)? 

The submissions included a range of comments and suggestions. Most suggestions were 
relatively minor in nature (e.g., clarification of terms). Some were more substantive (e.g., 
deleting references to particular non-profit agencies throughout the text, using the more 
generic term "community agencies" wherever possible). With respect to comments, 
several people expressed support for particular directions or actions. Others noted the 
challenges faced in addressing particular issues (e.g., securing affordable housing in the 
absence of senior government funding or programs). 

5. Is there anything else you'd like 10 share? 

Several people expressed appreciation to the City for initiating preparation of the 
Strategy, and for the extensive effort that was made to engage the community in the 
effort. Also, several indicated that they were anxious to work with the City in the 
implementation process. In addition, a number of people stressed that the Strategy would 
need to be flexible, recognizing that additional issues may arise which require attention 
after the Strategy's adoption. Others noted that the Strategy was ambitious and that 
sufficient resources and attention would need to be devoted to its implementation in order 
for it to be effective. 

In assessing the comments, three conclusions emerge: 

1) People were pleased with the consultation process (both in the preparation and review of 
the Draft) , and appreciated the opportunities they had to have their opinions heard 

2) People were complimentary about the Draft document (style, breadth, content), indicating 
strong overall support for the Strategy 
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3) Minor changes and revisions to the document are warranted; however, a major overhaul 
or rethinking is not required. 

Strategy Revisions 

Based on comments received, as well as further reflections by staff, staff prepared the revised 
version of the Strategy presented in Attachment 1. Key changes include the following: 

• Minor editing for clarity and consistency 
• Deletion of references to particular non-profit agencies throughout the document 
• Expansion and enhancement of the appendices (e.g., including a list of member agencies 

in the Riclunond Community Services Advisory Committee, thereby providing an 
indication of the key non-profit agencies currently operating in Richmond) 

• Inclusion of more photographs and sidebar information 
• Addition of an action for the City to pursue designation as an Age-Friendly Community 
• Deletion of an action regarding establishment of a Child Care Coordinator staff position 

(action already completed) 
• Revision to wording of24 actions (either to the action statements themselves, or the 

proposed partners), and collapsing two actions into one (pertaining to community service 
hubs), 

Implementation 

Following adoption of the Strategy, staff will prepare annual Strategy work programs for 
Council's review and endorsement. The first work program, which will include time lines and 
resource requirements, will be presented later in the year. 

A key assumption underlying preparation of the Strategy was that adequate resources would be 
available to support its implementation. In its Resource Requirements section, the Strategy 
identifies two staffing priorities necessary for advancing the work: 

I) A regular full time Affordable Housing Analyst position (to be advanced in the 2014 
Budget process) 

2) A regular full time Social Development Coordinator position (to be advanced in the 2015 
Budget process). 

Financial Impact 

To support implementation efforts, it is proposed that the Affordable Housing Analyst 
($80,000 - $95,000 per year) and Social Development Coordinator ($1 00,000 - $125,000 
per year) positions, identified in the Resource Requirements section of the Social Development 
Strategy, be considered in the 2014 and 2015 Budget processes, respectively. Any additional 
resource requirements will be identified in annual work plans for the Strategy implementation. 
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Conclusion 

Preparation of the Social Development Strategy has been a major undertaking, relying on 
extensive consultation with the public and partner groups throughout. 

Following presentation of the Draft Strategy to Council in January, 2013, a concerted effort was 
made to reach out to the conununity and elicit comments on the Draft . While several 
suggestions were made for enhancements and improvements, public response to the Draft was 
overwhelmingly positive. Staff carefully considered the comments and suggestions, finding 
them very helpful in making revisions to the Strategy. Although the general thrust remains 
consistent with the Draft, it is believed that the revised Strategy is a stronger, more cohesive 
document than the earlier version. It is also believed that the revised Strategy will provide a 
valuable framework for the City to use as it moves forward with its social development agenda 
over the next ten years . 

It is thus recommended that the Richmond Social Development Strategy, presented in 
Attachment 1 of this report, be adopted. Following adoption of the Strategy, staff will begin 
preparation of the first of what will be annual Strategy Implementation Work Programs for 
conside ncillater in the year. 

John Fos IP 
'----M1l1iia""ger, Community Social Development 

(604-247-494 1) 
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Executive Summary
The Social Development Strategy envisions the City of Richmond of 2022 as an 
inclusive, engaged, and caring community—one that considers the needs of 
the present and future generations, values and builds on its diversity, nurtures 
its social capital, and treats its citizens with fairness and respect. The Strategy 
recognizes that, for this vision to become a reality, the City must not only be 
ready to address existing community social issues but also develop the capacity 
to be responsive to the emerging needs of its diverse population.

Richmond has a strong tradition of addressing social issues in its planning and 
service delivery. The Strategy builds on many issue-specific City social policies 
and strategies, incorporates City sustainability principles and is consistent with 
the 2041 Official Community Plan’s (OCP’s) Social Inclusion and Accessibility 
objectives. The Strategy aims to improve the well-being of all those who 
live and work in Richmond and is intended to guide the City’s decisions and 
resource allocations on social matters over the next ten (10) years—in essence, 
functioning like the social development equivalent of the OCP.

Preparation of the Strategy relied on extensive consultation with Richmond 
residents, community partners and other key stakeholders. The initial round of 
consultation took place from 2009 to 2011. Further consultation occurred from 
January to March 2013, when public comments were elicited on a draft version 
of the Strategy. A variety of community engagement approaches were used, 
including meeting with and receiving written submissions from City Advisory 
Committees and community organizations, distributing printed and online 
surveys, holding a public meeting and open house, hosting Let’s Talk Richmond 
online discussion forums, and coordinating study circles with immigrants 
and other residents. In addition to the public consultation, information from 
other sources (e.g. demographic data, best practices analysis) also informed 
preparation of the Strategy.

A recurring theme emerging through the consultations related to the diversity 
of the local population. Richmond has one of the highest concentrations of 
visible minorities and immigrants who do not speak English in their homes 
in Canada. While creating a vibrant Richmond, the population diversity 
presents challenges—most notably in addressing the emerging needs of newer 
community members while also being responsive to concerns of longer term 
community members.

Other issues included:
•	addressing the needs of an aging population
•	 supporting Richmond children, youth and families
•	 facilitating establishment of a more equitable, inclusive community (i.e. 

acknowledging that gaps exist between high and low income earners in 
Richmond, and some residents face financial, physical, cultural and other 
challenges in participating in community life)

•	ensuring that an adequate “social development infrastructure” (i.e. facilities, 
programs, services and networks) are in place to meet Richmond’s future 
needs

•	developing appropriate, effective responses to affordable housing needs

Richmond’s City Vision:

“To be the most appealing, livable, 
and well-managed community in 
Canada.”

The Social Development Strategy is 
intended to be:
•	 City-wide: The City is working 

together with community partners
•	 Time-sensitive: From 2013 to 2022
•	 Action-oriented: Identifies concrete 

short, medium and long term actions
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The Strategy consists of a vision, three major goals, nine strategic directions 
and specific recommended actions. The actions are divided into short, medium 
and long term timelines. City roles are specified for each action, and proposed 
partners to participate in the work are also identified. In addition, the document 
presents proposed next steps for the Strategy’s implementation.

An overview of the Social Development Strategy Framework is presented below.

Social Development Strategy Framework

Recommended 
Actions

Timelines

Proposed Partners

City Roles

Social Development 
Strategy Vision
Richmond is an inclusive, 
engaged and caring 
community — one that 
considers the needs of 
its present and future 
generations, values and 
builds on its diversity, 
nurtures its social capital 
and treats its citizens with 
fairness and respect.

Goal 1
Enhancing Social Equity 
and Inclusion

Strategic Directions
1. Expand Housing Choices

2. Enhance Community Accessibility

3. Address the Needs of an Aging 
Population

4. Help Richmond’s Children, Youth 
and Families to Thrive

5. Build on Richmond’s Cultural 
Diversity

6. Support Community Engagement 
and Volunteerism

7. Strengthen Richmond’s Social 
Infrastructure

8. Provide High Quality Recreation, 
Arts, Cultural and Wellness 
Opportunities

9. Facilitate Strong and Safe 
Neighbourhoods

Goal 2
Engaging Our Citizens

Goal 3
Building on Social Assets 
and Community Capacity

In pursuing preparation of the Strategy, the City has shown leadership in 
identifying and seeking responses to emerging social issues in the community. 
It must be stressed, however, that the City cannot do it alone. In implementing 
the Strategy, and advancing Richmond’s social development goals, a 
collaborative approach is required. The City will need to be strategic, build 
sustainable partnerships, clearly identify Richmond’s role, and work in concert 
with Senior Governments and others to ensure its social development vision is 
realized.
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Introduction
Purpose
The purpose of this document is captured in its title: Building Our Social Future. 
The Strategy is intended to guide the City’s decisions and resource allocations 
on social development matters over the next 10 years—in essence, functioning 
like a social development equivalent of the Official Community Plan (OCP). It is 
also intended to be a resource for external stakeholders which will:

1. Identify social development priorities for City attention between now and 
2022.

2. Clarify the roles of the City (and other stakeholders) with respect to 
addressing particular social development topics.

3. Provide a foundation for a more integrated, coordinated, and sustainable 
approach for social development in Richmond for the future.

City Council Priority
Over the past decade, successive City Councils have expressed a desire that 
a comprehensive social development strategy be prepared for Richmond. 
Preparation of a Strategy was an explicit Term Goal for the 2008–2011 City 
Council, and reiterated by the current Council as follows:

Completion of the development and implementation of a clear social 
services strategy for the City that articulates the City’s role, priorities 
and policies, as well as ensures these are effectively communicated to 
the public in order to appropriately target resources and help manage 
expectations.

Further, the City’s Vision is to be the most appealing, livable and well-managed 
community in Canada. A Council adopted Social Development Strategy will be 
a valuable resource in helping the City to realize this vision.

Sustainability Perspective
The City’s Corporate Sustainability Policy, adopted in April 2010, “provides 
the commitment, shared vision, guiding principles and corporate 
strategic practices for how the City of Richmond embraces and advances 
sustainability.” The Policy recognizes sustainability is dependent on the 
collective achievement of three interdependent conditions:
•	 social sustainability
•	environmental sustainability
•	economic sustainability

The City’s Corporate Sustainability 
Policy Vision:
“A sustainable Richmond community 
is a healthy, safe and enriched island 
community with thriving natural systems 
and a responsible and prosperous 
economy, sustained for current and future 
generations.”
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The Policy defines social sustainability as the condition whereby “basic 
needs are met, wealth and resources are distributed justly, equitable 
opportunities exist for social enrichment at the individual and 
community level and resiliency exists to address challenges.” Inherent 
in this Policy is the message that true sustainability can only be achieved 
by successfully managing all three components—economy, society and 
ecosystem—together. A strong economy is dependent on a skilled and 
educated workforce whereby trust, cooperation and social support foster 
economic growth. The absence of social sustainability is characterized by a 
cycle of poverty, violence and inequality which makes it impossible to maintain 
economic or environmental health.

Sustainability principles have been reflected in preparation of the Social 
Development Strategy, as exemplified by:
•	consideration of social, economic, and environmental factors in the Strategy 

recommendations
•	extensive and varied community consultation efforts
•	establishment of a broad based inter-departmental, multi-disciplinary Strategy 

advisory group
•	consideration of the implications of today’s decisions on future generations

The intent is that the Strategy will help to clarify and advance the social 
component of the City’s overall sustainability agenda.

Guiding Principles
The following principles guided the preparation of the Strategy:

1. Support the City’s Corporate Vision—Taken collectively, the Strategy’s 
policies will contribute to Richmond’s corporate vision: for the City of 
Richmond to be the most appealing, livable, and well-managed community 
in Canada.

2. Enhance Social Sustainability—The Strategy will reflect sustainability 
principles, and address current and future social needs while also being 
financially viable and environmentally friendly. It will also clarify the social 
component of the City’s broader Sustainability Framework.

3. Engage the Community—Both in developing and implementing the 
Strategy, diverse and targeted approaches have and will continue to be 
used to actively engage and solicit views from a broad cross section of the 
community.

4. Complement interests, policies, programs, services and funding 
priorities—In addition to setting the social development direction for 
Richmond, the Strategy will aim to complement other key City and non-
City interests, policies, programs, services and funding priorities (e.g. OCP, 
sustainability initiatives, School District, Vancouver Coastal Health, BC 
Housing)—in short, it will seek synergies and build on existing efforts and 
initiatives.

Economy

Society

Ecosystem

Interconnected Components of Sustainability
Source: City of Richmond’s Corporate Triple Bottom Line Guide

Interconnected Components of 
Sustainability
Source: City of Richmond’s Corporate Triple 
Bottom Line Guide
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5. Be strategic, visionary and realistic—While being progressive and setting 
a strategic and visionary social development direction for Richmond, the 
Strategy will also be pragmatic—identifying appropriate, realistic, and cost-
effective roles for the City (and its partners) for addressing social issues.

6. Focus on assets and recognize social capital—Rather than merely 
identifying the challenges or problems confronting Richmond, the Strategy 
will build on the City’s and community’s social capital, strengths, and 
initiatives (e.g. residents’ knowledge and capabilities and connections 
within and among social networks).

7. Be flexible and resilient—While providing a progressive and sustainable 
social direction for Richmond, the Strategy will also recognize that 
unforeseen circumstances may arise, hence requiring flexibility and 
adaptability as implementation proceeds.

8. Provide benefits to Richmond residents and external stakeholders—
In addition to assisting the City with its social development efforts, the 
Strategy will also provide a useful resource and planning tool for Richmond 
residents and external stakeholders.

Key Assumptions
1. Building on a foundation and forging new territory—The City 

already has many policies, strategies, and initiatives that pertain to social 
development (Appendix 1). The Social Development Strategy strives to 
strike a balance between acknowledging and building on existing social 
development policies, strategies, and initiatives, and identifying new priority 
initiatives that are not currently being pursued.

2. Seeking partnerships and identifying roles—The City cannot implement 
this Strategy alone. In addressing future social development concerns, the 
City needs to be strategic, set priorities, and work in collaboration with 
senior governments and other partners.

3. Ensuring adequate resources are allocated—City staff are already 
working at full capacity on social development matters. The assumption 
is that, if new initiatives are undertaken, existing initiatives must be scaled 
back or pursued more efficiently, or additional resources must be secured.
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Local Context
Richmond Residents Profile
In preparing the Strategy, it was important to look at characteristics and trends 
of the local population. A summary of pertinent information is presented below.

Population •	 An estimated 201,471 people live in Richmond in 2012.*

Age •	 Roughly 28% of Richmond’s population was aged 55+ years 
in 2011.**

•	 Richmond’s population aged 65–74 is expected to double in 
the next 10 years. **

•	 Median age is expected to steadily increase, nearing 50 
years by 2036. ***

Ethnicity •	 70.4% of Richmond’s population identifies itself as visible 
minorities. *******

•	 1.4% of Richmond’s population identifies itself as 
Aboriginal. *******

Immigrants •	 Over half of the population (60%) in Richmond are 
immigrants. *******

•	 China (People’s Republic of), Hong Kong, and Philippines are 
the three leading places of birth for recent immigrants to 
Richmond. *******

Education •	 84% of the working age population have an educational 
certificate of some kind, including a high school 
diploma. ****

•	 26% have a University Degree. ****

Income •	 The average family income in 2005 was $74,790. ****
•	 Recent studies show that over 30% of Richmond children 

under the age of 17 live in low income families, this rate 
being much higher than the provincial average. *****

Housing •	 Richmond has a higher owner occupancy rate (77%) than 
the provincial average. ****

•	 Richmond’s housing stock is generally newer than the 
provincial average and a majority of it was built in the last 
forty years. ****

•	 From 2005 to 2008, the average price for detached homes 
in Richmond rose by 56.2%. ****

Labour Force •	 56% of Richmond residents in the work force either worked 
from home or at a workplace in Richmond. ****

•	 In 2006, the two largest occupational categories were sales 
and service occupations (28%), and business, finance and 
administrative occupations (20%). ****

Community Health •	 Life expectancy in Richmond is the highest in British 
Columbia at 84.6 years. ******

•	 In the 2011 Homelessness Count, 49 homeless people were 
identified in Richmond (15 sheltered and 34 unsheltered 
individuals). Community service providers believe that the 
actual number is much higher. *******

Source: *BC Stats estimate 2012; ** Census Canada, 2011; *** BC Stats 2011; **** Census 
Canada 2006, Community Profiles; ***** Richmond Health Profile, February 2011; ****** 
The Greater Vancouver Regional Steering Committee on Homelessness, 2011; *******National 
Household survey (NHS) Profile, 2011.
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Addressing Social Issues
Social planning strives to strengthen communities by promoting positive social 
change, social justice and support for the overall population. While being 
similar in approach to other forms of planning, social planning places particular 
emphasis on improving the human condition and quality of life of people in the 
community. For purposes of this document, the term social development1 is 
used, as it more accurately reflects the breadth of the actions proposed, going 
beyond planning to encompass the delivery of programs and services and 
various other social roles performed by the City.

Richmond has a strong tradition of social development—a tradition of listening, 
engaging, and collaboratively responding to residents’ social concerns. Examples 
of the City’s commitment to social development include:
•	direct service delivery
•	adoption of policies
•	development of plans and strategies to address targeted population groups or 

identified community concerns
•	advocacy to other levels of government
•	establishment of facilities
•	 support of community agencies and partners
•	 securing child care facilities, affordable housing, and other community 

amenities from private development through the rezoning process

Examples of Selected Existing Social Development Policies:

•	City Buildings—Accessibility
•	Child Care Development
•	Disabled Persons—Accessibility
•	Multiculturalism
•	Group Home Planning Framework
•	Richmond Children’s Charter (developed by Richmond Children First, and 

endorsed by City Council)
•	City Grant Policy

Examples of Selected Existing Social Development Strategies/Plans:

•	Affordable Housing Strategy
•	Older Adults Service Plan
•	 Intercultural Strategic Plan
•	Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services Master Plan
•	Youth Service Plan: Where Youth Thrive
•	Richmond Community Wellness Strategy
•	2009–2016 Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment and Strategy

A list of key policies and strategies related to social development are presented 
in Appendix 1.

1 For purposes of consistency and simplicity, all references to the Strategy and its related actions use 
the term “social development”—even if previous City documents or Council motions used different 
terminology.
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City’s Challenges in Addressing Social Issues
The social fabric of Canadian cities is very different today than it was 20 years 
ago. As more people migrate into urban centres, municipalities face a major 
challenge in keeping up with increasing demands for services and related 
physical infrastructure requirements.

The volume, scope, and complexity of social issues are only expected to increase 
in the future. Factors contributing to this trend in Richmond include population 
growth, increasing cultural diversity, aging of the population, escalating 
real estate values, growing income gaps, and continued downloading of 
responsibilities from senior governments. Downloading is a serious concern for 
municipalities across Canada. For example, since the early 1990s, the Federal 
Government has withdrawn from its national leadership role in addressing social 
issues (e.g. funding for social housing has declined, Employment Insurance 
eligibility has been restricted, and the Canada Assistance Plan has been 
eliminated).2 Coupled with Federal disengagement, some provinces passed 
additional responsibilities onto municipalities without providing commensurate 
resources. It is beyond the scope of this Strategy to engage in a detailed 
discussion of downloading. Suffice to say, downloading has been, and will likely 
continue to be a major challenge for Richmond in moving forward on its social 
development agenda.

Richmond, like other municipalities in Greater Vancouver, relies primarily on 
property taxes to fund its budgets. In 2012, 50% of Richmond Municipal 
property taxes were allocated for direct City purposes, with the remainder 
allocated to other organizations including Translink, Metro Vancouver and the 
Ministry of Finance3. The approximate per dollar allocation of funds collected 
through property taxes for City programs is as follows:

Municipal Property Tax Allocation, City of Richmond Cents per Dollar, 2012

0.8¢

1.6¢

2.1¢

2.4¢

3.0¢

3.2¢

3.2¢

3.4¢

4.1¢

4.2¢

4.3¢

4.7¢

4.8¢

4.9¢

5.4¢

6.1¢

6.7¢

15.1¢

20.0¢

0.0¢ 5.0¢ 10.0¢ 15.0¢ 20.0¢ 25.0¢

Fiscal Expenditures incl. Debt- deduct taxes

Business and Financial Services

Storm Drainage

Corporate Admin

Law, Emergency and Bylaws

Engineering

Planning and Development

Corporate Services

Community Services

Community Recreation Centres and Oval
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Breakdown of $1 of Municipal Taxes 2012 

2 Federation of Canadian Municipalities, 2010.
3 City of Richmond, 2012.
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Richmond Community Services Department
In July 2009, Council authorized a corporate restructuring to better enable 
the City to address the opportunities and challenges facing Richmond in 
forthcoming years. The restructuring included the establishment of the 
Community Services Department, a multi-disciplinary department intended to 
address social, environmental, economic, and arts and culture concerns. In 2012 
a further reorganization occurred resulting in four distinct divisions:
•	Community Social Development
•	Arts, Culture and Heritage
•	Recreation
•	Parks

The Community Social Development Division has staff responsible for social 
planning, affordable housing, child care, diversity, youth, and older adults. 
It focuses on working cooperatively with other agencies in the development 
of networks, programs and processes to promote social interaction and 
cultural enrichment. It also focuses on responding to the needs of vulnerable 
populations, respecting social diversity, and ensuring that the City puts priority 
on nurturing and enhancing the community’s social capital.

The Community Social Development Division coordinated preparation of this 
Strategy and will assume primary responsibility for its implementation. Other 
City departments and divisions (e.g. Recreation, Arts and Culture, Planning and 
Development, Law and Community Safety) will also be involved with, or take 
the lead in implementing some of the actions identified herein.

Richmond’s Strengths
The City retained its first Social Planner 
in 1973, a Diversity Coordinator in 1986, 
a Cultural Diversity Coordinator in 2005, 
an Affordable Housing Coordinator in 
2007, a Social Planning Coordinator in 
2008, and a Child Care Coordinator in 
2013. Establishment of these positions 
demonstrates the City’s long term 
commitment to supporting Richmond’s 
social well being.
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Creating the Strategy
Process
The process for preparing and subsequently implementing the Social 
Development Strategy involves four phases, as outlined below:

Phase I: Initial Community Engagement
November 2009–December 2010

•	Endorsement of principles, objectives and overall approach to prepare the 
Social Development Strategy by Council.

•	Endorsement of a Council/Staff liaison committee to provide oversight for the 
Strategy by Council.

•	Facilitation of stakeholder consultation program, including:
 � presentations and discussions with 12 stakeholder groups
 � distribution of questionnaires
 � hosting of a community forum
 � hosting of a social development strategy component on the City’s Let’s Talk 
Richmond online discussion forum

 � collaborating with Richmond Civic Engagement Network in hosting study 
circles.

Phase II: Analysis and Draft Strategy Preparation
January 2011–November 2012

•	 Investigation and preparation of report on social development strategy “best 
practices” by UBC Masters student.

•	HB Lanarc consultants retained to assist with Strategy preparation to:
 � prepare Foundation Report
 � facilitate community stakeholder workshops
 � facilitate City advisory committee workshop
 � prepare preliminary draft of Social Development Strategy.

•	Preparation of draft chapters of the Official Community Plan (OCP) that 
support the Strategy.

•	With assistance of Diversity Clues Consulting Inc., preparation of final 
Strategy draft.

•	Submission of draft Strategy to Council.

Phase III: Consultation, Revision and Strategy Adoption
January 2013–August 2013

•	Distribution of draft Strategy to elicit public comments.
•	Summarization and assessment of public comments and revision of Strategy.
•	Submission of draft Strategy to Council for adoption.
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Phase IV: Implementation, Monitoring 
and Reporting on the Strategy
September 2013 and Onwards

•	Preparation of Strategy work programs for Council review and adoption.
•	 Implementation of work programs.
•	Monitoring of and reporting on Strategy.
•	Renewal of Strategy.

What We Heard
Through consultations for the Social Development Strategy, community 
members shared a breadth of comments, suggestions and concerns 
(Appendix 2). There was no consensus on which issues were of highest priority; 
however, it was clear that Richmond residents and stakeholders care deeply 
about the social future of their community.

Comments received through the consultations centered around three broad 
themes:

Theme 1: Equity and Inclusion—e.g. improving efforts to reduce financial 
barriers to participation in City programs, finding ways to address affordable 
housing and homelessness concerns in Richmond.

Theme 2: Facilitating Citizen Engagement—e.g. increasing social 
connections and communication amongst residents, fostering the development 
of public spaces, ensuring inclusive civic involvement and recognizing the 
importance and significance of engaging Richmond’s culturally diverse 
community.

Theme 3: Building on Social Assets and Community Capacity—e.g. 
building capacity within community organizations, seeking options for child 
care, helping to ensure that appropriate facilities and resources exist to meet 
Richmond’s emerging social development needs, encouraging community 
wellness and safety.

|  2013–2022

Engaging the Community
Phase 1:
•	 12 City Advisory Committees and 

community agencies were consulted 
and provided their input.

•	 8 written submissions were received 
from City Advisory Committees.

•	 55 residents participated in four study 
circles.

•	 278 survey responses were received 
(Note: The printed survey was 
translated into Chinese to provide 
alternatives for Mandarin and 
Cantonese speaking residents to 
contribute their views).

•	 1,000+ distinct viewers visited the Let’s 
Talk Richmond online forum.

•	 270+ individual responses were 
received through Let’s Talk Richmond 
(social issues discussions).

•	 139 policies and other City documents 
were downloaded through the Let’s 
Talk site.

•	 4 targeted study circle groups were 
established to engage members of the 
community who do not usually attend 
traditional consultation sessions.

Phase 2:
•	 12 City Advisory Committee and 

community agencies were consulted 
and provided their input.

•	 4 written submissions were received 
from City Advisory Committees.

•	 52 participants attended a Public Open 
House.

•	 500+ distinct viewers visited the Let’s 
Talk Richmond online forum.

•	 418+ copies of the draft Strategy 
and other City documents were 
downloaded from the Let’s Talk 
Richmond website.

•	 36 comment sheets (29 Chinese, 
7 English) were submitted directly from 
SUCCESS—Richmond office.

PLN - 36



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

City of Richmond 13

Theme 1: Equity and Inclusion
Housing—Community members4 consulted for the Strategy expressed 
concerns about the cost of housing in Richmond. Several suggested that more 
effort should be made to offer incentives to encourage developers to build 
affordable units, to identify suitable sites for affordable housing developments 
on City land, and to conduct research into best practices of other Canadian 
municipalities. Homelessness was also an expressed concern, with community 
members wanting to see measures to reduce the prevalence of homelessness in 
Richmond.

Child Care—Although Richmond has a well-organized and extensive network 
of child care, community members felt that additional spaces and facilities were 
needed. Specifically it was mentioned that developers and employers should 
continue to be encouraged to provide child care facilities. Community members 
also expressed support for the City adopting a “hub model” for services, and 
continuing to lobby senior levels of government to provide more funding to 
create high-quality and affordable child care.

Inequality—Richmond is characterized by people with wealth and affluence, 
as well as those who face challenges in meeting their basic needs due to limited 
incomes. Richmond residents felt that further steps should be taken to remove 
barriers to participate in City programs (e.g. the subsidy program) and that 
more should be done to support organizations that address inequality and other 
social inclusion issues.

Aging Population—Similar to others areas in Canada, Richmond has an 
aging population. Richmond residents expressed desire for the City to pursue 
initiatives to help people live independently in the community for as long as 
possible. They also urged the City to expand recreation, leisure and wellness 
opportunities through both facility development and outreach services.

Theme 2: Facilitating Citizen Engagement
Advocacy/Partnership/Facilitation—Community members felt there 
is potential for the City to play a stronger role in advocating on social 
development concerns to senior government, and in facilitating partnerships 
with service providers and community and faith groups. They believed that such 
efforts would help ensure that the right kinds of services would be delivered, 
the effectiveness and efficiency of service provision would be enhanced, and the 
risks of gaps or duplication in service delivery would be minimized.

Diversity—Richmond is one of the most multicultural cities in Canada. 
Community members felt that diversity considerations need to be better 
integrated into all aspects of the City’s service delivery, with additional attention 
being paid to encouraging and facilitating increased participation of both 
established immigrants and newcomers. They also felt that the City should 
continue to partner in and enhance initiatives that celebrate diversity, such as 
intercultural festivals and gathering places (e.g. Doors Open Festival, Gateway 
Theatre, Richmond Night Market, and interfaith dialogues).
4 A number of stakeholder groups participated in the consultations: Richmond residents; those 
who work in Richmond; and members of City’s advisory committees, community groups and 
organizations. The term “community members” is used to cover the various groups and individuals 
consulted.

“The goal should be to enhance the 
quality of life for ALL residents and to 
take care of our own in a way that is 
inclusive and respectful.”
Community member, Let’s Talk Richmond 
Online Forum

Community Service Hubs
These involve the co-location of two or 
more compatible community services 
to better serve the needs of residents 
while strengthening the capacity of 
participating agencies.

Community service hubs may target 
specific populations or mandates 
(e.g. early childhood, youth, seniors) or 
provide services to a wide spectrum of 
community members. A range of spatial 
and governance models exists.
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Social Capital—Connectedness and a sense of belonging are important for 
healthy communities. Community members indicated that many Richmond 
residents are not adequately engaged in civic society. Youths, low income 
households, people with disabilities, First Nations groups, and individuals 
with limited fluency in English all face barriers to participate in City programs. 
Community members felt that the City should continue to nurture a spirit 
of civic engagement by providing opportunities for participation, while also 
improving its communications (e.g. via translation) in efforts to appeal to a 
wider cross-section of people.

Theme 3: Building on Social Assets and Community Capacity
Planning Good Neighbourhoods—With an inspiring natural setting and array 
of amenities, Richmond is a highly livable community. However, community 
members felt that Richmond could do more to facilitate dynamic, walkable 
neighbourhoods complete with local job opportunities, shops and services. 
Active lifestyles, reduced car dependency, and improved social connectedness 
were cited as desirable features of well-planned neighbourhoods.

Wellness—Richmond has extensive recreation infrastructure that promotes 
active and healthy living. Community members suggested, however, that the 
City could do more to promote health and wellness. For example, they noted 
that local neighbourhood hubs would facilitate walking and bicycling, and 
encourage people to stay active in their day-to-day lives. In addition, they 
suggested that there should be better access to facilities and programs for 
people with low incomes, children and youth, and others with special needs.

Safety—Richmond residents enjoy a relatively high level of personal safety, 
with low levels of crime. Nonetheless, community members felt that the sense 
of safety could be enhanced through programs that strengthen community, 
encourage participation of all residents, and build trust among diverse 
population groups. They also felt that there should be an increased focus on 
promoting community members’ roles regarding social responsibility, ethics, and 
civic pride.

Economy—With the airport, industrial sector, and City Centre area, Richmond 
has a diversified economy which also supports many small local businesses. 
However, it was noted that increased efforts should be made to attract more 
corporate offices to Richmond. In addition, community members suggested that 
Richmond strengthen its global connections by encouraging more international 
trade and businesses. Community members also raised concerns over the 
economic challenges facing many immigrants, and felt newcomers should be 
able to have their qualifications recognized and find jobs commensurate with 
their skills and education.

Richmond’s Strengths
•	 Richmond is home to over 200 

volunteer community organizations
•	 In 2012, 130 Richmond volunteers 

distributed grocery vouchers to over 
806 low-income families*

* Volunteer Richmond, 2012-2013 Annual 
Report
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Roles of Government and Key Partners
Neither the City nor any other single entity has sole responsibility for social 
development. Various governmental and non-governmental parties have a role; 
however, areas of jurisdiction amongst different levels of government are not 
always clear and some overlaps exist. A summary of key social development 
partners and their respective roles is provided below.

Government

Municipal Governments

Local governments are “creatures of the Province” and receive their mandated 
authority from Provincial enabling legislation (e.g. Local Government Act, 
Community Charter). Examples of key areas of municipal responsibility include 
infrastructure, recreation, land-use planning, police and fire services.

In 1994, the Municipal Act (superseded by the Local Government Act) was 
amended to recognize a municipal role in social planning. Although several 
municipalities engaged in social planning prior to 1994, the amendments 
specifically authorized municipalities to include policies in their OCPs relating 
to social needs, social well-being and social development. Subsequent 
amendments required municipalities to include policies in their own OCPs 
regarding affordable housing, rental housing and special needs housing.

While having the authority to plan for social issues, municipalities have limited 
jurisdictional responsibilities and scarce funding for the delivery of social 
services. Further, notwithstanding their limited mandates and resources, as the 
level of government closest to the people, municipalities are frequently seen as 
the community’s “first port of call” on social matters.

Provincial Government

The Provincial Government (the Province) has jurisdiction over such social areas 
as health, education and welfare. In addition, it establishes the legislative 
framework within which municipalities operate, and is typically responsible 
for municipal borrowing and revenue transfers. The Province pursues its social 
development mandate in a number of ways: direct service provision (e.g. 
through Ministry of Children and Family Development programs), service 
provision through Health Authorities or crown agencies (e.g. BC Housing), and 
contractual arrangements or grant funding with non-profit service providers. For 
example, with respect to child care, the Province is responsible for legislation, 
policy, regulation and subsidies.

Federal Government

The Federal Government has oversight over such social areas as heritage, 
immigration, Employment Insurance, pensions, the justice system, and First 
Nations matters. The Federal Government provides per capita funding to 
Provincial Governments for child care and other early learning initiatives. It also 
provides funding for projects and social programs which align with Federal 
priorities, including funding that is accessible to municipalities, community 
agencies and other groups. In addition, various Federal agencies work closely 
with municipalities on areas of mutual concern (e.g. CMHC on housing policies 
and Transport Canada on transportation infrastructure development).
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City Partners

Non-profit Agencies and Community Groups

Non-profit agencies provide valuable social, community, and health services 
to various sectors in the community. Community groups (e.g. Community 
Associations, issue-specific committees) coalesce around common concerns or 
interests and may or may not coordinate service delivery. Because of their solid 
knowledge and concern for the community, non-profit agencies and community 
groups are well positioned to identify needs, do joint planning, and advocate 
on priority social issues in the city. Examples of local non-profit agencies are 
included in Appendix 4.

Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH)

Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH) is one of five regional health authorities that 
governs, plans, and coordinates health services in BC. VCH delivers a variety of 
services (e.g. hospital services, home care, and Community Care Licensing) that 
directly benefit the health and well being of the Richmond population. The City 
and VCH consult regularly through the Local Governance Liaison Committee 
and collaborate on a number of joint initiatives (e.g. Community Wellness 
Strategy, Wellness Connections programming). VCH was also actively involved 
with preparation of the Social Development Strategy and the OCP.

School District No. 38

School districts are responsible for implementing the Provincial curriculum at a 
local level. Schools have the potential to be important partners in the delivery 
of social programs, as they serve families from all socioeconomic groups and 
can offer space and facilities outside of school hours. As with VCH, schools are 
also increasingly involved in social development initiatives. For example, the 
Settlement Workers in Schools (SWIS) program helps newcomer families get 
settled and connected with services and resources in the community.

Post Secondary Institutions

Colleges and universities can offer information, research, advice, venue space, 
and practicum students to assist with social development initiatives. The 
institutions can also be instrumental in providing empirical information to raise 
awareness of social development concerns.

Business Community

The business community has an important role to play in social development. 
Members of the business community are both employers and Richmond 
residents. Their decisions and actions have a direct impact on employment 
levels, labour and income, and overall quality of life in the community. 
Businesses can comment on proposed new initiatives, offer mentoring 
opportunities, and assist with fund raising and sponsorship of programs.
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Developers

Developers play a role in addressing housing and community amenity 
needs (e.g. developing more accessible and affordable housing, building or 
financially contributing towards affordable housing or child care as part of the 
development approval process). Developers also make financial contributions 
to non-profit agencies of their choice and create the physical environments in 
which local residents live, work and play.

Local Radio, Newspapers, Blogs, and Ethnic Media

The media can be instrumental in promoting programs and raising awareness of 
social issues. Mainstream and emerging forms of social media can be expected 
to play a greater role regarding social development in the future.

Faith and Ethno-Cultural Groups

Faith and ethno-cultural groups play a particularly important social development 
role in highly diverse communities such as Richmond. They can help to identify 
service area gaps and work with local governments to develop programs that 
address the needs of the community. They can also provide insight on the best 
ways of engaging and integrating different ethno-cultural groups into civic 
society.

Local Residents

Well-informed, active and engaged local residents play an integral role in 
Richmond’s social development. Either as individuals or as part of a group, local 
residents raise public awareness on important social issues, often initiating 
action for positive change.

Buddhist Temple on No. 5 Road

Unique Richmond
The “Highway to Heaven” section of 
No. 5 Road in Richmond is a unique 
example of multiculturalism in action. 
Many of the world’s major religious beliefs 
are represented on this five (5) km stretch 
of road: Christian schools, a Jewish 
school, a Muslim school, a Sikh temple, 
and a Buddhist temple. Richmond’s 
No. 5 Road was one of the 52 finalists 
in the CBC’s Seven Wonders of Canada 
contest along with other Canadian iconic 
places, such as Niagara Falls and the 
CN Tower. The area has also drawn the 
interest of academic researchers from 
Canada and abroad.
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Social Development Strategy Framework
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Framework
Overview
The Social Development Strategy Framework consists of a vision, three 
goals and nine strategic directions. Further, for each Strategic Direction, 
recommended actions are suggested, along with associated timelines, proposed 
partners, and City roles. The relationship is shown graphically on page 18.

The specific Strategy proposals are presented on the following pages.
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Goal 1
Enhance Social Equity and Inclusion
Strategic Directions

1. Expand Housing Choices

2. Enhance Community Accessibility

3. Address the Needs of an Aging Population

4. Help Richmond’s Children, Youth and Families Thrive
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Goal 1: Social Equity and Inclusion

Strategic Direction 1: Expand Housing Choices
Why is this important? Housing is a fundamental human need. Ideally, all 
residents should be able to secure accommodation that meets their basic 
needs. Specifically, housing should be within the financial means of Richmond 
households and contain sufficient space and features for various household 
formations. Affordable and accessible housing can help ensure that current and 
future residents can live, work, play and thrive in Richmond.

What can we build on? Richmond has a diversity of quality housing, including 
single family houses, townhouses, rental and condominium apartments, market 
and non-market units, and supported options (e.g. group homes, assisted living 
and care facilities). The City has continued to facilitate a variety of new housing 
options in Richmond in recent years such as secondary suites, coach houses 
and adaptable units. The City has also increased initiatives to assist vulnerable 
community members in accessing housing and community supports.

Notwithstanding the inherent challenges, the City has opportunities to build on 
innovative policy mechanisms, multi-sector partnerships and leveraged funding 
models to support the delivery of diverse housing and community support 
solutions to meet the specific needs of Richmond’s low to moderate income 
households.

What are the challenges? Housing affordability is a key challenge for many 
residents in Richmond, with increases in the cost of housing far exceeding 
increases in income levels in recent years. From 2007 to 2012 Richmond 
had a higher than average increase in apartment price (21%), the highest in 
Metro Vancouver. Other challenges include reduction in senior government 
funding and policy commitments, homelessness, aging of purpose built rental 
housing stock, and provision of an appropriate range of housing options to 
accommodate people at various stages of the life cycle.

What is the current City policy context? The key City policies pertaining to 
housing choice are the OCP and the Affordable Housing Strategy.

Recommended Actions:
Action 1—Implement, monitor, and enhance the Richmond 
Affordable Housing Strategy, placing priority attention on:

1.1 Developing a Housing Action Plan that incorporates ongoing monitoring, 
revisions and housing targets for people living on limited income 
(e.g. older adults, people on social assistance and youth-at-risk). 
Short Term (0–3 years)

1.2 Exploring options for increasing the supply of “workforce housing” 
(e.g. helping people who work in Richmond to be able to afford to live in 
the city). Short Term (0–3 years)

1.3 Enhancing policies and mechanisms for facilitating affordable home 
ownership in Richmond. Short Term (0–3 years)

Towards a sustainable community
Offi cial Community Plan (OCP)–2041 Update: Second round public consultation

4

Description of housing types
Secondary suite
On a single-family residential lot, a secondary suite is an 
accessory, self contained dwelling located within the single-
family house.
It could be located on the 1st storey, 2nd storey or
½ storey in the 2½ storey and 9 m (29.5 foot) height 
typically permitted for a single-family house.
The maximum size of a secondary suite is 90 m2 (970 ft2).

Coach house
On a single-family residential lot, a coach house is a self 
contained dwelling located above a detached garage in the 
rear yard.
It would be a maximum height of 2 storeys and 6 m
(20 feet) with a pitched roof (a typical single-family house 
can be 2½ storeys and 9 m (29.5 feet) in height).
The maximum size of a coach house would be 60 m2

(645 ft2).

Granny fl at
On a single-family residential lot, a granny fl at is a 
detached, self contained dwelling located on the ground 
fl oor in the rear yard.
It would be a maximum height of 1 storey and 5 m
(16.4 feet) with a pitched roof (the maximum height of an 
accessory building like a detached garage is 1 storey and
5 m (16.4 feet).
The maximum size of a granny fl at would be 70 m2

(755 ft2).

Duplex
A duplex is two self contained dwellings located either
(1) side by side, or (2) front and back.
It would be a maximum height of 2 storeys and 9 m
(29.5 feet) (a typical single-family house can be 2½ storeys 
and 9 m (29.5 feet) in height).
The maximum size of a duplex would be the same as a 
single-family house.
Note: Each of these housing types could be located with or 
without a back lane.

Coach house with back lane

Front and back duplex with back lane 

Granny fl at with back lane

Housing Affordability
•	 Affordable housing is defined by 

CMHC as “housing that costs less than 
30% of before-tax household income”.

•	 44% of Richmond tenants spent over 
30% of their income on rent in 2005.

•	 Average rent in Richmond is near the 
highest level in the Metro Vancouver 
region.

•	 The cost for attached and apartment 
style homes has increased over 70% 
between 2005 and 2011.

PLN - 47



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

24 City of Richmond

1.4 Pursuing development of an emergency shelter for women and children. 
Short Term (0–3 years)

1.5 Updating the Homelessness Strategy, in collaboration with other 
community partners, examining housing and support service needs 
and options for people who are homeless or at risk of homelessness in 
Richmond. Short Term (0–3 years)

1.6 Exploring creative financing options, to supplement developer 
contributions to augment the City’s Affordable Housing Reserves.  
Long Term (7–10 years)

1.7 Using the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for strategic land acquisitions 
and other initiatives to facilitate provision of subsidized rental housing. 
Ongoing

1.8 Enhancing collaboration with non-profit societies, the faith community, 
private businesses and senior governments to pursue innovative funding 
mechanisms, leveraged investment opportunities and other approaches 
for developing affordable housing with appropriate community support 
services. Ongoing

1.9 Continuing participation in local and regional homelessness initiatives. 
Ongoing

1.10 Continuing to advocate to Senior Government for necessary programs 
and funding to address priority affordable housing needs. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Provincial Government
•	Metro Vancouver
•	Community Committees
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Private Sector
•	Developers
•	Federal Government
•	Faith Communities
•	Community Members

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Provide land, space or funding.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Engage and empower community.
•	Advocate for and secure external contributions.

Homelessness in Richmond
The 2011 Regional Homeless Count 
identified 49 homeless people in 
Richmond. However, it is important to 
recognize that the Homeless Count is a 
24-hour snapshot and not an absolute 
count. Local RCMP and service providers 
estimate that there are closer to 100 
homeless individuals in Richmond, not 
including those at-risk of homelessness or 
precariously housed individuals.

The Richmond Homelessness Coalition—
Homes For All, is a multi-stakeholder 
community planning table, comprised 
of government officials, non-profit 
service and housing providers, faith 
communities, businesses, and community 
individuals. The Coalition’s primary aim 
is to address issues of homelessness with 
the understanding that the long-term 
solution is to ensure access and provision 
of appropriate housing and supports for 
individuals who are homeless or at risk of 
homelessness.
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Action 2—Support opportunities for people to remain in 
their neighbourhoods as they age, or personal circumstances 
or family status changes, through such means as:

2.1 Continuing to accommodate a variety of housing forms, with designs that 
facilitate aging in place, through the OCP, Zoning Bylaw and planning 
policies (e.g. secondary suites, laneway housing, townhouse units within 
higher density developments; diverse unit sizes). Ongoing

2.2 Reviewing incentives to encourage homeowners to establish secondary 
suites, laneway housing and other desired housing forms in Richmond 
neighbourhoods. Ongoing

2.3 Encouraging development of housing and community spaces that 
incorporate physical, socioeconomic and cultural accessibility features that 
support livability and aging in place. Ongoing

2.4 Continuing to pursue opportunities to increase the public’s understanding 
of housing challenges for people with addictions, physical disabilities and 
mental health issues. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Developers
•	Technical Experts
•	Community Members
•	Federal Government
•	Provincial Government
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Advisory Committees

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Engage and empower community.

Affordable Housing
From July 2007 to April 30, 2013, 
through its Affordable Housing Strategy, 
the City has secured approximately 
1,700 units of affordable housing. (e.g. 
subsidized rental, low end market rental 
and affordable homeownership).
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Strategic Direction 2: Enhance Community Accessibility
Why is this important? Reducing barriers and enhancing accessibility are 
essential for creating an inclusive society in which all residents feel appreciated 
and included. Accessibility can be framed in physical terms (e.g. design 
modifications to the built environment) and non-physical terms (e.g. attitudinal, 
financial, or cultural). The removal of barriers for residents to participate in 
community life by developing age and ability friendly neighbourhoods is critical 
to enhancing Richmond’s livability.

What can we build on? Richmond has an excellent record with respect to 
physical accessibility. Examples include provisions in the OCP and Zoning Bylaw 
to facilitate accessible building designs, employment of dedicated City staff 
responsible for accessibility issues, and financial and administrative support to 
the Richmond Centre for Disability. The City also reduces accessibility barriers by 
subsidizing fees for City recreation programs for low income families, providing 
grants to community agencies that support people with low incomes, and 
collaborating with various community partners to address social concerns. In 
addition, Richmond has a well-organized and diverse non-profit sector that 
offers programs and services for people with disabilities and their families.

What are the challenges? With respect to physical accessibility, key challenges 
include accommodating the needs of an aging population and people 
with disabilities, promoting aging in place, and pursuing safe barrier-free 
environments (e.g. retrofits of existing buildings and facilities—both for the 
City and others). With respect to reducing other types of accessibility barriers, 
the City is often hindered by resource and mandate limitations (e.g. it cannot 
administer income distribution programs). Also, the City cannot unilaterally shift 
negative public attitudes—attitudes which take time and other influences to 
change.

What is the current City policy context? Key City policies pertaining to 
accessibility include the OCP, Affordable Housing Strategy, Group Home Policy 
and Planning Framework, and the Intercultural Strategic Plan.

Richmond’s Strengths
The Recreation Access Card is available 
to residents of Richmond who live with 
a permanent disability that seriously 
impairs their daily living. The card entitles 
recipients to a 50% discount to drop-in 
activities at City recreation facilities. In 
2012, 174 new cards were issued.

The City also reduces other types of 
accessibility barriers by subsidizing fees 
for City recreation programs for low 
income families and providing grants to 
community agencies that support people 
with accessibility challenges.

PLN - 50



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

City of Richmond 27

Recommended Actions:
Action 3—Continue to play a leadership role with respect to 
physical accessibility, consulting with people with disabilities 
and other partners in efforts to:

3.1 Implement the policies specified in the 2041 OCP pertaining to adaptable 
and convertible housing requirements, visitability and overall housing 
accessibility. Short Term (0–3 years) then Ongoing

3.2 Establish cost-effective accessibility design specifications for affordable 
housing developments. Short Term (0–3 years)

3.3 Review and refine universal accessibility guidelines for multiple family 
residential dwellings, and promote the incorporation of adaptable design 
features in new single family developments. Medium Term (4–6 years)

3.4 Establish formal targeted approaches to increase employment opportunities 
with the City for people living with disabilities. Medium Term (4–6 years)

3.5 Promote best practices in the assessment and upgrading of accessibility 
features in City and non-City facilities (e.g. continued participation 
with the Rick Hansen Foundation and others on the promotion and 
enhancement of the Planat online venue accessibility rating tool). Ongoing

3.6 Develop a comprehensive plan with associated budget requirements, for 
undertaking necessary upgrades to further increase accessibility of existing 
City facilities. Long Term (7–10 years)

3.7 Ensure that, to the extent possible, City facilities and the public realm 
(e.g. parks, sidewalks) are accessible. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Community Partners
•	Seniors Advisory Committee
•	Greater Vancouver Home Builders Association
•	Urban Development Institute
•	Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation
•	Non-profit Affordable Housing Providers
•	BC Housing
•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Engage and empower community.

Richmond’s Strengths
The Richmond Centre for Disability 
(RCD) provides specialized services to 
people with disabilities. In 2012,
•	 RCD received 803 inquires per month.
•	 offered 450 English Literacy classes.
•	 near 5,000 clients accessed RCD 

computer services.
•	 over 300 children participated in RCD 

activities.
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Action 4—Conduct a comprehensive review of the 
Recreation Fee Subsidy Program to ensure it continues 
to address priority needs, within the City’s means, with 
consideration being given to:

4.1 Exploring program expansion to assist more low income residents 
(e.g. adults, older adults, people with disabilities). Short Term (0–3 years)

4.2 Using technological improvements to enhance customer service and 
program administration. Short Term (0–3 years)

4.3 Increasing available opportunities for resident participation in community 
recreation, arts and cultural activities. Short Term (0–3 years)

4.4 Developing enhanced communication and marketing approaches to 
facilitate maximum uptake of the Recreation Fee Subsidy Program by 
eligible recipients. Short Term (0–3 years)

4.5 Exploring alternative mechanisms for administration of the program 
(e.g. through a non-profit agency, funded by the City and in accordance 
with City guidelines). Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Provide land, space or funding.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

Richmond’s Strengths
Recreation Fee Subsidy enhances 
access to recreation and is available for 
admissions and program registration in 
Richmond's Community Centres, Cultural 
Centres, Aquatic Centres and Arenas.

Almost 4,000 recreational fee subsides 
were issued, including family passes 
(2007–2011). The program is run in 
partnership with Community Partners.
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Action 5—Acknowledging that income data from Statistics 
Canada and other sources alone do not present a complete 
or fully reliable picture of poverty in Richmond, work with 
community-based organizations, senior governments and 
other partners to initiate a culturally-sensitive process to:

5.1 Improve understanding of the characteristics and challenges of low 
income residents in Richmond. Short Term (0–3 years) and then Ongoing

5.2 Support initiatives to help individuals and families move out of poverty, 
specifying the roles that the City and other partners and jurisdictions can 
play in pursuing viable solutions (e.g. job readiness programs, affordable 
housing measures). Short Term (0–3 years) and then Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Federal Government
•	Provincial Government
•	Community Committees
•	School District No. 38
•	Vancouver Coastal Health

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

Prevalence of Low Income by Economic Family, Richmond and BC, 2005

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Females 15 years and over and 
not in economic families

Males 15 years and over and not 
in economic families

Female lone-parent families

Lone-parent families

Couple families 

All economic families 

Richmond BC

Source: Statistics Canada 2006 Census

Low Income Cut-offs (LICO)
Low income cut-offs (LICO) are 
“income measures below which a family 
will likely devote a larger share of its 
income on the necessities of food, shelter, 
and clothing than the average family” 
(Statistics Canada). They are based on 
economic family size and community size, 
but do not take into account variations 
in the cost of living in different regions. 
Prevalence of low income in Richmond 
is considerably higher than the provincial 
average for all types of economic family 
structures.

LICO for Families in a Census 
Metropolitan Area (CMA) of more 
than 500,000 Inhabitants

Size of 
Family

Current dollars for 
CMA with 500,000 
inhabitants and more

1 person $18,759

2 persons $22,831

3 persons $28,430

4 persons $35,469

5 persons $40,388

6 persons $44,791

7 persons $49,195

Source: Statistics Canada 2011

PLN - 53



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

30 City of Richmond

Action 6—Support and encourage community-based 
initiatives that promote independence and reduce the 
cost of living for low income households (e.g. community 
gardens, community kitchens, low income resource 
directory, social enterprises, and community-based life skills 
workshops). Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Community Members
•	Vancouver Coastal Health

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.

Richmond’s Strengths
•	 8 community gardens operated by 

Richmond Food Security Society (RFSS).
•	 4 private community gardens.
•	 Steveston Farmers & Artisans Market.
•	 26 local farms.
•	 Richmond’s online food calendar 

by Richmond Food Security Society 
featuring events on growing food, 
organic gardening, and cooking.

•	 Community kitchens which offer meals 
for free or by donation.
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Strategic Direction 3: Address the 
Needs of an Aging Population
Why is this important? Richmond’s population is aging and will continue to 
do so over the coming decades. The “greying of the population” coincides 
with the trend towards a healthier and increasingly vocal and diverse older 
population. Tomorrow’s older adults will have greater expectations regarding 
programs and services. They will also be interested in initiatives to improve 
aging in place, affordable housing, accessibility and healthy communities.

What can we build on? Richmond has a vibrant and engaged older adult 
population. It also has many plans, policies, partnerships, services and structures 
in place to support older adults (e.g. the Older Adults Service Plan, Minoru 
Place Activity Centre and the Seniors Advisory Committee). These policies and 
initiatives give Richmond the unique opportunity to support aging in place, 
ensuring that appropriate housing options, services and facilities are available 
throughout various neighbourhoods. Due to its flat topography, Richmond 
is relatively accessible from a physical perspective, and efforts are being 
consistently made to improve overall accessibility.

What are the challenges? An aging population presents many challenges 
for the future, specifically to the social safety net, health system, service 
delivery, and overall community planning. However, a vibrant older adult 
community contributes to the economy, supports extended families, participates 
in volunteerism and generally enhances the social health and sustainability 
of neighbourhoods. The City and other jurisdictions will face challenges in 
responding to the needs of the expanding and increasingly diverse older 
population—acknowledging rising expectations in light of fiscal constraints 
and recognizing that a “one size fits all” approach will not suffice (e.g. older 
adults differ significantly with respect to their mobility, capacity, interests and 
disposable incomes).

What is the current City policy context? Key City policies relevant to 
Richmond’s older adult population are the OCP, Older Adults Service Plan, and 
Affordable Housing Strategy.

Richmond‘s Older Adults
•	 40% of people 55 years and older had 

less than $15,000 after tax income in 
2005.

•	 27% of residents 75 years and older 
were living alone.

•	 Of all individuals aged 55 years old 
and older, 67% were born outside of 
Canada:

 � 20% of Richmond older adults were 
born in China

 � 10% were born in Hong Kong
 � 5% were born in Philippines
 � 5% were born in India
 � 5% were born in the United 
Kingdom

 � 22% were born in other countries.
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Recommended Actions:
Action 7—Implement, monitor and update the Older Adults 
Service Plan, placing priority attention on:

7.1 Pursuing approaches that involve planning with, not for, the older adult 
population. Short Term (0–3 years)

7.2 Expanding the volunteer base to serve the older adult population, as well 
as providing meaningful volunteer opportunities for older adults.  
Short Term (0–3 years)

7.3 Ensuring older adults and their families and caregivers are aware of 
available recreation, leisure, wellness and health promotion opportunities 
in the community. Short Term (0–3 years)

7.4 Expanding recreation, leisure and wellness services and programs to frail 
and isolated older adults allowing them to remain in their own homes for 
as long as possible. Ongoing

7.5 Reviewing the pricing structure for City programs for older adults to 
ensure it remains equitable and sustainable, while also being affordable 
for those with limited incomes. Medium Term (4–6 years)

7.6 Exploring partnerships with service providers, strata councils and housing 
providers to bring wellness outreach programs into buildings with a high 
concentration of older adults. Short Term (0–3 years)

7.7 Connecting non-English speaking older adults with appropriate recreation, 
leisure and wellness services and programs (e.g. through the use of 
multilingual volunteers, translation services and partnerships with 
community groups). Ongoing

7.8 Developing a communication strategy to increase the awareness of the 
young-old (55–65 years) regarding health, wellness, the aging process, 
legislation, programs and benefits available to older adults.  
Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Strata Councils

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Engage and empower community.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

Active and Healthy Living in Richmond                 2008-2012

Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services
Older Adults Service Plan

Endorsed by Council May 2008

Wellness Clinics
More than 3,400 people accessed Wellness 
Clinics between September 1, 2011 and 
August 31, 2012. They received free 
health monitoring, holistic health options 
and information on a variety of programs 
and services at seven sites throughout 
Richmond:
•	 Beth Tikvah Congregation
•	 Minoru Place Activity Centre
•	 East Richmond Community Hall
•	 South Arm Community Centre
•	 Steveston Community Centre
•	 Thompson Community Centre
•	 West Richmond Community Centre.
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Action 8—Build an expanded Minoru Place Activity Centre, 
ensuring that the new facility is adequate for meeting 
the needs of Richmond’s growing and diverse older adult 
population, while also being flexible to accommodate other 
groups and respond to changing needs over time.  
Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Minoru Seniors Society

City Roles:

•	Provide land, space or funding.
•	Establish infrastructure.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Participation at Minoru Place Activity 
Centre (2011–2012 fiscal year)
•	 46,528 members swiped their card to 

use the facility.
•	 26,448 members participated in one of 

the Centre’s clubs and groups.
•	 2,961 people registered for programs 

and an additional 5,097 people 
participated in the programs on a drop 
in basis.

•	 796 people participated in the Centre’s 
seven regular monthly special events.

•	 3,053 people participated in other 
special events.

•	 2,459 people took advantage of health 
and wellness services offered at Minoru 
(i.e. flu shots, blood pressure testing).

•	 200+ volunteers gave their time, which 
totalled over 25,636 hours.
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Action 9—Support aging in place initiatives and the ongoing 
development of Richmond as an age-friendly community 
through such actions as:

9.1 Pursuing the City of Richmond’s designation as an Age-friendly City, 
joining the World Health Organizations Global Network of Age-friendly 
Cities and Communities. Short Term (0–3 years)

9.2 Developing a comprehensive Aging in Place Strategy for Richmond, 
utilizing best practice research and an assessment of current and future 
community needs. Long Term (7–10 years)

9.3 Collaborating with senior governments, Vancouver Coastal Health, and 
community partners in planning and delivery of programs (e.g. community 
wellness clinics, elder abuse prevention initiatives) which help older adults 
continue to live independently in their community for as long as possible. 
Ongoing

9.4 Collaborating with Vancouver Coastal Health and other partners to ensure 
that appropriate and sufficient care facilities, adult day centre spaces, and 
other resources are available to meet the needs of older adults who are no 
longer able to live independently. Ongoing

9.5 Striving to ensure that City land use plans, policies and developments 
support aging in place (e.g. through diverse housing forms, accessible 
outdoor public spaces and built environments, public realm features which 
encourage physical activity and social connections). Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Provincial Government
•	Federal Government
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	BC Housing
•	Developers
•	Minoru Seniors Society
•	Seniors Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Centre for Disability
•	Richmond Seniors Network
•	Richmond Chinese Community Society

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Engage and empower community.

Official Community Plan (OCP)
Schedule 1 of Bylaw 9000

2041 OCP—Moving Towards Sustainability
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Artwork by Anthia Chen

Richmond’s Older Adults
•	 Number of residents aged 55 and over 

in Richmond: 53,565.
•	 Number of residents aged 65 and over 

in Richmond: 26,005.

Source: 2011 Census
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Strategic Direction 4: Help Richmond’s 
Children, Youth and Families Thrive
Why is this important? A positive start to life and a nurturing environment are 
critical factors for the health and wellbeing of Richmond’s younger population 
(ranging from early childhood to youth). These factors are also critical for the 
younger population’s future development as healthy, happy and productive 
adults. With respect to families, it is important to provide opportunities to 
be physically active, experience nature, enjoy learning and form positive 
relationships in pleasant, safe and accessible surroundings. The City can play a 
key role in helping its children, youth and families to thrive in conjunction with 
senior governments, the private and non-profit sectors, and other partners. 
In addition, the involvement of children, youth and families in planning 
neighbourhoods, amenities and services will help to ensure that Richmond 
remains a place where families of all ages and incomes can flourish.

What can we build on? Richmond supports children, youth and families in a 
variety of ways. For example, it provides high quality parks, recreation, library 
and arts facilities and programs, as well as accessible outdoor play and amenity 
spaces. The City received one of the first BC Child Care Awards of Excellence 
for its leadership role in supporting child care, (e.g. City-owned child care 
facilities, reserve funds, advisory committee, grants and needs assessments). 
The Youth Service Plan has guided the development of outreach services for 
at-risk youth throughout Richmond. The City supports the non-profit sector in 
serving children, youth and families through such initiatives as the Richmond 
Grant Program, the Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee and 
lease of land (e.g. Caring Place Society). Many child, youth and family-friendly 
neighbourhood events and community festivals are also held throughout 
Richmond.

What are the challenges? Key challenges faced by Richmond families include 
the high cost of housing and child care, compounded by the lack of strong 
senior government policy and funding in these areas. Another challenge in 
Richmond involves “invisible” poverty, whereby households with low incomes 
often go unnoticed in the community (e.g. Richmond lacks obviously blighted 
or derelict neighbourhoods). Challenges faced by the non-profit sector include 
funding uncertainties and the need for secure, affordable, appropriately located 
premises for their operations. Another set of challenges relates to ensuring 
that families are aware of and able to access available programs, services and 
supports when experiencing barriers (e.g. language, culture, time, income, 
transportation).

What is the current City policy context? Key City policies supporting 
children, youth and families include the OCP, the Affordable Housing Strategy, 
Child Care Development Policy, Youth Service Plan, Parks and Recreation Master 
Plan, Arts Strategy and City Grant Policy. The Richmond Children’s Charter, 
prepared by Richmond Children First, was endorsed by Richmond City Council 
in 2012.

The Richmond Children’s Charter reflects 
the top 12 rights identified by over 3,000 
Richmond children aged 3 to 12. Its 
purpose is to guide the development of a 
child-friendly city based on the principles 
of the UN Convention on the Rights 
of the Child. In June 2012, Richmond 
City Council unanimously endorsed the 
Richmond Children’s Charter.

Across Richmond, over 3,000 children from the ages of 3 to 12 years old shared, through words and drawings, their opinions  
on children’s rights in Richmond.  The Richmond Children’s Charter reflects the top 12 rights identified by Richmond children.

www.richmondchildrenfirst.ca

Richmond 
Children's Charter

RICHMOND CHILDREN HAVE...

1-The Right To Play
“I have the right to have fun” (David, age 9)

“Playgrounds should have swings, we can be responsible” (Alyssa, age 10)

2-The Right To Learn
“I have the right to learn by making mistakes” (Jessica, age 11)

“We have the right to learn everywhere — in kindergarten, at home, with adults” 

(Evelyn and Austin, age 4)

3-The Right To Belong and Be Ourselves

“You have the right to special help if you need it – if your eyes don’t  

work you need a looking dog. That is special help.” (Fraser, age 5) 

“I have the right to look weird.” (Jason, age 10)

“Every child has the right to be forgiven.” (Angela, age 10)

4-The Right To Be Loved and Have A Family

“I have the right to live in a caring family for a bright future” (Christopher, age 9)

“You have the right to be a kid with your family” (Aidan, age 5)

5-The Right To Nutritious Food 

and A Healthy Life
“I have the right to eat healthy food so I don’t get sick” (Ethan, age 5)

“We have the right to have a family doctor” (Colin, age 10)

 

6-The Right to a Home
“Every child needs a home.” (Hasaan, age 10)

 “I speak English and Chinese but I only belong to Canada” (Fraser, age 5)

7-The Right to Choose Friends
“I have the rights to have friends from other cultures” (Aneil, age 8)

“I love meeting new friends at school. Bonjour!” (Ashley, age 9)

8-The Right to Explore,  

Dream, Imagine, and Create
“We have the right to dream, achieve, and be free”  (Alison, age 9)

“I have the right to read to have a big mind! Reading is awesome.” (Amanjit, age 8)

9-The Right to Peace and Safety
“I have the right not to be afraid.” (Jimmy, age 8)

“The police protect you - and so do your mommy and daddy

 — and your teachers” (Fraser & Ilias, age 5)

 

10-The Right to Be Heard
“I have the right to ask questions and express myself.” (Alice, age 11)

“We have the right to share our ideas and be listened to. 

Ideas are when you think of stuff hard.” (Griffin, age 5)

11-The Right to Our Own Religion
“I have the right to pray” (Ali, age 7)

“We have the right to believe in what we need to believe in.” (Jake, age 10)

12-The Right to a Clean Environment
“Every child needs clean water, not dirty water” (Cindy, age 9)

 “I have the right to help protect the environment.” (Keon, age 8)
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Action 10—Support the establishment of high quality, safe 
child care services in Richmond through such means as:

10.1 Conducting periodic Child Care Needs Assessments, with interim 
monitoring to identify existing and future child care requirements, by type 
of care and geographic area of need. Medium Term (4–6 years)

10.2 Exploring creative financing options to supplement developer 
contributions to augment the City’s Child Care Development Reserves. 
Long Term (7–10 years)

10.3 Securing City-owned child care facilities from private developers through 
the rezoning process for lease at nominal rates to non-profit providers. 
Ongoing

10.4 Encouraging the establishment of child care facilities near schools, parks 
and community centres. Ongoing

10.5 Encouraging private developers to contribute to the City’s Child Care 
Development Reserve Fund, as appropriate. Ongoing

10.6 Consulting and collaborating with child care providers and other 
community partners on child care issues. Ongoing

10.7 Administering the City’s Child Care Grant Program to support the 
provision of quality, affordable, accessible child care in Richmond. Ongoing

10.8 Advocating for senior governments to contribute funding and improve 
policies to address local child care needs. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Child Care Development Advisory Committee
•	Child Care Providers
•	Parents
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	School District No. 38
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Developers
•	Community Partners
•	Community Committees
•	Provincial Government
•	Federal Government

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Engage and empower community.
•	Provide land, space or funding.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

Richmond’s Strengths
In January, 2013, the City established 
a Child Care Coordinator staff position 
to improve the City’s ability to plan and 
develop quality child care facilities in the 
community.
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Action 11—Implement policies identified in the 2041 
Official Community Plan to promote the establishment and 
maintenance of a comprehensive child care system. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Child Care Development Advisory Committee
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Developers

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Richmond’s Strengths
In 2011, Richmond was the first of 
two local governments to win the BC 
Child Care Award of Excellence in the 
“Municipal/Regional Government” 
category.

Richmond Strengths
Four city owned child care facilities are 
currently in operation in Richmond. The 
City has also secured six additional child 
care facilities to be built over the next five 
years. This will add approximately 250 
new child care spaces to serve children 
from birth to 12 years old.
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Action 12—Seek opportunities to provide support for 
children and families through:

12.1 Working with Richmond Children First and other partners to:
 � Advance the objectives of Richmond’s Children’s Charter;
 � Develop and implement strategies to best support children and families. 

Short Term (0–3 years)

12.2 Seeking opportunities to negotiate space for family-oriented community 
service hubs through the rezoning process (e.g. co-location of child care, 
family support and health services). Ongoing

12.3 Providing children and families with the opportunity to participate, as 
appropriate, in plans, policies, and programs affecting them and the 
community. Ongoing

12.4 Making Richmond an increasingly child and family friendly community 
through progressive City land use planning and design practices. Ongoing

12.5 Supporting the establishment of family-oriented affordable housing. 
Ongoing

12.6 Providing community grants to organizations that offer services to support 
children and families. Ongoing

12.7 Providing affordable and accessible child and family-friendly parks, 
recreation and cultural opportunities, including library programs & 
services. Ongoing

12.8 Supporting programs and initiatives that address domestic violence, 
poverty, mental health and addictions. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Provincial Government
•	Federal Government
•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Developers
•	Advisory Committees
•	Public Partners
•	Richmond Children First
•	Community Committees

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Establish infrastructure.
•	Provide land, space or funding.

Richmond’s Strengths
Richmond’s “typical family” has not 
changed in the last 5 or 10 years. 
Unchanged are the proportion of people 
aged 15 and over who are legally married 
(56%); the average number of people per 
family (3.0) and the number of children 
per family (1.2). In keeping with national 
trends, more young adults are living with 
their parents. The number of lone-parent 
families with children continues to rise, 
especially those with a female parent 
(85% of lone-parent families).

Source: 2006 Census
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Action 13—Monitor and update the Youth Service 
Plan, striving to create an environment that generates 
opportunities for Richmond’s youth to have a safe and 
healthy journey into adulthood, placing priority attention 
on:

13.1 Expanding services for youth in the City Centre. Short Term (0–3 years)

13.2 Enhancing dedicated, safe, youth-friendly spaces in various facilities 
throughout Richmond. Short Term (0–3 years)

13.3 Engaging youth in City and community-based planning processes.  
Short Term (0–3 years)

13.4 Promoting and applying the 40 Developmental Assets based approach5 to 
programming for youth. Ongoing

13.5 Supporting community-based initiatives to provide children and youth 
from diverse backgrounds with opportunities to receive common 
leadership training and volunteer to serve others in the community. 
Ongoing

13.6 Supporting efforts of community-based groups to give Richmond school 
children access to nutritious meals. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Police Services
•	School District No. 38
•	Public Partners
•	Community Groups

City Roles:

•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Engage and empower community.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

5 The Search Institute has identified 40 developmental assets, which provide the philosophical base 
for the City’s youth service delivery. For more information see City of Richmond website:  
www.richmond.ca/parksrec/youth/development/about.htm

Richmond’s Strengths
According to the 2011 census, Richmond 
had just over 32,000 residents aged 16 
and under. This constitutes 18.2% of the 
population.
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Action 14—Work with Police Services, the School District, 
youth serving agencies and youth groups on initiatives to:

14.1 Increase awareness and education in efforts to reduce the prevalence of 
bullying. Short Term (0–3 years)

14.2 Improve information and referral amongst youth serving agencies in the 
City. Short Term (0–3 years)

14.3 Reduce the lure for young people to join gangs. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Police Services
•	School District No. 38
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Community Partners
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee (RCSAC)

City Roles:

•	Engage and empower community.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

PLN - 64



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

City of Richmond 41

Goal 2
Engaging Our Citizens
Strategic Directions

5.  Build on Richmond’s Cultural Diversity

6. Support Community Engagement and Volunteerism
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Goal 2: Engaging Our Citizens

Strategic Direction 5: Build on Richmond’s Cultural Diversity
Why is this important? Richmond is characterized by an ethnic and culturally 
diverse population. According to the 2006 census, 57% of all Richmond 
residents were born outside of Canada. The largest group of immigrants 
are Mandarin speakers from Mainland China, followed by people from the 
Philippines. Richmond also accommodates a diverse group of refugees. While 
the City has a fairly well established refugee community from Somalia, many 
recent refugees have come from Iran, Iraq, and Afghanistan. The population 
shift has implications for the City as immigrants and refugees have unique 
needs and expectations in relation to civic and community life. To facilitate a 
socially healthy and inclusive community, it is important for the City to be able 
to appropriately respond to all its residents—refugees, other immigrants and 
Canadian born households alike.

What can we build on? The City has established the Richmond Intercultural 
Advisory Committee to enhance intercultural harmony and strengthen 
intercultural cooperation in Richmond. The City has also established strong 
relationships with immigrant serving agencies, faith communities and the non-
profit sector. In addition, it has maintained strong networks and communication 
links with senior government and other municipalities, and has offered inclusive 
and intercultural arts and culture programming that has been effective in 
providing opportunities for dialogues amongst cultures. Richmond has also seen 
an increase in the number of agencies offering immigrant settlement assistance.

What are the challenges? An overarching challenge for the City with respect 
to diversity relates to fostering an environment in which all residents feel 
valued, respected and included. Ideally, Richmond’s diversity should be seen as 
an opportunity to be built on. Some particular challenges include immigrant 
integration, inter-cultural communication, the lack of involvement by many new 
immigrants in civic life, and the shortage of recognition and funding given by 
senior governments to municipal governments for initiatives aimed at creating 
welcoming and inclusive communities.

What is the current City policy context? The key City policies pertaining to 
cultural diversity are the OCP and the Richmond Intercultural Strategic Plan and 
Work Program.

Unique Richmond
48.5% of Richmond’s population is of 
Chinese origin, the highest share of all 
municipalities in Canada.

The City of Richmond is one of only a 
few BC municipalities that has dedicated 
Diversity Services staff who focus on 
intercultural and other accessibility 
matters. 
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Recommended Actions:
Action 15—Implement, monitor and update the Intercultural 
Strategic Plan and Work Program. Medium Term (4–6 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	Police Services
•	School District No. 38
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Vancouver Coastal Health

City Roles:

•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Action 16—Improve the City’s cultural competence through 
monitoring the intercultural sensitivity and inclusiveness 
of corporate policies and practices, making adjustments as 
necessary to:

16.1 Establish clear guidelines for providing translation and interpretation 
services to conduct City business. Short Term (0–3 years)

16.2 Devise and implement a comprehensive cultural diversity training program 
for City and community partner staff. Medium Term (4–6 years)

16.3 Undertake a comprehensive review of City policies and practices from 
a diversity perspective, identifying gaps and proposed improvements. 
Long Term (7–10 years)

16.4 Recognize and reduce barriers faced by new immigrants in accessing City 
services. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	Police Services
•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Richmond Public Library
•	Tourism Richmond

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Engage and empower community.

Richmond’s Strengths
The City of Richmond, in partnership 
with the Richmond Intercultural Advisory 
Committee (RIAC), has produced the 
Richmond Newcomers Guide. The 
Guide provides information about 
Richmond’s local community, programs 
available for seniors and children, City 
services and the services of partners.
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Action 17—Improve employment opportunities for 
immigrants with foreign training and credentials, focusing 
on:

17.1 Exploring opportunities to develop a pilot “apprenticeship” type program 
targeted at recent immigrants, for the City and stakeholders, including the 
business and intercultural sectors. Medium Term (4–6 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Chamber of Commerce
•	School District No. 38
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	WorkSafe BC
•	 Immigrant Serving Agencies
•	 Immigrant Employment Council of BC

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Engage and empower community.

Action 18—Increase awareness of and access to City 
employment opportunities by immigrant groups through:

18.1 Working with community agencies and other partners to publicize City 
employment opportunities to immigrant groups and improve mutual 
understanding of barriers and needs. Medium Term (4–6 years)

18.2 Continuing to explore and develop outreach mechanisms to encourage 
individuals from cultural groups that are currently under-represented in the 
City workforce to apply for available employment opportunities. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Engage and empower community.

Richmond’s Strengths
The City is pioneering innovative ways 
to engage local residents. Examples 
include online discussion forums, 
focus groups in various languages and 
use of social media. The City has also 
developed a resource guide for City 
staff that showcases public participation 
techniques.

PLN - 69



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

46 City of Richmond

Action 19—Create opportunities to showcase Richmond’s 
cultural diversity and facilitate intercultural dialogue by:

19.1 Encouraging collaborative approaches to ensure that Richmond remains 
a welcoming and integrated community, while respecting the desires of 
immigrant groups to maintain their own cultures. Short Term (0–3 years)

19.2 Facilitating the development and coordination of intercultural events that 
provide opportunities for active learning about the traditions of different 
cultures. Ongoing

19.3 Researching and pursuing opportunities for community-based dialogues 
or forums about current issues that face the community as a whole, and 
that build intercultural interaction and awareness regarding shared values 
and goals amongst residents of Richmond. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Public Library
•	School District No. 38
•	Cultural Organizations
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Community Committees
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Richmond Chamber of Commerce
•	Police Services

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Engage and empower community.

Richmond’s Strengths
The City uses the arts to engage the 
community on social issues. For example, 
during Asian Heritage Month, occurring 
in May each year, a range of activities 
are offered which explore intercultural 
identity, cross cultural linkages, interfaith 
and intercommunity dialogue.
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Action 20—Consult with local First Nations and urban 
Aboriginal organizations and other partners to:

20.1 Gain a better understanding of the needs of Richmond’s urban Aboriginal 
population, and opportunities for future collaboration. Short Term (0–3 years)

20.2 Support the Richmond National Aboriginal Day event and Richmond 
School District Aboriginal Enhancement Agreement initiatives. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Public Library
•	School District No. 38
•	First Nations, Urban Aboriginal and Cultural Organizations
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Community Committees
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Richmond Chamber of Commerce
•	Police Services

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Engage and empower community.

Action 21—In conjunction with community agencies and 
other partners, continue to advocate to senior governments 
on such matters as:

21.1 Funding levels for settlement services and English language training.  
Short Term (0–3 years) then Ongoing

21.2 Licensing processes and accreditation for foreign-trained professionals. 
Short Term (0–3 years) then Ongoing

21.3 Necessary adjustments to Federal immigration policies and recruitment 
campaigns. Short Term (0–3 years) then Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	School District No. 38
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Provincial Government
•	Federal Government
•	Union of BC Municipalities
•	Richmond Chamber of Commerce

Richmond’s Strengths
City Council established the Richmond 
Intercultural Advisory Committee (RIAC) 
to provide advice on cultural diversity 
matters. RIAC has organized public 
forums and undertaken various other 
initiatives to increase understanding and 
promote cross-cultural harmony in the 
community.
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City Roles:

•	Engage and empower community.
•	Advocate and secure external contributions.

Action 22—Collaborate with community partners in:

22.1 Developing services and strategies that recognize the needs, interests and 
safety concerns of Richmond’s Lesbian, Gay, Transgendered and Bisexual 
(LGTB) communities. Short Term (0–3 years)

22.2 Collaborating on developing cross-agency staff awareness training 
programs on LGTB issues. Medium Term (4–6 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	School District No. 38
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	WorkSafe BC
•	Richmond Chamber of Commerce
•	Police Services

City Roles:

•	Engage and empower community.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Richmond’s Strengths
In 2012, the City offered LGTB awareness 
training to its staff helping to ensure 
that the City is prepared to serve LGTB 
communities in the most appropriate 
ways.
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Action 23—Establish targeted measures to prevent and 
respond to incidents of racism in Richmond by:

23.1 Participating in the establishment of media watch mechanisms 
with stakeholders to monitor the local media, City and community 
communication and work to redress misperceptions created by inaccurate 
or insensitive references to particular cultural groups. Short Term (0–3 years)

23.2 Developing an intercultural intervention resource package and subsequent 
training, within City and stakeholder structures, to respond to intercultural 
conflicts and incidents. Medium Term (4–6 years)

23.3 Collaborating with the business sector and other partners to ensure 
racist graffiti is removed in a timely manner both from City and non-City 
properties in Richmond. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	School District No. 38
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Community Partners
•	WorkSafe BC
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Richmond Chamber of Commerce
•	Faith Communities
•	Property Management Companies
•	Police Services

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Engage and empower community.

Richmond’s Strengths
The Richmond Intercultural Advisory 
Committee has championed the 
development of the 2012-2015 
Richmond Intercultural Strategic Plan 
and Work Program. As a result, in the 
fall of 2012, the Committee initiated the 
Richmond Cultural Survey which aimed 
to collect information from a broad 
sample of citizens on their experience of 
intercultural relations in Richmond.
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Strategic Direction 6: Support Community 
Engagement and Volunteerism
Why is this important? Volunteering is one of the most fundamental acts of 
citizenship and philanthropy in society and is a primary contributor to building a 
strong community. Through citizen engagement and work with volunteers, the 
City is able to provide an increased scope and variety of activities, and maximize 
service provision across the community where financial resources may otherwise 
be limited. This engagement helps to create a healthy and vibrant Richmond.

What can we build on? Richmond has a long history of community 
engagement and developing a strong volunteer base. The City, through its 
Community Services Department, has a Volunteer Management Strategy that 
has helped to preserve a volunteer spirit within the community. The City has 
also hosted large scale successful events, such as the 2010 Winter Olympics 
and Tall Ships Festival. These events played a role in increasing the number of 
volunteers, identifying training opportunities and key roles that volunteers can 
fill, and enhancing the City’s capacity to deliver effective programs and events. 
In addition, the City has a strong collaboration with Volunteer Richmond, which 
has helped to nurture the development and support of the local volunteer base.

What are the challenges? The changing demographic profile of Richmond’s 
volunteers presents a challenge for supporting community engagement and 
volunteerism. Many of the new volunteers are young, new Canadians, older 
adults, or persons with disabilities. These volunteers are looking for meaningful 
ways to be involved, as well as learning opportunities to help develop their skills 
to enhance employability. An immigrant’s previous experience with authorities in 
their home countries might also present some challenges. Further, some newer 
immigrants may mistrust government and may have had limited exposure and 
understanding about how to participate in civic life and volunteering.

What is the current City policy context? The key City policies relevant to 
community engagement and volunteerism are the OCP, Community Services 
(formerly Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS)6) Volunteer Management 
Strategy, the Wellness Strategy and the Public Participation Toolkit.

6 Through a corporate reorganization in 2012, the former Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services 
(PRCS) Department was incorporated into the broader Community Services Department. 

Richmond’s Strengths
Youth Now, one of four Richmond 
Volunteer programs, is designed to 
enhance leadership opportunities for 
young adults, who are high school 
graduates and under the age of 26, and 
trains them to serve as board members 
for local non-profit organizations.
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Recommended Actions:
Action 24—Implement, monitor and update the Richmond 
Community Services Volunteer Management Strategy.  
Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Volunteer Richmond
•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Community Sports Groups

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Engage and empower community.

Action 25—Develop a comprehensive communication 
strategy for encouraging and supporting a cross section 
of Richmond residents, particularly those who may face 
barriers to participation (e.g. recent immigrants, people with 
disabilities, etc.) to participate in City planning and decision 
making processes, whereby the City:

25.1 Strives to ensure that key written information is presented in plain English 
and in additional languages, as appropriate. Short Term (0–3 years)

25.2 Works with the media, including ethnic-specific media, to disseminate 
information and solicit ideas from the public. Short Term (0–3 years)

25.3 Increases the use of social media and other innovative communication/ 
engagement tools (e.g. study circles, online discussion forums).  
Short Term (0–3 years)

25.4 Undertakes best practice research to develop tools to improve City 
community engagement practices (e.g. updating and enhancing the Public 
Participation Toolkit). Long Term (7–10 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Media
•	Community Partners

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Engage and empower community.
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Action 26—Review the City’s advisory committee structure 
to determine:

26.1 Whether existing committee structure is the most effective for obtaining 
community advice on particular matters. Medium Term (4–6 years)

26.2 Mechanisms for ensuring that committees are best positioned to provide 
helpful and timely advice to City staff and elected officials including:
 � clear Terms of Reference for each committee;
 � clear roles of elected officials and staff;
 � annual orientation program for new committee members;
 � consistent reporting procedures and feedback mechanisms;
 � mechanisms for information exchange amongst committees;
 � work programs that reflect Council Term Goals. Medium Term (4–6 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Advisory Committees
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Community Partners
•	 Issue-specific Stakeholders

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Action 27—Support and encourage community-based 
efforts to attract and develop the leadership potential of 
people who live or work in Richmond and, as appropriate, 
coordinate these efforts with the work of municipal advisory 
committees. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Advisory Committees
•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
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Action 28—Expand the City’s New Canadian Tours program by:

28.1 Seeking corporate sponsorships and expanding the partner base of the 
program. Short Term (0–3 years)

28.2 Providing participants with additional information on opportunities 
for participation in municipal decision making processes and active 
involvement in civic life. Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Ethno-cultural Groups
•	Richmond Civic Engagement Network
•	Post-secondary Educational Institutions
•	Business Community

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.

Richmond’s Strengths
The City of Richmond is committed to 
bridging the gap between newcomers 
and City institutions. In 2012, the City 
conducted over 50 tours of City Hall and 
City facilities for new immigrants. Over 
1,000 people participated.
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Goal 3
Building on Social Assets and Community Capacity
Strategic Directions

7. Strengthen Richmond’s Social Infrastructure

8. Provide High Quality Recreation, Arts, Cultural and Wellness Opportunities

9. Facilitate Strong and Safe Neighbourhoods
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Goal 3: Building on Social Assets 
and Community Capacity

Strategic Direction 7: Strengthen 
Richmond’s Social Infrastructure
Why is this important? Richmond’s population is growing and demands for 
social services are rising. The City does not have the mandate or ability to deliver 
the broad range of social services required. If the City is to realize its vision of 
being the most appealing, livable, well managed community in Canada, it is 
essential that social services, and the facilities used for delivering those services 
(i.e. social infrastructure) keep pace with Richmond’s growth. Additionally, 
many non profit organizations have a long tradition of involvement in public 
policy and are known for representing the voices of the most marginalized 
community groups. Concurrently with efforts to meet the needs of a growing 
and increasingly complex population, many non-profit agencies have also been 
struggling to secure or maintain affordable spaces for their service provision.

What can we build on? Richmond has effective partnerships with many 
non-profit agencies and has developed strong relationships with other public 
partners to deliver services in the community. The Richmond Community 
Services Advisory Committee, funded by the City of Richmond, is a network of 
more than 30 local non-profit agencies and community stakeholders which are 
working collectively on community issues of mutual concern. Further, Richmond 
has an array of City and non-City facilities used for service provision. For 
example, Caring Place, a community hub for non-profit agencies, has proved to 
be an effective solution for agencies to deliver services in a convenient one-stop 
location. The facility is situated on a centrally located City owned site leased to 
the Caring Place Society at a nominal rate.

Richmond’s Caring Place is a purpose-built facility that houses many of Richmond’s non-profit 
service agencies.

Agencies in Caring Place
•	 Alzheimer Society of BC
•	 BC Centre for Ability
•	 Canadian Hemochromatosis Society
•	 CHIMO Crisis Services
•	 Family Services of Greater Vancouver
•	 Heart and Stroke Foundation of 

Canada
•	 Richmond Caring Place Society
•	 Richmond Hospice Association
•	 Richmond Multicultural Community 

Services
•	 Richmond Society for Community 

Living
•	 Richmond Women’s Resource Centre 

Association
•	 S.U.C.C.E.S.S.
•	 Volunteer Richmond Information 

Services
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What are the challenges? The increasing demand for social services is a 
key challenge for Richmond. Non-profit agencies will need additional office 
and program space to meet further needs; however, the cost of land and 
construction inhibits service expansion. Additionally, while some agencies may 
receive federal and provincial government support, funding is not guaranteed, 
which creates instability and uncertainty for service providers. Other challenges 
include the need to define City roles in addressing social issues and the impact 
of decisions made by senior levels of government on the City. Being the level of 
government closest to the people, the City is frequently approached for support 
by non-profit agencies on items that are not part of Richmond’s mandate.

What is the current City policy context? Key City policies relevant to social 
infrastructure are the OCP, the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Master 
Plan and City Grant Programs.

Recommended Actions:
Action 29—Prepare an enhanced policy framework for 
securing community amenities (e.g. space for City services, 
space for lease to community agencies) through the 
rezoning process for new developments including:

29.1 Developing an administrative structure (e.g. senior staff review team) and 
criteria for assessing community amenity options for recommendation to 
Council on specific rezoning applications. Short Term (0–3 years)

29.2 Establishment of a Community Amenity Reserve Policy and Fund, similar to 
those for affordable housing and child care, to secure cash contributions 
from developers for future amenity development in lieu of the provision of 
built amenity space. Long Term (7–10 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Developers
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee
•	Child Care Development Advisory Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Richmond’s Strengths
The City provides permissive property 
tax exemptions for places of public 
worship, private schools and various 
other not-for-profit operations (e.g. child 
care, recreation, seniors housing and care 
facilities), in accordance with provisions of 
the Community Charter.
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Action 30—Develop and maintain a database on space needs 
of non-profit social service agencies to be updated annually 
through surveys of agencies. Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee

City Roles:

•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Engage and empower community.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Action 31—In consultation with community agencies 
and developers, establish a clear, consistent City policy 
framework for assisting community agencies to secure 
program and office space for their operations, with the 
framework specifying, among other things:
•	 eligibility requirements and criteria for support;
•	 application process with an emphasis on transparency, 

consistency, and fairness;
•	 timing requirements;
•	 clarification of responsibilities of participating parties 

(e.g. agencies, developers, City);
•	 examples of spaces that may be pursued (e.g. multi-

service hubs, single agency spaces, strategic/specific 
agency groupings);

•	 alternative mechanisms for the securing or provision 
of space (e.g. lease of City premises, space secured 
through private rezonings as an amenity contribution, 
space secured for lease as part of a private development 
approvals process, space secured through City partnerships 
with other levels of government). Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Community Agencies
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Developers
•	Child Care Providers
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Child Care Development Advisory Committee
•	Community Committees

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.

Richmond’s Strengths
The Richmond Community Services 
Advisory Committee provides information 
and advice to Richmond City Council 
regarding community social services. It 
also enhances community capacity by 
providing a network for non-profit and 
statutory service providers.
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Action 32—Implement the City Centre Area Plan Policy of 
exploring opportunities to establish multi-use, multi-agency 
community service hubs in appropriate locations in the City 
Centre, while also pursuing other types of agency space, as 
appropriate, throughout Richmond. Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Child Care Providers
•	Child Care Development Advisory Committee
•	Community Committees

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Action 33—Develop mechanisms and guidelines to expand 
use of the City’s communication channels (e.g. website) to 
help community agencies publicize their services, programs 
and events. Short Term (0–3 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Engage and empower community.
•	Deliver programs and services.
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Action 34—Strengthen the City’s already strong collaborative 
relationship with Vancouver Coastal Health, consulting 
on emerging health care issues facing the community, 
advocating for needed services, partnering on priority 
community and social development initiatives, and soliciting 
input on the health implications of key City planning 
matters. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Vancouver Coastal Health

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

Action 35—Strengthen the City’s already strong collaborative 
relationship with the Richmond School District, consulting 
with the district on emerging children, youth and education 
issues facing the community, advocating for needed 
programs, and partnering on priority community and social 
development initiatives. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	School District No. 38
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Child Care Development Advisory Committee
•	Public Partners
•	Youth Coordinators
•	City and School Board Liaison Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

Richmond’s Strengths
The Richmond Public Agency Partners 
Group consisting of representatives of the 
five major public agencies in Richmond 
champions the wellness of children 
and youth in the community through 
leadership, partnership, advocacy and 
policy development. The membership 
consists of Vancouver Coastal Health, 
the City of Richmond, Richmond School 
District, Ministry of Children and Family 
Development and the RCMP.

PLN - 85



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

62 City of Richmond

Action 36—Encourage the Richmond School District to:

36.1 Expand community access and use of its schools. Short Term (0–3 years)

36.2 Explore the potential for working together to establish a pilot community 
school in the City. Long Term (7–10 years)

Proposed Partners:

•	School District No. 38
•	City and School Board Liaison Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Action 37—Expand opportunities for partnering with 
Richmond Public Library on community engagement and 
social development initiatives. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Public Library

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Deliver programs and services.

Richmond’s Strengths
In 2012, the Richmond School District 
had an enrolment of approximately 
22,000 students. Facilities included:
•	 38 elementary schools
•	 10 secondary schools
•	 1 alternative school.

Richmond’s Strengths
•	 5 libraries
•	 97,096 cardholders
•	 2,590 library programs
•	 124,030 program participants
•	 4,359,215 items borrowed
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Action 38—Nurture and enhance existing communication 
channels and networks with community agencies (e.g. 
through staff support to the Richmond Community Services 
Advisory Committee, participation in networking groups). 
Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Community Committees
•	Networking Groups

City Roles:

•	Engage and empower community.

Action 39—Administer, monitor and enhance the City Grant 
Program, undertaking reviews as required to ensure that 
the program continues to have adequate resources, targets 
priority community needs and makes efficient use of staff 
resources. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Community Committees
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee

City Roles:

•	Provide land, space or funding.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.

Action 40—Continue to improve mechanisms and enhance 
timely interdepartmental collaboration to ensure that in 
City planning and decision making, social factors are given 
appropriate consideration, in conjunction with economic 
and environmental factors. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Community Committees
•	Advisory Committees

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

City Grant Programs
The City has been disbursing City Grants 
for many years. In 2011, a revised 
City Grant Policy was adopted and 
implemented establishing three separate 
programs, all with increased budgets. 
In 2012, the Health, Social and Safety 
Grants budget increased by $87,000, 
resulting in a total of $530,637 being 
awarded to 29 community service 
agencies.

Child Care Grant Program
In 2011, a total of $26,050 was allocated 
in capital grants to non-profit societies 
supporting or providing child care. 
Additionally, in 2012, Council approved 
the establishment of a Child Care 
Operating Reserve Fund whereby 
developer contributions are collected 
to support the provision of quality care 
through professional and program 
development. In 2012, $49,999 was 
awarded in capital grants and $15,000 in 
professional and program development 
grants.
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Action 41—Develop and maintain strong networks and 
communication channels with senior government partners 
to seek their policy and financial assistance in addressing 
Richmond social issues. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Federal Government (including MPs, and key Federal staff)
•	Provincial Government (including MLAs and key Provincial staff)

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

Action 42—Participate in joint planning and networking 
initiatives with community partners (e.g. Richmond School 
District, Vancouver Coastal Health, Metro Vancouver, non-
profit agencies), working collaboratively to address social 
development concerns in the community. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	School District No. 38
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Advisory Committees
•	Public Partners
•	City and School Board Liaison
•	Community Committees
•	Seniors Planning Network

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
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Strategic Direction 8: Provide High Quality Recreation, 
Arts, Cultural and Wellness Opportunities
Why is this important? Active involvement in recreation, arts, cultural and 
wellness opportunities helps Richmond residents lead healthier lives and be 
better connected in their communities. Through recreation and sports, residents 
enjoy themselves, become physically active, and engage in lifelong learning. 
Arts and cultural opportunities give residents a sense of identity, shared pride 
and a way to communicate across cultures. A breadth of opportunities and an 
engaged community may also offset other social costs (e.g. for health, police 
and community services). By ensuring a diversity of choices, Richmond offers 
residents an increased sense of belonging and a more dynamic and sustainable 
quality of life.

What can we build on? An abundance of opportunities are available for 
residents throughout Richmond. Examples include pools, arenas, the Richmond 
Cultural Centre, libraries, heritage facilities, a professional theatre and eight 
community centres. As a legacy of the 2010 Winter Olympics, the Richmond 
Olympic Oval has evolved into a multi-use sport facility that offers both 
traditional and unique programming for residents and visitors alike. Planning 
for the City’s recreation, arts and cultural opportunities has been guided by the 
Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services Master Plan.

What are the challenges? The growth, aging and diversity of Richmond’s 
population present challenges in the provision of high quality recreation, arts 
and cultural and wellness opportunities (e.g. accommodating different needs 
and uses). In planning for the future, it is critical that the City understand and 
respond to emerging community values and needs. Additionally, as Richmond’s 
facilities continue to age, careful attention needs to be placed on planning new 
facilities and ensuring accessibility is maintained in aging facilities.

What is the current City policy context? Key City policies relevant to 
Richmond’s recreation, arts and cultural opportunities are the OCP, the Parks, 
Recreation and Cultural Services Master Plan, Community Wellness Strategy, 
Arts Strategy, Youth Service Plan and Older Adult Service Plan.
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Recommended Actions:
Action 43—Implement, monitor and update the Parks, 
Recreation and Cultural Services Master Plan, based on 
updated Community Needs Assessments, developing and 
enhancing an appropriate range of parks, recreation and 
cultural facilities throughout Richmond. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Developers
•	School District No. 38
•	Richmond Public Library

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Provide land, space or funding.

Live.
Connect.
Grow.
Parks, Recreation 
and Cultural 
Services
A Master Plan 
for 2005 – 2015

Improving quality of life 
for individuals, families 
and communities today 
and tomorrow

Adopted by City Council June 12, 2006
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Action 44—Implement, monitor and update the Community 
Wellness Strategy including development of community 
wellness indicators in partnership with Vancouver Coastal 
Health. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	School District No. 38
•	Advisory Committees

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.

Action 45—Implement, monitor and update the Richmond 
Arts Strategy recognizing that the arts can be an important 
social development tool with respect to:
•	 education (e.g. increasing public awareness of social 

issues through theatre or visual media);
•	 engagement (e.g. providing opportunities for people to 

become more involved in the community);
•	 employment (e.g. providing jobs for people in arts 

related fields). Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Arts Community
•	Community Partners
•	School District No. 38
•	Developers

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.

Living Well in Richmond                  2010-2015

Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services
Richmond Community 
Wellness Strategy

Endorsed by Council in February 2010
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Action 46—Facilitate food security for Richmond residents by:

46.1 Supporting retention of agricultural lands and efforts to make these lands 
economically viable. Ongoing

46.2 Encouraging development of community gardens and farmers markets. 
Ongoing

46.3 Supporting the Richmond Farm School as an important component for the 
agricultural sector in the region. Ongoing

46.4 Working with the Richmond Food Security Society and Vancouver Coastal 
Health to facilitate food security related initiatives. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Post Secondary Institutions
•	Vancouver Coastal Health

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Deliver programs and services.
•	Engage and empower community.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Provide land, space or funding.

Action 47—Explore opportunities for use of the Richmond 
Olympic Oval for social development initiatives.  
Medium Term (4–6 Years)

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Oval Corporation
•	School District No. 38
•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Advisory Committees
•	Community Committees

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Engage and empower community.

Steveston Farmers Market
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Strategic Direction 9: Facilitate Strong 
and Safe Neighbourhoods
Why is this important? Strong and safe neighbourhoods promote social 
inclusion, encourage active living, and contribute to economic viability. When 
people feel safe in their neighbourhoods, they venture outside of their homes, 
use parks and public spaces, connect with their neighbours and experience a 
more enriched community life. This sense of security is important for enhancing 
Richmond’s livability and ensuring residents have a good quality of life.

What can we build on? The City has a solid base of community safety services 
delivered through its Law and Community Safety Department (e.g. policing, 
Richmond Fire-Rescue and Emergency Preparedness). The City works in 
partnership with local and provincial agencies to ensure safety is considered in 
all aspects of community life. Additionally, Community Policing Initiatives (e.g. 
Block Watch, Pedestrian Safety, DARE) are delivered through the Richmond 
detachment of the RCMP.

What are the challenges? Cost pressures present a key challenge in provision 
of services to ensure residents feel safe in their neighbourhoods. As with other 
service delivery, it is important that sufficient funding and resources are available 
to provide necessary community safety services for Richmond’s growing 
population. Richmond’s population diversity also presents a challenge, as 
developing strong neighbourhoods requires active participation of all residents.

What is the current City policy context? Key City policies relevant to 
Richmond’s safety are the OCP, the RCMP Strategic Plan (2011–2013) and the 
Richmond Fire Rescue Plan (2012–2015).
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Recommended Actions:
Action 48—Ensure that the City’s land use planning and 
transportation policies and bylaws create neighbourhoods 
that support Richmond’s active living, social development 
and wellness objectives through such measures as:

48.1 Identifying locations, funding options, and planning mechanisms for the 
development of community gathering spaces in various parts of the City. 
Ongoing

48.2 Facilitating development of vibrant streetscapes with a diverse range of 
uses and amenities in appropriate neighbourhood locations throughout 
Richmond. Ongoing

48.3 Completing a network of bike routes and walkways linking 
neighbourhood hubs and gathering places to one another and to regional 
amenities. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Provincial Government
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Vancouver Coastal Health

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Provide land, space or funding.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.

Action 49—Support local community building initiatives, 
focusing on:

49.1 Developing community gardens, boulevard planting areas and other 
informal gathering places in local neighbourhoods through the existing 
Partners for Beautification Program. Ongoing

49.2 Supporting community clean up events and community arts activities. 
Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Corporations
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	Citizens

City Roles:

•	Engage and empower community.
•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Provide land, space or funding.

Slips, Trips
and Falls

City of Richmond
www.richmond.ca

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

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

Promoting pedestrian 
safety in our City by 
working together to 

reduce outdoor hazards

Potential Outdoor 
Hazard Report Form
Instructions:
Complete both sides of this form and submit 
it to the City Works Yard, Minoru Place Senior 
Centre or the Seniors Program Coordinator at 
any Community Centre.

City Works Yard
24 hr Dispatch: 604-270-8721
Fax: 604-270-3441

Minoru Place Senior Centre
Telephone: 604-238-8450
Fax: 604-718-8462

Your contact information:
Name:___________________________________

_________________________________________

Phone ___________________________________

Email: ___________________________________

Date:____________________________________

Location of hazard:
Street Address:___________________________

_________________________________________

_________________________________________

Landmark Description:____________________

_________________________________________

_________________________________________

_________________________________________

Richmond Fall 
Prevention Hotline: 

604-270-8721 
(24 hours a day)

For more information 
on how to reduce your 
personal risk of falling:
•	 Talk to your family doctor
•	 Call Richmond Public Health for a copy of 

Stay in the Game: Fall Prevention Starts With 
You. Tel: 604-233-3134

•	 Contact your local Community or Seniors 
Centre to find out about wellness programs, 
exercise, fitness and balance activities:

Minoru Place 
Seniors Centre .........................604-238-8450

Cambie ...................................604-233-8372

South Arm ...............................604-718-8070

Steveston ................................604-718-8090

Thompson ...............................604-238-8422

West Richmond .......................604-238-8400

Specialized Fitness 
Programs .................................604-238-8004

Falls prevention partners
•	 City of Richmond
•	 Minoru Seniors Society 
•	 Richmond Public Health
•	 Richmond Seniors Advisory Council

Working together to promote the 
health of seniors in our city.

SIDE 1
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Action 50—Continue to co-locate recreation and other 
community facilities with or near school sites. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	School District No. 38
•	Community Associations

City Roles:

•	Undertake planning, research and policy development.
•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Provide land, space or funding.

Action 51—Encourage community agencies and faith-
based groups to make spaces available in their premises at 
reasonable rates for local community users (e.g. meetings, 
drop-in programs). Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	School District No. 38
•	Faith-based Groups
•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Engage and empower community.
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Action 52—Collaborate with Police Services and community 
partners to promote Richmond as a safe and livable 
community. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Police Services
•	Richmond Chamber of Commerce
•	Tourism Richmond
•	Community Partners
•	Non-profit Agencies

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Deliver programs and services.

Action 53—Support the efforts of government and 
community-based partners to address mental health, 
substance abuse and addictions concerns in Richmond. Ongoing

Proposed Partners:

•	Vancouver Coastal Health
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Non-profit Agencies
•	School District No. 38

City Roles:

•	Collaborate and establish partnerships.
•	Provide land, space or funding.
•	Advocate and secure external contributions.

The Richmond RCMP Detachment 
Strategic Plan, 2011–2013
The Strategic Plan cites a priority focus 
for youth related to the “prevention 
and reduction of youth involvement in 
criminal activity and the criminal justice 
system, both as victims and offenders.”

Richmond’s Strengths
The City of Richmond’s “+POS” Positive 
Ticket initiative with the RCMP has 
garnered international attention and 
represents a key piece in the RCMP’s 
Strategic Plan. The posi-curve symbolizes 
the positivity of youth and acts as a 
reminder of the supports youth need to 
be healthy, caring and responsible people.
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Implementation and Next Steps
Implementation Priorities
All of the foregoing recommended actions are considered important, hence their 
inclusion in this document. With respect to priorities, it is difficult to say that any 
one particular social issue is more important than another. That said, based on 
comments received through the consultations for this Strategy, an assessment 
of socioeconomic data and trends, and staff’s understanding of service gaps and 
needs, the following five issue areas emerged as key concerns for the future:
•	Cultural Diversity—The diversity of Richmond’s population permeates all 

issues in this Strategy. While many of the issues faced by Richmond are similar 
to those of other communities (e.g. child care, poverty, affordable housing), 
the issues take on a unique “made in Richmond” perspective because of our 
diversity. A key challenge for the City in moving forward will be to strike a 
balance between addressing the needs of the immigrant population, while 
also recognizing the needs of the non-immigrant population.

•	Aging of the Population—Another key demographic trend facing 
Richmond is the aging of the population. The growth of the older adult 
population will have implications for several areas, including the built 
environment, housing, community services, the economy, and the health 
care system. Today’s older adults are generally more vocal, healthy, and better 
educated than those of previous generations. They increasingly expect to have 
a voice in decisions that affect their lives—a trend that will continue as more 
people from the “baby boom” generation move into retirement. In planning 
for the future, a key challenge will be to ensure that the needs of older adults 
are reflected, and that the needs of other age groups are also addressed 
(i.e. promoting mutual understanding and support, seeking to prevent inter-
generational conflicts and resentment).

•	Social Capital and Infrastructure—Community agencies are facing 
significant challenges (e.g. providing quality services with limited funding, 
securing appropriate and affordable office space, competing for contracts 
and short term project grants). If the City is to be successful in addressing 
its social development goals, it is essential that vibrant community agencies 
and a healthy overall social infrastructure be in place. A key challenge for the 
City will be to ensure community agencies have the necessary facilities and 
assistance to meet the growing demands. City roles could include enhancing 
networks (e.g. inter-agency collaboration to address social issues) and 
providing support to local community agencies (e.g. through the City Grant 
Program and assistance with securing appropriate and affordable office and 
program space).

•	Children, Families and Youth—The well-being of Richmond’s children, youth 
and families is essential to a socially sustainable community. The availability of 
child care and affordable housing, as well as a stable, supported non-profit 
sector and a vibrant network of parks, recreation and cultural opportunities 
will provide a foundation for healthy development and supportive connections. 
In planning for the future, a key challenge for the City will be to ensure 
sufficient access to child care, affordable housing and family support 
services, as well as the development of family-friendly neighbourhoods and 
communities that will strengthen Richmond’s “sense of place”.

By promoting mutual understanding 
and encouraging involvement from 
all community members, the goal 
is to build and maintain a unified, 
inclusive, community—one that is 
welcoming and offers a high quality 
of life for all residents.
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•	Affordable Housing and Affordable Living—The availability of suitable, 
affordable housing in Richmond is a key concern. Given the high cost 
of housing and real estate, many households are either excluded from 
the housing market or spending a large percent of their incomes on 
accommodation. Others may be living in substandard accommodation 
because of a lack of affordable alternatives. In planning for the future, a key 
challenge for the City will be to provide an appropriate range of housing 
options to accommodate all aspects of Richmond’s population, and to ensure 
the building and nurturing of innovative partnerships to address housing 
concerns.

The City cannot address these concerns on its own and the City has a limited 
ability to address income disparity or overall community affordability concerns; 
however, it can make an important contribution in conjunction with other 
partners.

In setting priorities and developing an implementation plan for this Strategy, 
particular attention will need to be given to the foregoing issue areas. That 
said, a balanced approach will be required, whereby attention is paid to actions 
pertaining to all the identified Strategic Directions. Work is already proceeding 
on several of the actions proposed in this document. Other proposed actions 
have yet to be initiated—or will require additional time or resources to be 
effectively implemented.

Resource Requirements
A key assumption underlying preparation of the Strategy was that adequate 
resources would be required for its implementation. Existing staff are currently 
functioning at full capacity and taking on additional tasks will prove challenging 
for the City to address its social development goals.

Full details regarding resource requirements will be provided in the annual 
work programs for the Strategy. A preliminary determination of necessary staff 
resources is outlined on page 75.
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Social Development Strategy: Resource Requirements7 
Staffing

Resource Rationale and Scope Cost and Funding 
Source

Affordable 
Housing 
Analyst

The volume, scope, and complexity of the 
City’s affordable housing responsibilities 
have risen dramatically since adoption of 
the Affordable Housing Strategy in 2007. To 
ensure that the affordable housing portfolio 
continues to be well managed and that 
future demands are effectively addressed, 
additional staff support is required.

A research analyst position was 
recommended following the City’s 2009 
Corporate reorganization.

$80,000–$95,000/year

Source: Additional Level 
2014

Annual Operating 
Budget 2015 ongoing; 
funded through 
Affordable Housing 
Reserve

Social 
Development 
Coordinator

The volume, scope, and complexity of 
responsibilities for the City’s Community 
Social Development Section have risen 
dramatically since the Section was 
established in 2009. Addressing the priorities 
of the Social Development Strategy will 
place further demands on staff resources. 
An additional regular full time (RFT) social 
development/social planning staff position 
will be needed to lead various projects; 
policies and programs identified herein 
and ensure that the Strategy is effectively 
implemented.

A liaison/coordinator position was 
recommended following the City’s 2009 
Corporate reorganization.

$100,000–$125,000/
year

Source: Additional Level 
2015 

Annual Operating 
Budget 2016 ongoing; 
funded through General 
Revenues

Next Steps: Adoption to Action

Filling in the Details and Preparing for Action—Fall 2013 to Winter 2014

•	Develop work program for Strategy implementation: Following adoption of 
the Strategy, staff will prepare the first of what will be annual Strategy Work 
Programs for Council review and adoption. The program will include ongoing, 
previously initiated, and new items. It will also include a combination of 
“quick wins” and initiatives that require a longer term investment to produce 
results. The work program will identify time lines, resource and budget 
requirements, and indicators for each recommended priority action to 
determine the success of Strategy implementation.

7 Note: This list does not include additional staff required for the expanded Minoru Place Activity 
Centre. Those requirements will be identified through the planning and budgeting process for the 
expanded facility. Also, the list does not include a Child Care Coordinator—a position that has been 
funded and filled since the Draft Social Development Strategy was prepared.
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Ongoing Implementation, Monitoring and 
Renewal—Winter 2014 onward

•	 Implement, monitor, and report: Guided by the work programs, staff will 
coordinate implementation of the Strategy. On an annual basis, they will 
provide a report to Council which summarizes achievements made over the 
previous year, and present proposed priorities to be addressed in the following 
year. It is recognized that new, unforeseen issues or opportunities will likely 
arise after adoption of the Strategy, therefore, flexibility will be required, and 
periodic adjustments may need to be made to the Strategy—especially in the 
later years of implementation.

•	Renew Strategy: The term of the Strategy is for 2013 to 2022. Work will need 
to proceed well before the expiration of the term to develop the next iteration 
of the Strategy for 2023–2032.

Guiding Principles for Implementation:

In determining work program priorities, the following guiding principles will be 
adhered to:
•	The action addresses a recognized need and is compatible with the City 

Vision, Council Term Goals, and the Corporate Plan.
•	The action contributes to the City’s sustainability objectives.
•	The action provides opportunities for leveraged funding and/or strategic 

partnerships.
•	There is strong likelihood of success for pursuing the action.
•	There are existing resources to pursue the action or adequate resources will 

be assessed on a cost-benefit basis and allocated accordingly.
•	The action builds on and enhances social capital, contributes to social 

infrastructure, and promotes community engagement.

Measuring Progress in Achieving Goals:

1. For each action, action outcomes and performance measures will be 
developed, including:

1.1 Baseline indicators (i.e. current state).

1.2 Targets: short term (0–3 year), medium term (4–6 year) and long term 
(7–10 year) targets (i.e. desired state).

2. Reporting mechanisms:

2.1 Annual Reports featuring progress on the nine Strategic Directions.

2.2 Reporting on target progress every three years.
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Concluding Comments
The Richmond Social Development Strategy is intended to provide long term 
direction to the City in addressing social development priorities. Its purpose is 
to function like a social development equivalent of the Official Community Plan 
(OCP), consistent with the City’s commitment to sustainability and its vision of 
being the most appealing, livable and well managed community in Canada.

The Strategy was developed through a participatory process that engaged 
community members and other key Richmond stakeholders. It clearly maps 
out goals, strategic directions and recommended actions which will act as the 
framework for implementation.

From the Strategy, it is clear that:
•	Richmond has a strong, proud, and effective legacy of social development.
•	The City is currently devoting considerable resources to social development 

concerns.
•	The City faces numerous challenges—but it also has a host of opportunities 

for planning to meet future social needs.
•	To effectively address and implement future social development needs, the 

City must be increasingly strategic and follow a multi-partnership approach.

The Social Development Strategy is an ambitious and challenging initiative 
which will require careful management to ensure that its scope does not 
expand beyond the City’s capacity and resources. The implementation of 
the Strategy will also not be possible without the commitment of all key 
stakeholders. The City cannot do it alone. The City needs to continue to build 
sustainable partnerships with community partners and work collaboratively 
with senior governments and other partners. This Strategy ultimately sets the 
stage for collaboration and will be a valuable resource for guiding future social 
development efforts of the City and its partners.
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Appendix 1—Social Development Policies 
and Strategies
City of Richmond Policies Relevant to Social Development8:

Policy Name
Policy 
Number

Adopted by Council

Affordable Housing 5005 December 18, 1989

Affordable Housing Strategy—Interim Strategy 5006 July 24, 2006

Affordable Housing Statutory Reserve Fund 5008 December 9, 1991

Casino Funding Guidelines 3706 June 12, 2000

City Buildings—Accessibility 2008 February 14, 1994

Child Care Development Policy 4017 January 24, 2006

City Grant Program 3712 July 25, 2011, amended July 9, 2012

Cooperative Housing 4400 May 29, 1984

Corporate Sustainability Policy 1400 April 26, 2010

Disabled Persons—Accessibility 4012 October 13, 1981

Disabled Persons—Custom Transit 4011 October 26, 1981

Disabled Persons—Housing 4014 August 12, 1982

Disabled Persons—Need versus Resources 4010 May 26, 1990

Display of Religious Symbols at City Hall 2019 November 14, 2005

Full Service Gaming Policy 5040 May 29, 2002; amended June 9, 2003;  
February 27, 2006

Group Home Locations for Richmond 4001 February 25, 1991

Multiculturalism 6000 March 25, 1991

Parks and Leisure Services—Community Involvement 8701 March 28, 1978

Provision of Administrative Staff Support Services to Statutory 
and Other Council Appointed Advisory Bodies

1009 April 25, 1994; reconfirmed September 13, 1999

Provision of Administrative staff support services to Statutory 
and Other Council Appointed Advisory Bodies—Administrative 
procedure

1009.1 April 25, 1994; revised August 28, 2002

Senior Services 4016 August 23, 1982

8 Note: Many of these policies are very old. A broad review took place in 2012, with several obsolete City policies being deleted. Over time, it is 
expected that new policies will be introduced and existing ones will be updated, maintained or possibly deleted.
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City of Richmond Planning Strategies Relevant to Social Development:

Title Type Timeframe Endorsed by Council

Intercultural Strategic Plan Report 2004–2010 October 22, 2004

Affordable Housing Strategy Report 2007 May 28, 2007

Older Adults Service Plan Report 2008–2012 May 2008

Youth Service Plan: Where Youth Thrive Report 2008–2012 September 2008

Child Care Needs Assessment Report 2009–2016 October 2010

Richmond Community Wellness Strategy Report 2010–2015 February 2010

City Centre Area Plan Bylaw 2.10 2031 September 2009

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 9000 2012–2041 November 26, 2012

Richmond RCMP Strategic Plan Report 2011–2013 November 22, 2010

Richmond Substance Abuse Strategy Report n/a July 28, 2003

The Fire-Rescue Plan Report 2012–2015 March 26, 2012

Richmond Arts Strategy Report 2012–2017 October 8, 2012

Sustainability Framework Report 2010 January 25, 2010
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Appendix 2—Key Stakeholder Consultation
Phase I—Initial Community Engagement:

Stakeholder Meetings

Stakeholder Group Date

Council/School Board Liaison Committee November 18, 2009

Child Care Development Advisory Committee January 13, 2010

Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee January 14, 2010

Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee January 15, 2010

Richmond Centre for Disability January 19, 2010

Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee January 20, 2010

Richmond Community Committee January 27, 2010

Richmond Local Governance Liaison Committee February 5, 2010

Health Liaison Committee February 11, 2010

Richmond Children First March 2, 2010

Canadian Federation of University Women – Richmond April 20, 2010

Vancouver Coastal Health (VCH) Mental Health and Addiction Coordinating Committee November 8, 2010

Summary notes were kept from the meetings and groups were asked to submit briefs with further comment. Written 
submissions were received from the following eight organizations:
•	City Centre Community Association
•	Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee
•	Child Care Development Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Health Advisory Committee
•	Richmond Poverty Response Committee
•	Richmond Children First

Public Survey

As a means of gaining broader community input, staff developed a public survey for the Strategy. The survey was 
available in both a printed and online version. The printed version was also translated into Chinese to provide 
alternatives for Mandarin and Cantonese speaking residents to contribute their views.
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Public Forum (May 26, 2010, Richmond Cultural Centre)—This forum was facilitated by Lani Schultz, Director, 
Corporate Programs Management Group. Twenty-four people attended, including members of the public and 
representatives of community organizations. Despite the relatively low turnout, the session generated interest in the 
project and elicited useful insight on key social planning priorities facing the City.

Let’s Talk Richmond—The City engaged SustaiNet Software Solutions to develop Let’s Talk Richmond, an innovative 
online discussion forum for both the Social Planning Strategy and the OCP. The forum provided an opportunity for 
residents to express their comments and opinions on a variety of topics from their home or workplace. During two six 
week time periods (one in the summer 2010 and one in the fall 2010), residents had the opportunity to discuss and 
comment on various topics including affordable housing, youth, older adults, social planning, and civic engagement.

The tool generated strong public interest, with 1003 distinct viewers visiting the social development section of the 
forum. Comments and discussion were lower than would have been desired, but increased from the first to the 
second forum. During the engagement period, the site was visited 2,964 times with 7,562 page views. In addition, 
139 documents were downloaded from a menu of eight available publications (including the Older Adult Service Plan, 
Affordable Housing Strategy and Youth Strategy).

Study Circles—In partnership with the Richmond Civic Engagement Network (RCEN), the City conducted a series 
of study circle sessions—a facilitated process through which a small group of people meets multiple times to discuss 
a particular issue. Study circles are particularly beneficial in eliciting the views of people who may have difficulty in 
contributing through more traditional consultation methods.

Four study circle groups were established for the Social Development Strategy: a Cantonese, Mandarin, new 
immigrants and an open group. Eight volunteer facilitators and fifty-four participants took part in the circles. Each 
group met three times over a three-week period in September 2010.

In October, the City and RCEN co-hosted a wrap up forum to which all study circle facilitators and participants were 
invited. Twenty-eight participants, exclusive of City staff, attended. The aim was to summarize the key information 
generated through the circles, ensure that information was accurately captured, and gather additional ideas to 
contribute to the Strategy. Participants were very positive about the overall study circle experience and expressed 
strong interest in continued involvement as work on the Strategy proceeds.

Phase II—Analysis and Draft Strategy Preparation:

Key channels of consultation for the Phase II activities involved the following:

Council/Staff Liaison Committee—The Council/ Staff liaison committee met on six (6) occasions between March 
2011 and November 2012. Council representatives provided guidance and suggestions regarding the Strategy 
preparation.

Staff Consultation—Five (5) consultation meetings with staff from across the organization were held. These were 
designed to ensure that the Social Development Strategy would help all parts of the organization proceed with 
their goals and objectives in a complementary manner. Meetings took place between June 2011 and May 2012 and 
involved staff from Parks and Recreation, Sustainability, Richmond Public Library, Community Social Development, 
Arts, Cultural and Heritage Services, Richmond Fire Rescue, Law and Community Safety, Policy Planning, and 
Economic Development.

Targeted Community Consultation—As part of its contract with the City, HB Lanarc /Golder Associates coordinated 
and facilitated three (3) public consultation meetings in June 2011. These sessions were attended by representatives 
of non-profit agencies, community committees (e.g. Poverty Response Committee) and City advisory committees.
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Phase III—Consultation, Revision and Strategy Adoption:

As directed by City Council, in January 2013, staff circulated the draft Strategy for public comment. The following 
channels were used:

Circulation to Stakeholders—The draft Strategy forwarded to key City Advisory Committees, community 
groups, and external organizations. In addition, staff attended 11 stakeholder group meetings giving PowerPoint 
presentations and seeking comments on the draft.

City of Richmond Website—A distinct Social Development Strategy page was created on the City of Richmond 
website, with links to the draft Strategy and related documents.

Let’s Talk Richmond Online Discussion Forum—The City hosted a discussion forum on the draft, using the Let’s 
Talk Richmond platform. The forum was open from February 20 to March 22, 2013. It elicited 15 questions, over 
1,500 page views and over 400 document downloads.

Open House—An open house was held at City Hall on March 7, 2013. It was attended by 52 people including 
members of the public, representative of non-profit organizations, a local MLA and City staff. The Open House 
featured display boards and brochures, printed in Chinese and English, that offered descriptions of the framework, 
goals and sample actions for the draft Strategy.
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Appendix 3—Glossary
Accessible: Able to physically, financially and attitudinally access and participate in a wide choice of community 
facilities, programs and services.

Adaptable Design: Housing that is designed and built with features that add considerable utility to an occupant with 
mobility challenges.

Affordable Housing: Shelter costs that do not exceed 30 percent of a household’s income, whether in market or 
non-market housing.

Aging in Place: The ability for people to grow older without having to move from their current residence in order to 
secure necessary support services in response to changing needs.

Baby Boomer: Someone who was born between 1946 and 1964.

Barrier: A visible and/or invisible obstacle that prevents a person from using available programs and services.

Barrier Free Housing: Housing that is designed and built for universal access at the time of construction for an 
occupant with mobility challenges.

Coach Houses: A self-contained dwelling located above a detached garage in the rear yard.

Collaboration: The process of exchanging information, modifying activities, sharing resources and enhancing the 
capacity of involved parties to achieve a common purpose.

Community: A group of individuals, families or organizations that share common values, attributes, interests and/or 
geographical boundaries.

Community Capacity: The assets and capabilities of a community, which can be developed and applied through 
community development.

Community Development: A dynamic process in which all citizens are encouraged to participate in enhancing the 
quality of life for their community.

Community Engagement: The process of working collaboratively with groups of people who are affiliated by 
geographic proximity, special interest, or similar situations, to address issues affecting their well-being.

Community Partner: Community organizations with which the City operates community facilities. The City provides 
the facilities and core staffing, while the partners plan and fund programs and events.

Community Service Hub: A central, multi-use facility that involves the co-location of two or more compatible 
community services to better serve the needs of residents while strengthening the capacity of participating agencies. 
These hubs may target specific populations or mandates (e.g. early childhood, youth, seniors) or provide services to a 
wide spectrum of community members.

Complete Communities: Communities where people can live, work, shop, and play. They include local access to 
options for food, transportation, housing, recreation, education, retail, and employment.

Cost of Living: Average costs of the basic necessities of life such as food, shelter and clothing.

Cultural Diversity: The presence and participation of many different cultural communities within society, and the 
explicit recognition that the contribution and participation of all cultural communities have equal value and benefit to 
society.

Developmental Assets: Factors or qualities which have an influence on the social and personal development of 
youth. Examples include support, empowerment, commitment to learning, and positive values. These developmental 
assets help young people make wise decisions, choose positive paths, and grow up to be caring and responsible.
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Diversity: The unique characteristics that people possess that distinguish them as individuals and that identify them 
as belonging to a group or groups. Notions of diversity include culture, ethnicity, class, gender, religion, sexual 
orientation or disability and other.

Established Immigrants: Community members who have come to Canada more than 10 years ago.

Homelessness: People are considered homeless if they do not have a dwelling place where they can expect to 
stay for more than 30 days and if they do not pay rent. Homelessness can be broken into two categories; Absolute 
Homelessness which refers to those without any physical shelter, and At Risk of Homelessness which refers to 
individuals or families whose living spaces do not meet minimum health and safety standards, and do not offer 
security of tenure, personal safety and/or affordability.

Inclusive: Welcoming and enabling participation from everyone.

Intercultural: The interaction, cooperation and collaboration between or among people of different cultures.

Inter-generational: The intermingling or coming together of multiple generations (e.g. youth, older adults).

Metro Vancouver: Previously known as the Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD). Metro Vancouver operates 
under provincial legislation to deliver regional services, policy and political leadership on behalf of 24 local authorities.

Needs: The gap between what is considered essential for an adequate quality of life and what actually exists. These 
needs are not absolute but are relative to the criteria used by whoever is defining them.

New Immigrants/Newcomers: Community members who have come to Canada less than five years ago.

Older Adult: An individual who is older than 55 years of age.

Policies: A set of broad government objectives to be attained through a number of related specific programs.

Poverty: The inability to satisfy basic needs due to a lack of money, goods, or means of support.

Quality of Life: The degree to which a person enjoys life. Quality of life is measured both subjectively (how someone 
feels about things, spiritual health, being satisfied with status, safety) as well as objectively (material and physical well-
being, political stability, climate and geography, job security, political freedom, gender equality).

Recent Immigrants: Community members who have come to Canada five to ten years ago.

Research: The collection of information about a particular subject. For purposes of the Social Development Strategy, 
the City’s research could be relatively minor (e.g. reviewing website material) or extensive (e.g. undertaking a 
comprehensive community needs assessment).

Secondary Suite: A self contained additional dwelling unit located on a residential property which usually contains 
living, sleeping, cooking and toilet facilities.

Senior Government: This includes the Government of the Province of BC, and the Federal Government of Canada.

Settlement Services: Services that aim to support newcomers to integrate into Canadian society. Examples include 
language assessment and training, social or work-related skill development, referrals, and orientation to day-to-day 
aspects of life in Canada.

Social Assets: The resources and abilities of people and organizations within a community that contribute to social 
well being.

Social Capital: The network of social organizations in a community, their cumulative abilities, and their channels of 
communication and association.

Social Development: The process of improving quality of life for all members of society. Involves the sharing of 
community resources, commitments and responsibilities, with the aim of achieving a better state of society for all.
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Social Equity: Ensuring that all segments of the population have equal opportunity and that their needs are 
recognized and addressed in a fair manner.

Social Infrastructure: All assets that accommodate and support social services and social development. These include 
physical buildings as well as social capital and the provision of services.

Social Media: A form of internet-based communication that provides immediate and interactive information 
sharing across different platforms. Social media promotes two-way communication, rather than simple information 
dissemination.

Socially Inclusive Communities: Communities that strive to eliminate poverty and provide opportunities for 
meaningful engagement and participation of all members of society regardless of their socioeconomic status.

Stakeholder: Any organization or individual that has a direct interest in an action or decision either because they 
have a role in implementing the decision, or because they will be affected by the decision.

Values: What a community/individual believes in and stands for. Values provide motivation to keep people focused on 
why and what is done.

Vision: Based on values, a vision describes the desired state of the future. It uses language to convey a sense of how 
success will look and feel.

Walkable Neighbourhoods: A type of compact urban living where streets are designed in such a way that residents 
can safely walk and bike to accomplish daily tasks.

Wellness: An approach to personal and community health that emphasizes individual and collective responsibility for 
well being, specifically through the practice of health-promotion lifestyle behaviours.

Workforce Housing: Housing that is affordable to working households that do not qualify for subsidized rental 
housing, yet cannot afford market-rate housing in their community.

PLN - 113



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

90 City of RichmondPLN - 114



Building Our Social Future — A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 2013–2022

City of Richmond  91

Appendix 4—Selected List of Richmond  
Non-profit Agencies
Boys and Girls Club of South Coast BC

Canadian Mental Health Association – Richmond

CHIMO Crisis Services

Developmental Disabilities Association

Family Services of Greater Vancouver

Heart of Richmond Aids Society

Richmond Addiction Services Society

Richmond Caring Place Society

Richmond Children First

Richmond Centre for Disability

Richmond Family and Youth Court Committee

Richmond Family Place Society

Richmond Food Bank Society

Richmond Food Security Society

Richmond Multicultural Concerns Society

Richmond Poverty Response Committee

Richmond Society for Community Living

Richmond Therapeutic Equestrian Society

Richmond Women’s Resource Society

Richmond Youth Service Agency

The Salvation Army Richmond

S.U.C.C.E.S.S.

Touchstone Family Association

Turning Point Recovery Society

Volunteer Richmond Information Services

*This list includes the non-profit agency membership of the Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee 
(RCSAC). While not all the agencies are represented, the RCSAC membership includes many of Richmond’s non-profit 
community service providers.
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Attachment 2 

SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED ON DRAFf SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 

Components: 

Attachment 2a - Submissions from City Advisory Committees and other groups: 
2a(i) Heart of Richmond AIDS Society 
2a(ii) Minoru Place Activity Centre (comprised of separate submissions from the 

Minoru Seniors Society Board and Centre staff) 
2a(iii) Richmond Centre for Disabi lity Board of Directors 
2a(iv) Richmond Centre for Disability staff 
2a(v) Richmond Child Care Development Advisory Committee (including 

separate submissions prepared by individual committee members) 
2a(vi) Richmond Children First 
2a(vii) Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee (comprised of distinct 

submissions from Developmental Disabilities Association, Jennifer Larsen, 
Richmond Addiction Services Society, Richmond Caring Place Society, 
Poverty Response Committee, Richmond Society for Community Living, 
Richmond Youth Services Agency, Salvation Army, and Turning Point 
Recovery Society) 

2a(viii)Richmond Mental Health Consumer and Friends Society 
2a(ix) Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 
2a(x) Touchstone Family Association 
2a(xi) Urban Development Institute 

Attachment 2b - Email submissions from interested individuals: 
2b(i) Guillaume Dufesne 
2b(ii) Mohinder Grewal 

Attachment 2c - Comment sheets from the Open House 

Attachment 2d - Comments from the Let's Talk Richmond forum 

Attachment 2e - Comment sheets obtained by SUCCESS from visitors to the agency's 
Richmond office 
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The HEART 
of Richmond 

John Foster 
Manager, Community Social Development 
City of Richmond 

Dear John, 
Re: Social Development Strategy 

ATTACHMENT 2a(i) 

200-64 11 Buswell Street 
Richmond, BC, V6Y 2G5 
Telephone: 604-277-5137 

Fax: 604-277-5131 
carol@heartofrichmond.com 

www.heartofrichmond.com 

I am pleased to have the opportunity to provide feedback on the Social Development Strategy 
and applaud the rigor and foresight the strategy provides. 

In particular I am pleased that the strategy included the recommendation made by the RCSAC 
sub-committee as outlined on page 55. A better understanding of funding timelines and 
application processes are critical for small non-profits. 

In reference to the documents statements about inclusion I would like to suggest that, in my 
experience, sexual orientation is often the last mentioned when the discussion of diversity is 
included; often seen by some as an afterthought. Most likely this is in part because our culture 
and community is uncomfortable with the topic and because of the stigma associated with 
sexually transmitted diseases. It is for this reason that a change in the ordering of the inclusion 
listing would be appreciated. 

Thank you again for all the work you and your team have done on to create this document. 

Sincerely, 

Carol White 
Executive Director 

J91S272 

Charitable Registrlllion No. 88567 1230 RROOOI 
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Social Development Strategy Feedback 
Minoru Place Activity Centre 

A IT ACHMENT 2a(ii) 

Minoru Seniors Society: 
.Page 23: Compliments to the City in the work they're doing 

reo housing. More affordable housing built now than ever. 
Kudos to staff. Also more information re housing options . 

• Page 31, 7.7: "How are you going to integrate the whole 
community with the diverse groups? Issue of creating 
ghettos by doing translation and allowing "Cantonese 
groups, Mandarin Groups, Filipino groups", etc. Get them 
involved at finding a solution to this as the Minoru Society 
is forever struggling to find space but the groups don't 
integrate themselves: bring original country identity feuds 
to Canada" 

."1 found the document too long: need to have a 2 pager" 

-Resources: Is there a plan to give more resources to the 
seniors area, as the population continues to increase? The 
Community Centres don't seem to care for us, there is little 
space and appropriate furniture. It appears that the City 
and Associations are not responding to the changing 
reality: more seniors and more diversity". 

Seniors Services Staff: 

3826337 

• Lots of positive comments regarding the readability and 
coherence of the doc. It's obvious that a great deal of 
research and thought has been given to it. 

• "I was specially looking for issues regarding homelessness, 
and I'm satisfied at what was presented. It made me feel as if 
my concerns as a citizen of the city have been taken into 
consideration , well done". 

• "I'm pleased to see timelines attached to action items: it 
creates a feeling of purposel accountability for the City". 

• "Very comprehensive, broad range of issues covered" 

• Page 2: who's Vision: confused this with the City's Vision on 
next page. Suggestion: maybe clarify by labelling it as 
"Social Development Strategy Vision". 
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A IT ACHMENT 2a(ii) 

• Page 26: Age Friendly Cities initiative. Suggestion to 
incorporate the concept in this section. 

• Page 31, bullet 7.8: there's an update to the Marketing Plan 
and we gave feedback reo same: need to segment the 
population to better identify target market, similar to whal's 
done for children and youth- 4-5, 6-8, pre-teens, etc) We 
have a draft Marketing Plan for our section, but haven't 
implemented due to funding. Suggestion: add a bullet to 
cover this issue, or incorporate into 7 .B. 

• Page 31: Suggestion: Change highlighted items to on
gOing. 

• Page 32: Importance of creating a eRN, Community 
Response Network to address elder abuse issues. We 
already had talks with the Coordinator, and need to prioritize 
this as protections for seniors is a priority for the Provincial 
Government, they just launched the: Together to Reduce 
Elder Abuse - B. C. 's Strategy (TREA Strategy) 
Suggestion: add a bullet to cover this issue as iI's already a 
priority and a concern. 
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A IT ACHMENT 2a(i ii) 
Notes of meeting to discuss the Draft Social Development Strategy 

March 5, 2013 

Present: Eliana Chia, Frances Clark, Tom Parker, Angela Gauld, Vince Miele 

The questions posed in Alan Hill ' s letter dated February 5, 2013 were reviewed, with the group's 
responses noted below. 

1. What are your overallihoughts or impressions regarding fhe Draft StraTegy? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The document is very comprehensive and touches on disability issues throughout. 

The document is somewhat wide-ranging, and covers areas where the City has no 
jurisdiction, authorisation or ab ili ty to make changes. Suggestions: 

Beside each action item, indicate where there are Federal or Provincial regulations that 
limit action by the C ity. 

Some consistent omissions were noted, under "Proposed Partners" and we suggest that 
the fo llowing statement be inserted prominently in the document: 

" In add ition to those that are specifically highlighted as a key partner, the City will 
include consultation with other agencies, individuals or associations that express interest 
in social issues." 

2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the next 10 
years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 

- Under action item 2 on page 25: Housing could be expanded in terms of Aging in Place, as 
accessibi lity ties in with this concept ... 2.1 In the (eg list add " aging in place features" , . . . -

Universal housing concepts should be adopted "for all new housing, as benefits would 
affect many in the community- famil ies with a disabled member, seniors aging in place. 

- There is a trend towards increasing the maximum building height and a heavy push for 
wood structures, without thought to safety for seniors or people with a d isability . Consider 
also disasters: First responders will not always be immediately available or may be 
overwhelmed. 

- Suitable housing in which seniors or people with limited mobility will remain safe in spite 
of declining physical abilities, keeping in mind freedom of choice. The entire population is 
aging and City structures need to allow for this. 

- It is the responsibility of the City to ensure that new residential and other developments 
include some adjustments for people with a d isability, aging in place, and declining 
physical abi lities. Add an additional action (2.5) to convey that all housing should include 
features for aging in place. Advertisements for new developments tend to emphasize 
amenities like pools or exercise rooms. Developers must be educated to understand the 
desirabili ty of universal design. 
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A IT ACHMENT 2a(i ii) 
3. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range of proposed social development actions for 

(he City to pursue over the next 10 years? 

Yes. 

4. Do you have specific comments regarding particular sections of the Draft. 

Com ments follow: 

Page 14, Theme 3: Building on Social Assets and Community Capacity 

When planning good neighbourhoods, the following features are essential : 

• Complete, welcoming accessibility fo r all 

• Dependable public transport 

• Engaging, human~scale streetscapes,which foster social interact ion 

• Public washroom facilities 

Safety 

Public "living rooms", i. e. , plazas, gardens 

rge 25, Action 2.4: Continuing to pursue opportunities to increase the public's 
understanding ... " etc. 

Change "pursue" to "improve". 

Add: 2.5 "housing of all types. in all neighbourhoods to be built to facilitate aging in place" 

Page 27, Action 3.5: Promote best practices in the assessment and upgrading accessibility 
features ... etc. 

We suggest this action item should read: 
3.5 Promote best practices in the assessment and upgrading of accessibility features in city and non
city facilities, which are well addressed on the Richmond Centre for Disability's Access Richmond 
website, through support of the Rick Hansen foundation venue accessibility project assessment tool 
and website. 

11agc 30, Action 7.1: 

We commend the idea of pursuing approaches that involve planning with not for, the older adult 
population, and strongly suggest that this notion also has a place on page 26, i.e.: "Pursuing 
approaches that involve planning with, not for, people in the community with a disability." 

Page 36, under Action 13: Monitor and update the Youth Service Plan ... etc." 

Add an additional action, or amend 13.3 as fo llows: Engaging post-secondary students by 
providing research internship opportunities at City Hall. 

Under City Roles: Add 

• facilitate learning opportunities for post-secondary students of Social Planning and 
Recreation. 

Page 44, Action 19.1. Examining collaborative approacbes ... ctc. 

We suggest removing reference to "ethnic silos", and amending the wording of the action as 
fo llows: "Encouraging collaborative approaches to ensure that Richmond remains a welcoming 
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and integrated community, while respecting the desires 0/ immigrant groups to maintain their 
own culture. " 

Pages 44-46, Actions 19-23 

All of these actions should list the same proposed partners. 

Page 45: Action 22: Collaborate with community partners, ctc. 

Add: 22.3: Promoting awareness training in schools to support LGTB student safety. 

Also: Gender diversity should be given the same weight as cultural diversity throughout the 
document. 

Page 47: Paragraph 3, "Newer immigrants tcnd to mistrust government and might have 
had ... " 

This statement could be construed as contentious and we suggest amending to "Some newer 
immigrants". 

Page 54, Action 30: Develop and maintain a database on space needs ... etc. 

We agree, and commend this action. 

Page 62, Action 46.2: Supporting retention of agricultural lands and efforts to make these 
lands economically viable. We suggest that this should be 46.1 to give it highest priority in this 
section, followed by the other items. 
This needs to be given a higher priority in the Plan, perhaps should be a Strategic Direction, given 
the attrition of available land for agriculture, and the contingent effect on food security for local 
residents. Perhaps added to the li st of strategic directions on page 2 under goal 3 
"Foster and protect richmond 's food growing capacity and security" 

Page 66: Action 53: Support tbe efforts of government and community-based partners to 
address mental health, substance abuse and addictions concerns in Ricbmond. 

Add, under proposed partners: School District 38. (Some of the population in Richmond schools 
might be affected by some or all of the above , and the increasing incidents of depression and suicide
risk for youth. 
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Richmond Centre for Disability 
"Promoting a new perspective on disabilit~" 

2012 Business Excellence Awards - Association of the Year Winner 

Feedbacks for Social Development Strategy Draft 

Stakeholders: 
Composition: 

RCD Staff Team 
13 individuals, 10 are Richmond residents 
8 females , 5 males 
Years of service range from 1 year to 12 years 
Includes people with disabilities and of different ethnicities 

Overall Impression Regarding the Draft Strategy 

It is an impressive document and it shows that a lot of works have gone into it. Our 
group feels that most of the content is relevant and the flow of the document is logical. It 
provides very good background information to how the strategy was developed and 
formulated. 

It has been brought up that some of the Action Points seemed to show only loose 
relationships to social development, for instance Action 48 and 49. Sometimes when the 
coverage is too broad , it may dilute the main flavour of the strategy to focus on social 
development 

All participants agree that the Social Development Strategy Framework is easy to 
understand and makes sense. The graphic presentation is effective; especially it 
illustrates a clear picture of "Proposed Partners" and "City Roles". That hopefully will 
bring transparency to the work program to be developed and subsequently its 
implementation, as well as outcome evaluation and success measurement. We hope 
that the work program will be a concrete one outlining the success indicators, which will 
go on to reflect the impacts they will make in Richmond and on its citizens. 

Priority Issues in Richmond over the Next 10 Years 

We agree with the emphasis on Older Adults, Youth and Children in the Draft Strategy; 
we understand the need to address the diversity of the local population. We are also 
delighted to see that "physical accessibility" made it to Action 3. However we do not see 
any attention or well formed thought regarding an action for the vulnerable or 
marginalized population such as people with disability. 
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Under "Goal 1 : Enhance Social Equity and Inclusion", our group agrees with the four 
strategic directions, but the omission of "People with Disabilities" is disappointing . We 
do not see any mention of "Address the Needs of People with Disabilities" or "Help 
Richmond's Residents with Disabilities to Thrive". We feel that it would be appropriate to 
have an action under "Strategic Direction 2: Enhance Community Accessibility" to 
address this omission. 

In our group discussion the topic of employment for people with disabilities comes up. 
We commend the Draft Strategy mentioning this subject under Action 3.4. However we 
feel that the City of Richmond should be a leader and champion for employing people 
with disabilities, thus it is important to include this in the strategy. People with disabilities 
is a huge untapped labour market, and providing people with disabilities with equal 
employment opportunities will bring forth great social and economical benefits. We feel 
that it is warranted to have an action in this light, similar to the employment 
opportunities for immigrants which are addressed under Action 17 and 18. 

Our team is baffled that there is no Disability Service Coordinator within the City of 
Richmond, and the Draft Strategy only proposes staffing requirements for child care, 
affordable housing and social development. Currently our staff liaison Mr. Alan Hill is 
very productive working with the RCD, and is extremely effective in this position. 
However his title is Cultural Diversity Coordinator, which is not reflective of his scope of 
work and is not representative of the disability community. It would add a lot of values to 
the Social Development Strategy if there is a Disability Service Coordinator. 

Under Action 4, the Recreation Subsidy Program is mentioned. However it is redundant 
for people with disabilities because there is no specialized recreational program 
designed for people with disabilities. We feel that the City can work with community 
partners that are specialized in service provision for people with disabilities to co-design 
and implement such programs. The change can be made for 4.5 by adding "and 
specialized programs for people with disabilities". 

Another thing that attracts our group's attention is the low community engagement for 
Phase I of the process of creating the strategy. Despite the product is a good piece of 
work, it is doubtful if Richmond residents are truly aware of what is going on. We feel 
that the most effective consultation will be at the level where you can find the target 
audiences. For instance, community agencies serving people with disabilities are the 
best channel to conduct public surveys and study circles for need assessment and 
service design for people with disabilities. It will be more cost effective to contract them 
for consultation purposes for the strategy, rather than a professional consultant firm . 

Lastly, our group also discuss the rapid growth in population in Richmond ; also the 
aging population that is expected to double in the next 10 years, as well as the life 
expectancy in Richmond is the highest in BC at 84.6 years. We feel that it is time to 
start considering a second hospital in the city. We hope the City will see the need and 
start exploring the option for the next 10 to 20 years. 
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Suggested Priority Issues by the RCD Staff Team 

Recommended Action - Continue to playa leadership role with respect to addressing 
the needs of people with disabilities, consulting with Richmond Centre for Disability and 
other partners in efforts to: 

~ Pursue approaches that involve planning with, not for, people with disabilities. 
~ Support and encourage community-based initiatives that promote independence 

for people living with disabilities. 
~ Develop a comprehensive Disability Strategy for Richmond , utilizing best practice 

research and an assessment of current and future community needs. 
• Collaborate with senior governments, Vancouver Coastal Health, and community 

partners in planning and delivery of programs which help people with disabilities 
start or continue to live independently in their community. 

~ Establish or restructure a staff position to oversee disability issues in the City of 
Richmond , and to improve the City's ability to plan and develop disability services. 

Recommended Action - Increase awareness of and access to City employment 
opportunities by people with disabilities through: 

• Establishing formal targeted approaches to increase employment opportunities 
with the City for people living with disabilities . 

~ Working with community agencies and other partners to publicize City 
employment opportunities to people with disabilities and improve mutual 
understanding of barriers and needs. 

~ Establishing or restructuring a staff position to oversee disability issues in the 
City of Richmond , and to improve the City's ability to increase employment 
opportunities for people with disabilities 

Other Things to Share 

There are a few minor things that we would like to point out. 

Page 3: City Council Priority 
The Council Term Goals for 2011-2014 have been released; the wordings are exactly 
the same. It would look better to change 2008-2011 to refiect that. 

Page 7: Immigrants 
Hong Kong is not exactly a country; it is part of China. 

Page 79: Richmond Centre for Disability, not "Disabilities". 

- The End-
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City of Richmond 
CCDACI Child Care Development Advisory Committee 

May 21, 2013 

Mr. John Foster 
Manager Community Social Development 
Community Services, City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road, Richmond Be V6Y 2C1 

Dear John, 

On behalf of the City of Richmond's Chi ld Care Development Advisory Committee, please 
accept our thanks for the opportunity to comment on the final draft of "Building Our Social 
Future: A Social Development Strategy for Richmond I 2013-2022", December 2012. 

In developing the response, Committee members each took sections ofthe plan, prepared 
summaries and presented their findin gs to one another at the Apri l 2, 2013 CCDAC meeting. 
A collective response to the consultation questions was developed at the May 7, 2013 meeting. 
It is attached along with individual members' comments and a sub~committee report entitled: 
"Pillars of the Ch ild Care System". I wou ld like to note that there was a difference of op inion 
about whether the Social Development Strategy was proactive enough in addressing the 
emerging needs of Richmond's children and families, especially given the aging demographics. 
Whi le it is understood that the Strategy seeks to provide a balance of actions for existing 
population groups, some CCDAC members' favour a stronger focus on creating a family friendly 
city with actions tailored to attract families to live in Richmond, e.g., access to chi ld care, 
affordable and well designed family housing, better transit service to connect areas within the 
city, more neighbourhood parks, and indoor play spaces for drop~in family programs, etc. 
However, the majority of the membe'rs were supportive of current draft's goa ls, strategic 
directions and planned next steps. 

From the perspective of CCDAC's child care focus, we appreciate that the City has moved 
forward with Action 10.1 establishing a Chi ld Care Coordinator staff position. Attached is 
CCDAC's submission to the draft Social Development Strategy consultation process. Should you 
require clarification on our submission, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

linda Shirley, CCDAC Chair 

Attachment 
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CITY OF RICHMOND 
CCDAC I CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

RESPONSE TO 
"Building Our Social Future: A Social Development Strategy for Richmond/ 2013 - 20221 

December 2012 - Draft 

Below are the CCDAC's answers to consultation questions provided by John Foster, Manager of 
Community Social Development. John provided a presentation on the draft Social 
Development Plan at the Committee's February 5, 2013 meeting. The consultation questions 
have been used as a tool for providing feedback on the plan. Comments and suggestions below 
provide a collective response to these questions. Individual submissions to linda Shirley, the 
Committee Chair, follow this section and are organized by each member's name. There is also a 
submission from one of CCDAC's sub-committees on the Pillars of the Child Care System. 

1. What are your overall thoughts or impressions regarding the Draft Strategy? 

3852398 

The draft Strategy needs a bigger vision that sets out what the City is trying to do and 
what steps it plans to take to get there. This plan is too status quo, it's more about the 
present than about the future, and is too driven by the current demographics and 
market forces. The Strategy's vision is very motherhood. It would be better if it set out 
a clear vision, e.g., "a place for families" or Ita place to retire". In Vancouver, they have a 
vision and a plan to be a green city. like it or not, it's pretty clear about where they are 
going and the steps they are taking to get there. 
The plan does have some kind of a vision! It is addressing affordability, it is planning for 
a city where people can live and work, it is providing services for families and seniors 
and other population groups. 
The Strategy tries to support family life but the cost of housing in Richmond is quite 
high. It is not affordable for families with children and their extended families. 
I am happy with the direction of the Child and Youth section. The city seems in flux. Is it 
a place for families or a place for seniors? Is it just planning to be a transition place for 
newcomers or one that welcomes them for the long term? The city is clearly going 
through growing pains. 
Richmond is not a town anymore, it is a city. Some people like the increased social 
activity that comes with growth. Families are choosing to move into Vancouver, an even 
bigger city than Richmond. They are attracted to living in downtown Vancouver for 
what it offers them: reduced commuting, services for families, and lots of activities on 
their doorstep. Young families are prepared to compromise on space to have these 
things. Perhaps Richmond should learn something from Vancouver's success in 
attracting families to its downtown. 
It was noted that the City has some limitations regarding being able to control housing 
prices or to provide all of the needed social services within its budget - many of these 
services rely on funding from senior levels of government. 
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How can we measure performance or outcomes of the Strategy? 

2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the 
next 10 years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 
The size of new housing units being built in Richmond may not result in attracting 
families to live here. They are mostly one or two bedrooms which limits family size to a 
maximum of 1 or 2 children. More thought needs to go into how to provide housing 
options for larger families. Consider developing design guidelines to encourage better 
family unit designs and amenities within apartment buildings, e.g., larger units with 
more bedrooms and play spaces at different levels within the buildings. 
Rather than building more child care facilities make better use of existing spaces and 
find ways to market what's available. 
It would be good to understand why some child care programs in Richmond are under
enrolled and others have waitlists. There may be some age or cultural preferences that 
are leading people to seek out larger group child programs rather than home-based 
child care. The parents who are in their 30s are more inclined to choose larger facilities. 
Families from China and Japan come from an experience of placing their children in 
more institutional settings where the children are cared for by several staff, with all 
meals provided, and options for longer hours of care. They have reservations about 
leaving their children in a family child care setting. It's just not a form of child care they 
are familiar with or trust. Also, some newcomer families rely on their extended family 
to provide care for their children and would never leave them with strangers. Those 
who have more financial resources may be choosing nannies. 
Newcomers have many settlement challenges. One of the biggest challenges is 
obtaining accreditation for their qualifications. Although, this is not specifically a City 
issue, it could advocate with other levels of government or professional associations to 
make more effort to eliminate these barriers to employment. This may be one of the 
challenges contributing to newcomers living in Richmond on a transitional basis rather 
than making it their permanent home - they can't obtain employment in their 
professional field so they can't afford to stay in Richmond. 

3. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range of proposed social development actions 
for the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 

]852398 

Generally, the answer is yes. 
Re: Action 10.2: The City needs better and more frequent child care needs assessments. 
There has been a lot of change in the community since the last needs assessment and 
waiting until 2016 will not help inform good decision making today. For example, not 
sure if Richmond needs more child care centres in the City Centre even though there is 
new development. We need to understand what parents want, why there are vacancies 
in home-based child care centres and waitlists in the larger group care centres. 
Add an action to map all of the existing child care facilities to understand what exists 
and to use these maps as a tool to plan for new child care facilities. 
Add actions to increase spaces for families to play indoors, e.g., more family places, 
spaces for delivery of family programming, a drop in play centre, small neighbourhood 
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parks that are easy to walk to, and a children's arts centre located in the City Centre so 
it's accessible by transit. Utilize the Oval to provide more affordable family programming 
options and to provide a space for a drop-in, indoor play. 
Add an action that says the City will utilize its new child care facilities after hours and on 

weekends to provide other child development services. 
Negotiate with developers for the provision of additional social service spaces that can 
be used for satellite programming such as family programs. 
Build child development hubs with child care spaces and multi-purpose rooms for other 
satellite services. These hubs could provide a place for non-profit and private family 
child care providers to meet and connect families to a system of child care services. [See 
the attached submission from the CCDAC sub-committee "Pillars for a Child Care 
System" which provides other suggested actions for creating a hub system using City
owned child care facilities.] 

4. Do you have specific comments regarding particular sections of the Draft (e.g., missing 
partners, adjusted time lines)? 
Add the Richmond Family and Youth Court (RFYC) to the list of "Proposed Partners" on 
page 34. 

5. Is there anything else you'd like to share? 

No additional comments. 
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Individual Committee Members Responses to the draft Social Development Strategy 

Maryam Bawa: 

Dl'aO: Social Deyelopment Strategy 
Reylew Pg. 1~5 Maryam 

My overall iInpression of thi s Draft Strategy is that it is VlTell struc tured. It 

begins w ith the City's v ision " To be the most appealing. livabh~. and well - managed 

cornnlunity in Canada", The Draft con tinuously brings in different City v isions ( 

Corporate S ustainability • Social OeveloPJTlent, etc.). The Introduction of the D r aft 

clarifies terms, s u c h as HSocial $ustalnabll ity" and laying out their Guiding prinCiples 

( there are 8 of thctn) a ll of 'Which h ave to do with vvorking colla boratlvely \iV!th 

existin g organizations while being realistic, innovative a nd benefiting the 

community. 

The draft acl<novvledges that the City must address existing socia l Issues as 

vvell as have t h e ability to be respon s ive to emerging needs. I liked that the rep ort 

mentions that: It gathe r ed information t h rough consultation vvith Richlnond 

residents, community partners as vvell as oth er st;uke h olders and sources ( 

demographics, etc.). The repo r t highlighted the" recurring theme" of diversity In 

the local popu lat:io n , p o inting a li t that Richluond has the largest visibl e minority 

.that does not speak English. I I'eally liked hO\N the repor t a l so included other Issues 

such as add ress ing the needs of an aging population, support Richmond families/ 

yout:h / c hildren, facilitating Inclusive communities, offordab le housing to name a 

feVII ( ca n be found on pg.1) . 

The Soc ia l Development Strategy s tated that it VIIants to be cltyVIIlde ipitlative 

by \Norking 'With communi ty partner, time-sensitive having a deadline of 2.022 and 

action -oriented by identifying concl'ete s hor t, mid a nd long term actions. T"ere \Nas 

a lso" Social Development Strategy Fraluevvorl(u, \Nhlch i n cl ud e d a vision, 3 primary 

goals and 9 s trategiC directions. Throughout th is i t 'Wa s stressed t hat t:he C ity cannot 

'Work a lone and for the "Frarnevvorku to indecd \Nork they 'IIIIou ld n eed the h e lp of 

City partners and that It nceded to be a collabo r ative approach . 

Lori Mountain: 

Overall thoughts/impressions regarding the Draft strategy: Richmond is a strong and vibrant, 
livea ble community and the strategy builds on that; it is a vision that includes many strengths 
such as a strong socia l infrastructure, a multicultural community, and active and engaged 
citizens. It also promotes a collaborative approach towards improving and enhancing the 
quality of life in Richmond. I cannot think of any other priority issues or act ions that are in need 
of attention at this time. 

3852398 5. 
PLN - 131



ATTACHMENT2a(v) 

OferMarom: 

My main problem is that there is no vision in this draft. 

Or maybe I should say no innovative vision- it's more like a flow with the market and society 
forces and only trying to adjust to them, not making the city unique in any way, or even trying 
to preserve its current diversity. 

Since we are representing a child care committee-I would like to use the social strategic plan 
numbers to demonstrate the city vision: 

There are 18% under 17 years of age in Richmond as of 2006 census 

If the city would have like to build on the local community to continue build and prosper from 

childhood to old age at the same community, we would expect higher percentage as 2 kids for 
two parents and the grandparents are extra 4 people (parents of both side)- that would make 

the under 17 years 2/8=25%, and the number is higher as each grandparents have more than 
one child (according to the assumption that a family keeps its size as 2 per generation) 

As we can see- current numbers in Richmond are quite low. 

If we round the under 17 percentage to 20% and the city population as 200,000- we are looking 
at 40000 kids. For the purpose of the calculation-I'm taking age 8 as an average age of a child. 

As per the age parameter in page 7 in the plan- 28% of the city population is over 55 years old. 
So if using 65 years as average for this age group we have 56000 at this age 

We are left with 52% between the ages 17-55. So I'm using age 36 as the average for this group. 

That means the current average age for Richmond is 38.52. 

For every 8 year old child there are 2.6 36 years old and 1.4 65 years old. 

Apparently Be stats- population prediction for 2036, got quite the same results, and their 
average Age for Richmond at 2012 is around 39.6, while the median is around 40. And the 
actual percent of under 17 is even closer to 17%. 

According to Metro Vancouver growth projection - at the year of 2036 Richmond w ill have 
about 265000 citizens. In page 7 of the social plan - in this year the median age will be around 
50 years, The Bc stats support this assumption as it has both average age and median at around 
46-47. 

According to this data in 2036 For every 8 year old child there are 3.136 years old and 2.665 
years old. 
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Which means- there are more people in the city, but the 6S year old group is now 39%, the 36 
years are 46%, and the 8 years old-less than 15%. 

So I may have used average instead of the median at some times- but looking at the Be 5tat5-
population prediction for 2036, the directions is the same for aging population. 

So to conclude- if there was a vision to the city social development strategy- and it was to 
adjust to the market and social demographic changes- I would have expected to see in the 
strategy plan ideas like- turning schools to old age homes, acquiring spaces for community 
centers offering more activities to older people rather than negotiating daycares centers, 
moving forward with a vision to make Richmond "the best place to grow old in" , run with the 
slogan "Richmond- to die for" 

And keep in mind that in lower mainland- you grow your family in Langley, educate your kids in 
Delta, live green in Vancouver and retire in Richmond. 

Those of you who wants to have a look at some Be stats- here's the link: 

Web site: 
http://www. bcstats.gov.bc.ca/S ta ti sticsBySu b i ectl 0 e m ogra p h yl Pop u I at ion Pro i ecti 0 n s. aspx 

Harp Mundie: 

3852398 

DRAFT SOCI A l. OEVELO PMENT STRATEGY 
AN$\NERS TO QUESTIONS FOR CONS IDERATION 

M y overall thoughts or It'lpressl ons "cgordlf'lg the D r aft Strategy IS that It 
.. delr"""""$ the need" of Ci t y of RkhlT10nd a~ an Inclus ive, ""fo, ;on d c .. rlng 
<;QIT11T1unlty fo,.- .. II c ltl" ,.,n 5 , I t <;~pt ",.-"s the priori ty Issues that need i'lttentlon In 
R l chlT'to l)d ov .... th .. n .,. .. t :to yceors. All W'ell , the d raft does IclenHI'y .. n "pproprl,He 
ranse o f propo" .. d soelal devolop ..... "'f'I" <letlon" for 1'h .. city t o pur,."",, ovor t h o n O .. ,
:1.0 Y'HII'S. 

1 11;0 ..... on .. <;o"", .. ,nt O'Oo"rd l "o: SocHon l.0.2 on pao:o 311.. ' do.,', b~1H':"v(l tha t' t'hli;l 
c .. rre n t Child C<lre Needs Assessment t r uly rerl~cts t h e .,,':ecls or t h e city <,,.r 
RlchlT1ond, I bnU""c - 1:0 ensure .. ccu..-ute l .. uno dlOlC and futul"(l! "lafH,hll.l ' we 
s hould not walt 04, to 7 yeurs to conduct onother. I believe thut a Child CDr<~ N e eds 
A$""""'l' ... "lt ,.h ould be cond lO c ledlrnrnedl"te ly to IdentIfy Cl. r r e nt "'H:I t ,ulOrl'! child 
cO""" .... q u lrurn ..... h'. 

7. 
PLN - 133



ATIACHMENT2a(v) 

Shyrose Nurmohamed: 

Social Planning Strategy pages 43-48 
This part of the draft addresses issues regarding immigrants. 
Employment: 

• Improve employment opportunities 

• Increase awareness of and access to employment 
• Fund settlement services and English language training professionals 

• Use various strategies to prevent/ respond to racism 

• Develop a comprehensive communications strategy to support immigrants so that they 
participate in the City planning process. 

• Engage all citizens to volunteer in the loca l community, especially newcomers so they 
improve their skill s and therefore employability. 

Cultural Diversit y: 

• Showcase diversit y and facilitate mixing of cultures. 

• Take measu res to prevent racism and deal with incidents promptly 
First Nations: 

• Collaborate with the above to better understand/meet needs. 
lesbian/Gay, Transgendered and Bisexual: 

• Develop se rvices that recognize needs and awareness 

All th is will be done using local media and other partners as outlined in the draft . 
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Fatima Sheriff: 

Building 9ur Social Future - pgs 49 - 57 

• Review structure of various advisory committees to identify. effectiveness, annual orientation for 
new members and reporting and feedback procedures 

• Support, encourage and help develop potential leadership qualities in individuals and coordinate 
efforts to work with municipal advisors 

• Work to expand Canadian tourism programs by seeking and expanding corporate sponsorships 
programs and offer opportunities for active civic life 

Very relevant issues and need active collaboration with relevant agencies, advisory committees and 
programs. 
Bti,IJ"1I\ ow S<:>:;" t A-~sJ< • "",,,,,,,,,,.;.t l c.~ ca(AI\ 

Strengthen Soclallnfrastruc.ture: 0 \ U 

• Prepare enhanced policy framework for community amenities 

• Develop and maintain updated database for various services / agencies and space requirements 

• EICplore opportunities to establish multi use multi agency community services in appropriate 
locations and eICpand communication channels to publicize In a wider range 

• Strengthen strong collaborative relationship with Richmond school district on emerging 
children, youth and education issues and advocate fo r more needed programs and use of school 
space 

Very detailed highlights and yes the City does have plans to priority issues in an appropriate range for 
social development actions 

• Some suggestions: 

3852398 

o To use up available space like community centers, school gyms, community halls to 
expand space and offer programs at different times according to availability (action 31-
32) 

o Also to advertise in a way to reach more people - many people (especially new 
immigrants) are not aware of these programs / agencies .. (action 33) 
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Sushma Wadhwania: 

3852398 

Summary 

5VS,iJIU-i 

h" H- tC. 

The draft is impressive their vision is to enhancing existing communication, joint 

planning and net working. Administrating and monitoring city graItI program. 

They want to update parks, recreation and cultural services for wellncss. 

Focus is on education, engagement and employment. It encoumges gardening for beauty 

and fanning for food. It is using oval facility for social development. 

It support active li'Ving therefore working to complete hike path llnd walkway to links 

places to amenities. Supports clean up events. Co,]oC8ling recreation and other 

community facilities ncar school sites. Encouraging community facilities to make space 

for meeting and drop in program. Collaborating wi th RCMP lind community partners to 

promote safety and livable community. It addresses mental health, substance abuse and 

addictions eOI\ccms. 

Questions 

The draft captures priority issues that need anemion in Rielunond but the process is slow 

and the demographic of the city is ehnnging fast with new immigrate and their outlook. 

Proving quality childcare is the vision ofthe city. It requires certain changes to achieve it. 

• Family childearc provider should acquire higher qualification (i.e. ECE assistant 

certificate) 

• Program activities for each month in each center monitored by licensing officers. 

• Funding available to private dllycare to enhance their current program 

• More space should be able to in home group centers extending from 10 to more to 

make it affordable to hire staff. This wi ll givc employment to new graduates lind 

better use of space and solve the problem of parem looking for childellTC space. 

(Asian immigrates are looking for bigger facilities) small centers are closing 

do\Vl1. 

Population is increasing faster than amenities more swimming pools need to be built 

there is long wait list for children to learn swimming. 

More affordable senior homes need~ to be built aging population and immigrated seniors 

Library hours during the weekend should be extended it would help working students. 

The draft should be review it's progress each year. 

10. 
PLN - 136



A IT ACHMENT 20(v) 

Ofra Sixto: 

I tnphtnll>.ntofion undnexl steps 

Tht. goa.! to er~ale (I comlll.unlty thiI! is IIld~ive, n:spf!:ctful ond t hriving, i$ an honou,"Cble goal. To ochie ... e .. he. 
101lowill9 the city woold nud 0: flnootio l help beyontl1he lifni Is given to it Uy the {"cWol gOyt:rlllnCf.l . 

1) Cul1urul diversity. Richtnond IS' nol the QrJly ' It)' in CahIlM or f:Vfm Be thot f ace dIVersity. The IVCIy t he 
df?nogrXlphics lIlOY lookiil to on outsidt:" is: eJ(c1uS'ivlt I'<lther IhOl1 inclusive. II swillS t ha.l areas ol'e someno\" 
h~mil1g nil of the som~ culttlre. for eX<.lmple.: No ~ I'd prominently Eo~t Indi<lns, whils t No ~ rood mostly Asians 
etc. 
Olle cXQrnplc of a stontf'Y th()J Cl'£t:ltosanitnosfty is the sighs flor'lh of ,,'<> 3 rd 1~of ,'cads mainly 111 Chint-~e. This 
crente Q divis ion. n ·chir~e Dilly" (lreo where othcrs fflO,!, red /lot Lyekome. 
AlsI), HoI\' does the r.l ly propose to ~.rtrike (j hoIMee-" between the needs O'f the immlql"CWlfs (lnd the Med!: of th~ 
MIl itnlnigl'anl:S? 

2}J\gillg of pop.!lotion, 
Ilt:m9 a Senior c.an be ¥cry l4l)t1y fO'r nwny, YOUf19 famihl$ movot in.and out of tOIA'" trequt:ntty, and mony 
scnio!'s finds themselveS" without II famity and (N' frichds, 
1 'liQuid like to see mo·re lh!llior cenh'cs buitt ClrOlJfld ',tie city, nla.kill9 access l!.(1s[cr' to senior's wftu (we not mobile. 
or l'Iil h ~r, Or ~ t('(Vl::PQrtlltio!\ tQ trOMpQrt s~.1liot·lI to centres I\'het'e tkey con be with O' Ihe.r II'Wple, 

3)Infrnrtrut ture: 
I f DItY of you Clift; Ylent 1'0 thot wl1-lfore. off ice, or koow someone ",110 I1ctd this experience, you moy know the 
dC!}Niding procc~. Ihc endless line ups, the lon9 qtlf!5tionel's Ilnd th~ tlllle it tak~s to oc:toolly get t h~ money, if ot 
oil This is only on!! e.xonl~e of cotrununity agencies, sure there (l1"C mOIl')' I~ -t hor needs to be chonged to Q Inore 
welCQtl)ing, le,u Ihr'~te.r)jng (\9en<:i:e.s:. 
I lVould suggest tn(lt the city SJIUlds less money on 1'000d p,/Ior ks (50ntdhir,g that is becoming like (I pklgue in 
Richmond, V(lO con ~Cf! t hc S0100 I"O:'ld bcih9 cut ond sal'o's!w:1"ll1 tlmr:s in 0 year, Why; The dty can use this mOlley 
to create sofe. 5pru:t.S '01' seniors, hOII\t.S' for homeless <VId I !I:I~ in child t<lr'e r'I~fd5, 
Also, Ri(.htnood M"! (1 COSil)O, the IMney t l1<11 th~ crty gel5 from the oosh'lO C(lft be ~cd for th~e needs. 
J Vloul~ comple,tely )W'Op(l-'~e to clase the (.(1sino, h\(lny fomilies lives were destroyed Q'nQ ore destrqycd by the 
, o5iM. Bur If It is impossible, at leo.$t l1)e ain pot the tiiOMy that com4!.~ f,'OIl\ the comtnufli·ty back 'to th4!. 
cotnnlunity by way of f1xin9 t he cflollenges Inl his socl<l:1 fU ltJredro tt. 

4)ChildrV'lotld (o.tnilits 
lhe well being of Richmond children con be (lchie,'1ed not by buildiny more city cenlrM, pOSSibly destroyjng family 
W'ltrd, but by fl.ln(rlll9 existing centres. 
Use money In f hr. r r:.Sr.r'Yc to further the: r.duc.atioil of r.Cfl., 
Ouild I\\ore ploy gl'OU"1dS OI'Ound cotnrnuilitfc". People hove to dri\'e To pot'k$ Sutlt as Ste!Juton, ond CUtnbl'e, pork.s. 
__ lith thei,· children. 

5)Atfordable hou!>ing: 
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Many young fomil!e.s leave Riehmond 10 0. more offordobl~ suburbs, Living I'n Ridllnond is getting more o.I'Id mot'~ 
e)(pensive. The city should look into turning exisifng building fa of( or'dable housing r or)'0\n9 famil ies, single 
parent. ond or seniors. The city suggests thot othe,. pcrtners are 0. must . Who would they be? 
To SUll' It tIp. Yes the city of Richmond is Q nice plocr. to hve... tt h(ls ITIcmy challenges that COil be. looked o.t Clnd 
possibly dealt 1 ... lrh In 0 nelpful way. Aging populot lon. Qffordoble flousing, ehUd cor~. diversity ore all issues tnot 
OtJI' society struggting I\'ith for generctlons. it Is only gel tln9 worse and cost of living get ting high£t' and solories 
connot GOtch up to the cost of living , teoving people \'11 th (I tot of 'month'.1 01"\9 oftertkep<fY du~que is gone. 
The. city propoSe to care for thes~ ifSUes, but \,~ thout serious cnonge.s. it IIliII prove. chollenging and even 
impossibl~ Fr.deral ga'o'emm.ent has to step in and hElp municipalities in their 'hoIlEnges, 

r know my opmions are hard to digest at best. btl t that is \llnat 1 have to soy abo" t future social c~nge ill our 
community. 

12. 
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CCDAC's Pillars of the Child Care System Sub-Committee Reports: 

Below are three reports prepared by the CCDAC Pillars of the Child Care System Sub-Committee 
for 2011- 2013. The members who participated in this sub-committee include: Shyrose 
Nurmohamed, Gina Ho, Janet Dhanani, linda Shirley, Lori Mountain, Maryam Bawa, and Harp 
Mundie. 

March 14/2011- Present: linda Shirley, Ginny Ho, Janet Dhanani and Shyrose Nurmohamed 

Report on Pillars of Child Care System: Quality 

The report below is based on the Richmond Child Care Needs Assessment, correspondence 
received from various sources, our experiences as well as information gathered from 
networking. The information recently published in the Vancouver Sun was also reviewed. 

There are many components to "Quality". 

Ideally, goals of a quality program should offer: 

• A curriculum for children to develop socially, emotionally, intellectually and physically. 

• Opportunities to bring the center's parents together as a community. 
• A setting which meets the needs and requirements of a diverse group offamilies. 

Quality child care is reflected back in the community: 

• Children going to quality programs "acquire knowledge and skills they will need to 
survive, develop and grow in the present and into the future ." 

• Centers that offer support to families provide a service that enables them to be stress
free while they work to support their families as well as society. 

• Quality child care centers provide a venue for sharing cultural and social events instilling 
values and tolerance for all, which again is reflected back into a multicultural society. 

Quality - On-line: 

A community child care website maintained by a child care coordinator would provide: 

• Information on Centers in Richmond, 
• Resources for parents and child care operators. 

• A one-stop access to the myriad of information available on the web. 

• links to other useful websites, 
• Information regarding ongoing events in our community. 

Qualities in a Child Care Center: 

• Environment should be safe for children with regular safety checks for maintenance. 

385239& 13. 
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• Staff should be well trained and able to cope with demands of a busy center. 
• Environment must be stimulating, educational as well as fun with areas for quiet 

contemplation. 
• Center must be healthy, hygienic and disinfected regularly. 

• Staff/child ratio must be appropriate at all times. 
• A center must promote good values, morals and multiculturalism. 

• A good reputation is a sign ofthe quality of the center. 
• A center should ideally be able to accommodate children with special needs with easily 

accessible support services to meet the needs of the children in the center. 

CONCLUSION: 

It is often difficult to meet all the needs of families. However, since the Society of Richmond 
Children's Centers are city-owned facilities, they should be "model" facilities that: 

• fulfill as many of the above requirements for quality as possible. 

• Each of the centers could offer programming for different models of teaching, for 
example, a Reggio Center or a Montessori Center. This would provide other care givers 
with an incentive as well as a reference point when offering private services as well as 

for establishing centers of the future. 

Parents also need to be educated to "get the bigger picture": 

• A variety of programs and services are offered by smaller group daycares or in-home 
daycares many of which provide quality services but are not recognized simply because 
of their size. 

• Smaller centers may often be better suited to meet the needs of individual families 
especially if they do not fall within the range of typical child care arrangements, they 
may be more willing to cater to individual needs. 

Quality programming often depends on quality teachers: 
• Many graduates are not ready to work in centers. These graduates often do not have 

enough experience, training and language skills to cope with the demands of a child 
care environment. Colleges need to be regulated so proper training is provided. 

April 11/2011 

Report on Pillars of Child Care System: Collaboration 

Present: Ginny Lam, Janet Dhanani and Shyrose Nurmohamed Regrets: linda Shirley 

Child care can be isolating. Many caregivers never see each other except when earning the 40 
hrs of development required by licensing. Centres are often reluctant to allow visits from other 
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providers. Collaboration opportunities that do exist are scattered and usually focused on a 
specific topic such as make-and-take instead of enhancing the development of pedagogy. 

Current Reality 

• There is currently no centralized society or organization overseeing collaboration. 

• (eRR holds a variety of workshops throughout the year-around 20-25 participants 
attend. 

• Society of Richmond Children's Centres has held an annual conference each spring-this 

year is its 4t
h., It is usually sold-out. 

• (eRR has supported a networking group for many years that recently became the 
Richmond Childcare Alliance. 

Challenges 
• No current organization or individual is mandated to organize collaboration. 

• It is difficult to find suitable time-hard to get away in the daytime and care givers are 
reluctant to attend night or weekend. 

• Divergent demographics-different philosophies, needs and levels of expertise. 

• There is a prevalent attitude that workshops are only a means to an end- people 

attend solely to get certificate for licensing. 

• General feeling of apathy over improving skill set. 

• Richmond Children First offered a subsidy for providers to attend professional 
development. Due to lack of applications this program has been cancelled. 

Suggestions 

• Establish a city staff position of Child-Care Coordinator. 

• Establish a 'model centre' to share ideas and latest developments in child care. 

• Start a collaborative website that centralizes existing opportunities. 

• Lobby Licensing at Provincial level to modify Professional Development requirements. 

• Market the benefits of collaboration to raise participation levels. 

• Support the existing grass-root projects by co-sponsoring workshops. 

• Set-up 'Train the trainers' models to disseminate knowledge through the child care 

community. 

• Facilitate partnerships between similar centres-Montessori, Family, Play-based. 

April 29/13 - Present: Lori Mountain, Shyrose Nurmohamed, Maryam Bawa, Harp Mundie 

Pillars of Child Care system: Minimized Bureaucracy/Central Co-ordination 

• Currently there are too many separate bodies involved, and each may have their own 

interpretation of Child Care regulations etc. 

3852398 15. 
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• Recommendation that Richmond move toward hub system: city-owned facilities, 

operated from one central location. Partners all located on site (licensin~ Child Care 

Resource & Referral, Healt h services) 

• This will allow for improved communication and collaboration between Licensing, CeRR, 

and other professionals, and a better means for information sharing 

• Work towards establishing a cohesive website for parents/child care professionals

ideally this website would provide information and resources, training and educational 

opportunities, community events 

• Recommendation that Child Care licensing have a represe ntative attend ceDAC 

meetings 

Space 
• Current ly there is a concern that the market is becoming oversaturated with too many 

new centres opening - the demographic is changing in Richmond and young famil ies are 

not staying, moving ou t to less expensive comm unities, therefore the re is a drop in the 

need for care 

• Smaller centres (mostly fam ily dayca res) have unfill ed spaces and larger (group facilities) 

have long waitlists - families need to be educated about the different types of care 

available 

• There is a growing need for part-time spaces or overnight/shift work care and centres 

are unable to accommodate that need - establishing child care in workplaces may he lp 

to provide the types of care that pa ren ts need most 

• locat ion mapping wil l help to determine the need fo r new child care spaces and help 

ensu re equal distribution of spaces within the city 

Affordability 

• Government continues to place chi ld care on a low priority list . 

• The subsidy system is disorganized and often unfairly administered - needs to be 

overhauled. Often what parents can show as income 'on paper' is not an accurate 

representation of their need for subsidy, and families who are most in financial need are 

not receiving help 

• 'Afford ability' for different fam ilies is difficult to measure - it depends on the type of 

care that parents need or prefer 

• There is a strong need for parents to be educated about th e types of care available and 

the average rates of child care according to their goals and requirements for their child. 
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Mr. John Foster 
Community Services Department 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road, 
Richmond BC V6Y 2C1 

City of Richmond Social Development St rategy 

Dear John, 

ATIACHMENT 2a{vi) 

March 26, 2013 

Thank you for taking the time to attend a Richmond Children First Steering Committee meeting to present 
Building Our Social Future and for inviting us to provide feedback, Committee members were fOlWarded 
the questions you provided and were asked to provide feedback through the lens of the Richmond Children 
First strategic plan, Our Commitment to Children. 

The Social Development Strategy Is thoughtful and comprehensive and addresses many of the priority 
areas that have also been Identified through ou r work. 

While we recognize that this Is a lO-year plan and work programs will need to be developed, we are 
Interested in learning more about how you envision 'proposed partners' will work together on these 
strategies. Significant time and resources will be needed to Implement this plan and we will need to review 
our strategic directions and work plan to ensure that our priorities align and the workload Is manageable. 

We also look forward to hearing what evaluation measurements you wilt be Incorporating into the Social 
Development Strategy. 

Several committee members did express concern that their Individual organizations were not named while 
other NGOs were mentioned. Although it may be cumbersome to name alt individual organiZations you 
work with, they fe lt either an appendix should be added naming everyone, or no Individua l organizations 
should be highlighted. 

Richmond Children First appreciates the invitation to partner on a number of key strategic directions and 
we look forward to continuing our partnership with the City. 

Sincerely, 
~.::::::~ :..-:'" -, .. -
- "'" .... " ..... -

Helen Davidson 
Implementation Manager 
Richmond Children First 

RICHMOND CHILDREN FI RST 
8660 Ash Street, Richmond, Be V6Y 2S3 . Phone: 604.241.4035 
rich m oodcb [ldeeD fl rst@shaw,ca www.rlchrnandchlldreof![St.ca 
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RCSAC Richmond Community Services 
Advisory Committee 

March 25, 2013 

City of Richmond 
Attention: John Foster, Manager Community Social Development 
6911 No.3 Road 
Richmond, BC 
V6V 2CI 

RE: RCSAC Submission - City of Richmond's draft Socia l Development Strategy. 

Dear John, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and suggested revisions to the recently 
published draft of the City of Richmond's Social Development Strategy (SDS). Attached is a 

submiss ion from the RCSAC in follow up to your request. 

This submission was prepared by asking RCSAC members to review the draft SDS and consider 

the questions you provided (noted below). Each member was requested to prepare a response 
from (he perspect ive of their agency or group they represent at the RCSAC table. Members were 

requested to share their responses at a recent RCSAC General Meeting and then submit a written 

copy to be included in this summary. 

Responses are included in this submiss ion as received by members by agency/individual name in 

alphabetical order. It is important to note that prov iding submiss ions independent of the RCSAC 

was also encou raged and therefore, some RCSAC members chose to submit their responses to 
you individually. Indiv idually submitted responses mayor may not also be included in th is 

submission. 

Questions asked of RCSAC membership: 

DRAFT SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 
QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

I. What are you overall thoughts or impressions regarding the Draft Strategy? 
2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the next 

10 years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 
3. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range of proposed socia l development actions for 

the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 
4. Do you have specific comments regard ing particular sections of the Draft (e.g., missing 

partners, adjusted time lines)? 
5. Is there anything e lse you'd like to share? 

3825755 PLN - 144



Agencies included in thi s submission: 

• Developmental Disabi liti es Assoc iation 
• Ind ividual Member: Jennifer Larsen 
• Richmond Add iction Services Society 
• Richmond Caring Place Society 
• Richmond Poverty Response Committee 
• Richmond Society for Community Living 
• Ri chmond Youth Service Agency 
• Salvation Anny 
• Tuming Point Recovery Society 
• Volunteer Richmond InFormation Services 

Should you have any questions or require more in fonnation please let us know. 

S incerely, 

Richard Dubras 
RCSAC Co-Chair 

3825755 

DrA.~ 

Lisa Whittaker 
RCSAC Co-Chair 
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Member Responses to draft Social Development Strategy (SDS) 

Developmental Disabilities Association 

Submitted by Donna Cain, Assistant Director, Adult Services 
O ..... lopm...,'>I DisabilitlH A. .. "dadon 

~a..,.j ••. E""",,~_. 

I. What are you overall thoughts or im pressions regarding the Draft Strategy? 

Very wcli laid out development strategy, Introduction and explanation of the process and 
rational for the strategy was comprehensive and clear. Good breakdown of goals, the 
strategic direction and action steps. 

I. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range of proposed socia l development actions for 
the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 

Ves 

2. Do you have speci fic comments regard ing particular sections of the Draft (e.g., missing 
partners, adjusted time li nes)? 

Ves 

3. Is there anything else you'd like to share? 

Some of the act ion steps cou ld be a little more specific ~ i.e. Measureable objectives or 
specific outcomes but do realize the magnitude of a 10 year soc ial development strategy and 
the city need areas could dramatica lly change thus the benefit of leav ing it more open and 
room to be flexib le to address the potentially changing needs. However one example that 
could have more specific outcomes is: Page 27 Bullet 3.7 "to the extent possible" in 
reference to making ~ parks, sidewalks more accessible. 

4. Is there anything else you'd like to share? 

Well done, it' s so important to have clearly documented terms of reference on the city's 
social development strategy in maintaining a priority and co·ordinated effort for the city and 
their partners to meet the social serv ice needs. It is also so vital to have a written 
comprehensive strategy that states the city values in regards to social development. 

Page 3 
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~ Submined by: J ennifer Larsen, Individual Member 

Open ing Comment: Whew,just made extended deadline. Question's suggested for 
consideration are very helpful. Without them, feedback on something this big and prod igious 
would have been ve,y difficu lt indeed. This is my 4" attempt andjaifure to give it the time it 
deserves. 

1. Overall thoughts: serves its stated purpose ... and then some. Ideal and long needed 
reference for holding a ll feet to the 'reminder fire', not just the City'S, as/when needed . 

2. Capturing priority issues over next 10 years: Certainly does that, and certain ly as far as 
loday's familiar ones are concerned. [sec 3. A lso] 
Generally speaking, and certainly not peculiar to Richmond, the addressing oj social needs 
has usually been in reaetion to something thai's been happening or warned ojjor some 
considerabLe time, and has seldom if ever kept pace with population growth. 

3. Appropriate range of proposed actions? Yes. Howevcr,loday's much faste r rate of change 
in and to most things would lend some urgency to Council's adv isory committees and 
relevant others engaging in some vis ioning of what Richmond's pro-active priority soc ial 
needs might be 5 and 10 years out due to such new facto rs as: 

• real climate change and our food security 
• Richmond's changed and changing financia l demographics 
• tech no logy'S ncver·ending new abi lities of the good and not so hot kind 
• A new example of the dreadJul, the video game technology lhat now allows 
• violent games 10 be created using real and recognizable school locations Jor the 
• imagined mayhem. 

4. Missing Partners; 

• Proposed partners: Box on pg 20 and Action 17 pg 43 Add Relevant Professional Associations 
• Appendix 4 Add RCFC Richmond Mental Health Consumer and Friends Society. 
It's also a regular recipient oj a City grant 

5. Anything e lse: Than k you and a ll others who worked on creat ing the draft 

3825755 
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Richmond Addiction Services Society 

Submitted by: Richard Dubras, Executive Director 

1. What are you overall thoughts or impress ions regardi ng the Draft Strategy? 

From the perspective of Richmond Addiction Services, I believe my first impressions are 
that overall the draft stra tegy is comprehensive and thoughtfuL 

2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the 
next 10 years? 

Looking th rough the strategy, I believe the priority areas have been taken into account and 
Ilook forward to understandi ng how City Council and staff aim to meet the outcomes 
sta ted in the stra tegy. Are there other priority issues that need attention? I don't believe 
any priority areas have been missed. 

3. Does the Dra ft ident ify an appropriate range of proposed social development 
actions for the City to pursue over the next 10 yea rs? 

Yes, I believe it is a comprehensive strategy with enough fl exibility to allow the city to make 
changes if changes are demanded of in the current situation of the time. 

4. Do you have specific comments regarding particular sections of the Draft (e.g., 
miss ing partners, adjusted time lines)? 

I do have a suggestion when it comes to page 1.6 which lists non-profit agencies and 
community groups and would highly recommend that Richmond Addiction Services Society 
be added to your list of partnering Non-p rofi t agencies. If this request is not support then I 
wo uld recommend that no agencies are singled out. Another option would be to include an 
extensive li st of non-p rofits and organizations be added to the appendix at the back of the 
document. I applaud the consistent mention of partnerships and collaborations and don't 
understand why a select few would be mentioned at the risk of alienating other important 
agencies and organizations in the community - which is my reason for the feedback. 

5. Is there anything else you'd like to share? 

Richmond Addiction Services counts itself as a significant partner to the City in satisfying 
our mandate and mission of being dedicated to providing expertise in preventing and 
treating addictions in our community. We look forward to continued partnership with the 
city and act as a key playe r to support the city in making informed decis ions when mental 
health and addiction issues come to the fore. 
On page 67. Third bullet ta lks about Infrastructure regard ing "securing appropriate and affordable 
office space". I would like to compliment the City for pinpointing this urgent need as a priority 
since it so aptly describes the situation RASS is faci ng. 

PageS 

3825755 PLN - 148



ATIACHMENT 2a(vii) 

Richmond Caring Place Society 
Submitted by: Richmond Caring Place Board 

I. What are your overall thoughts or impressions regardi ng the Draft Strategy? 

This doc ument, ifacti vely utilized by council and staff, wi ll inform and guidc planning that will 
positively impact the community. The identified themes of; Eq uity and Inclusion; Facilitating 
Communi ty Engagement and Building on Social Assets Community Capacity resonate with the 
Rep Mission Statement: 

Richmond Caring Place Society will efficiently manage and operate a multi-use building in an 
accountable manner for the membership of the Society 10 ensure 0Plimum coordination and 
synergistic benefits for the occupants and users of the Richmond Caring Place. 

The RCP Board works to red uce barriers to access of services and works to integrate our diverse 
community. It is encouraging that the strategy seeks to support these efforts as well as focusing 
on bui ldi ng the capacity of res idents to li ve healthy lives in a healthy community .. 

2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the next 
10 years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 

Yes the main issues are addressed but there could be a more explicit identified role of advocacy 
for the provision of social services as a means to mitigate soc ial issues and to position Richmond 
as a mode l community for the provision of social serv ices through innovative co- location mode ls 
of delivery. 

3. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range of proposed soc ial development actions for 
the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 

The identified actions will provide a clear direction for staff and counc il and it will be beneficia l 
to see these actions directly refl ected in Council Tenn Goa ls as we ll as cross referenced in 
strategies and work plans across all City departments. Estab lish ing a annual reporting 
mechan ism to infonn the community about progress on act ions wi ll be key to the realization of 
the strategy. 

4. Do you have specific comments regarding particular sections of the Draft (e.g. missing 
partners, adjusted time lines)? 

On page 53 for the list of Agencies in the Caring Place, The Heart and Stroke Foundation needs 
to be corrected. Also the actual title is the Richmond Caring Place and if thi s can be used in the 
copy that would be appreciated. 

Page 6 
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5. Is there anything else you'd li ke to share? 

Withi n Goal 3, it wou ld be advantageous to have the strategy contain more expli cit ly the city 's 
role in finding creative ways to fund capital projects as they pertain to soc ial infrastructure. 

We also wanted to share thi s report; within it are 14 case profiles of social purpose real estate 
projects. It was done under a research consort ium ca lled the BC Alberta Social Economy 
Research Alliance. 

http://auspace.athabascau.calbitstreamI214912631 /1fBAL TA %20Project%20D4 %20-
%20Clustering%20the%20SE%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf 

Here is an excerpt from the report that is particul arly relevant and speaks to the value of 
clustering social serv ices in the model that is the Richmond Caring Place and the benefit of this 
model and need for the expansion ofsueh a model in our community . (the balding is ours) 

2.3 The Clustering Approach to Supporting the Social Economy 

As discussed previously, political and economic restructuring over the past 30 years 
has had a profound impact on organizations within the socia l economy, particularl y non-profit 
organizations. As social and environmental problems have grown in magnitude and complexity, 
non-profit organizations have proliferated. 
Furthennore, these organizations have taken on greater responsibility for meeting soc ial needs 
and address ing environmenta l issues in the wake of state withdrawal of serv ices and funding 
cutbacks. Trad itional funding sources and institutional capacities have not kept pace with these 
demands (Austin 2000). 
In a compet itive market-based economy, many non-profit organizations and socia l enterprises 
find it difficu lt to secure and maintain stable, affordab le, quality work environments that allow 
for efficient and effective operat ions (Brotsky 2004). Many non-profit organizations work on 
shoestring budgets and rely heavily on volunteer labour. Consequently, workspace is often the 
second largest budget expense aftel' salaries (NCN, 2008) and high overhead costs take 
valuable resources away from project development and delivery. Lack of affordable space 
has forced dislocation on many lion-profit organi7..ations, both in times of economic boom 
(due to risingD4 Final Report - Clustering the Social Economy 9 commercial rents), and in 
times of government and fundin g cutbacks. Dislocation disrupts programming and 
increases financial burdens (Brotsky 2004). These challenges, common across all types of 
non-profit organizations, have significant implications for the social economy sector. The 
ability of OI'ganizations to effectively fulfill their mandates and provide quality services to 
their communities and constitucnts depends on their ability to securc and maintain access 
to critical infrastructure and resources. 
In response to these chal lenges, the clustering of non-pro fi ts has emerged as a collective 
organizational model to provide necessary physical infrastructure and resources as well as to 
faci litate co-operation, collaboration and network building within the sector. Sometimes referred 
to as multi-tenant non-profit centres, non-profit shared spaces or co-location faci lities, incidences 
of these clustering organi zat ions are springing up all over North America and Europe. Beyond 
co-location and the provision of physica l space, these non-profit cluster models are intended to 
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fac ilitate strategic co llaboration and all iance bui lding amongst organizations within the social 
economy. 
As in other sectors, the social economy suffers from si los that cause d iv ision, competition and 
fragmentati on. Non-profit cluster models are designed to break down these si los and provide 
space where organizations cannot only work more effcctively to achieve their own 
mandates, but where co-operation and collabOl·ation are values that are actually practiced 
a mong organizations for the purpose of achieving broader social change. The centres 
themselves come in a variety of fonns, but generally share several key features (Brotsky 2004): 

• they are composed of multiple tenant organizations (primarily non-profits and social 
enterpri ses); 

• they exist in a physica l s ite, usuall y consisting of one or more buildings closely situated; and 
• they have the explicit purpose to provide affordable, stable work environments, to build 

capacity, and to support the missions of the tenant organ izations. 

Some multi-tenant non-profit centres provide space and services to the larger community in 
addi tion to the ir Lenant organizations th rough space rentals, workshops and consu lting serv ices. 
Often found in downtown core neighbourhoods and business districts, non-profit clusters create 
new hu bs of soc ial and economic activity and contribute to urban renewal. Brotsky (2004) 
points out that the placebased nature of these centres creates dynamic hubs for the broader 
community to mcet and organize, thcreby extending the cluster benefits to the local 
community. The physical bui ldings also take a variety of forms, with many in preserved and 
renovated heritage buildings or newly developed state-of-the-art 'green' buildings. In both cases, 
the phys ica l infrastructure often embodies the values of the organizations that work withi n. The 
layout of these spaces is often intentionally designed to faci litate coll aboration, co-operation, as 
well as the cross-pollination of ideas and spawn new and innovative in itiati ves. 
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March 8, 2013 

Richmond 
Poverty 
Response 
Committee 

Dcar John Foster: 

Letter from Poverty Response Committee 
Submitted by: De Whalen, Chair Richmond PRC 

Re: A Social Development Strategy for Richmond 

Thank you Cor the opportuni ty to respond to the December 20 12 Draft of the above document on 

behalf of the Richmond Poverty Response Committee (PRC). 

Firstly, let me note that the Richmond PRe presented a written submiss ion which is duly noted 
in Appendix 2. We also note the Low Income Resource Directory wh ich was created by the 

Richmond PRC is mentioned on page 29. However we do not find the Richmond PRC named as 

a community resource in any sect ion. This is an omission that should be corrected. 

City records wi ll show that the Richmond PRe has a long hi story of successfull y advocat ing for 

change. on issues such as estab lish ing an Affordable Housing Strategy, creating a standards of 

maintenance bylaw and legalizing secondary su itcs as well as the call for a food security plan 

and community gardens. The PRC is "a coalition oj Richmond residents and agencies working 

together to reduce poverty and the impacts oj poverty with research, projects and public 
education. " We intend to continue with this important work and hope the City wi ll ava il itself of 

our expertise. 

Overall, the social development strategy met our expectations and we can endorse it. In 

most areas consideration is given to Richmond residents that are espec ial ly disadvantaged by 

poverty. such as sen iors, women, single parent fam ilies, recent immigrants, disab led residents 

and people with mental health and addictions issues. 

We are encouraged by the City's direction on expanding housing choices by developing a 

hous ing action plan and finding creative uses for the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund 

including llsing them to leveragc funds for new developments, especiall y purpose-built 
affordable rental units. We also agree the City does not have all the information it needs to 

understand low-income residents and shou ld certa in ly work with community commi ttees to 

determine the needed supports. 

3825755 
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The City's pricing of City programs strategy is in line with our view on making the programs 
more access ible to low-income residents. We would like to see more free programs that are 
widely advertised so that people living in poverty can eas il y access them with no barriers to 
participation. 

Affordable, qual ity and accessible child care is an ongoing issue for low-income famili es, 
espec ia lly new immigrants, In considering the development of family-oriented community 
service hubs, the City should include the del ivery of supports for low-income fam ilies. 

Regarding transportation options, the Ri chmond PRC agrees that deve loping community 
gathering places and amenities as well as bike routes and walkways to get there, wou ld help low
income residents access the services they need without having to own a car. 

Concerning advocacy, the Richmond PRe urges the City to actively advocate to senior leve ls of 
government for action and req uisite funding for affordable housing and public transit in addition 
to settlement services, ESL training and job training, The Richmond PRC believes there is a dire 
need for Provincial and Federal reinstatement offunding into programs that support low-i ncome 
citizens so that they can participate equally in soc iety - programs such as a Federal affordable 
hous ing strategy with reinvestment in co-op housing, a Federal public transportation plan and a 
Provincial poverty reduction plan with targets and timetables . 

Members of the PRC include the Richmond Food Bank Society, Richmond Women 's Resource 
Centre, Salvation Army, Richmond Food Security Society, SUCCESS, Volunteer Richmond 
Infonnalion Services, Richmond Family Place, Richmond Health Services, Family Services of 
Greater Vancouver, KAIROS, ISS ofBC and represe ntatives of various Faith Groups, among 
others. 

We look forward to hearing from you. Should you have any comments or questions, please do 
not hesitate to contact the undersigned at de whalen@hotmai l.comor at604.230.3158. 

Yours tru ly, 

De Whalen 

De Whalen 

Chair, Richmond PRC 

Cc. PRC Executi ve Committee 

Cathy Carlil e, General Manager, Community Services (by email) 
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Richmond Society for Community Living 

Submittcd by: .Janicc Barr, Executive Director 

1. What are you overal l thoughts or im pressions regard ing the Draft Strategy? 

Overall , it is a comprehensive plan that seems to address many of the important issues. I am 
very pleased to see some focus on the increasing problem fo r non-profit agencies to find 
affordable admi nistration and program space in Richmond. A more solid commitment from the 

City and a greater range of options to address this problem would be beneficial. 

2. Does the Draft capture the priori ty issues that need attention in Richmond over the next 
10 years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 

Although the plan gives special attent ion to some issues that are important (e.g. Child Care, 
Multicu ltural issues, Affordable housing, agi ng population), with the exception of issues related 
to physical accessib ility, it provides little or no attention to issues concern ing children, youth and 
adults with a developmental disability and their families. Lim ited attention is also given to 
people with Mental Health issues but at least this population in mentioned in Action #53. 
Furthennore, when issues/actions are mentioned in the report related to people with disabilities, 
the onl y "communi ty partner" that is recognized is the RCD. Their many agencies providing 
serv ices to people with disabilities and their families in the Richmond commun ity. 

3. Does the Draft identi fy an appropriate range of proposed socia l deve lopment actions for 
the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 

Yes, there is a good range of actions but some groups (e.g. people with disabi lities and their 
families) and their issues seem to be missing. Phys ical barriers are not the only issues that 
prevent this population from fully participating and access ing community and City servi ces. 
This populat ion experiences multiple barriers including, access to City services without 

addit iona l support, accommodations to seek employment at the City of Ri chmond, etc. 

4. Do you have specific commenls regard ing part icul ar sections of the Draft (e.g., missing 
partners, adjusted lime lines)? 

See above comments. 

S. Is there anything else you'd li ke to share? 

Please contact me if you require any further in formation. Thanks 
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Richmond Youth Service Agency rT " Richmond 
Youth Service Submitted by: Pam Khinda, Manager Youth Programs 

; Agency 

I. What arc your overall thoughts or impress ions regard ing the Draft Strategy? 

It is clear that a lot of work has gone into preparing the Social Development Strategy so Kudos to 
parties involved for rcaching thi s mi lestone! It covers all the key issues that this community is 
currently facing and is definitely an ambitious plan! 

It would be ni ce to see fo llow up reports on more specific plans to address each issue in the next 
3 years . 

2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Ri chmond over the next 
10 years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 

It does cover many of the priority issues here in Richmond. If there was one we would add it 
would be emergency and transition ho using for youth. Perhaps this could be included in action 

1.4. 

3. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range of proposed social development actions for 
the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 

Due to much of the fi rst th ree years being focused on research and development of options, it 
wil l be interesting to see how the actions become more speci fic in years 3- 10. 

4. Do you have speci fic comments regarding pal1icular sections of the Draft? 

Either more specific non-profits should be mentioned or it should remain broad at this time to 
just say "non-profit agcncies" . 

Partner suggestions - Poverty Response Committee, Richmond Youth Service Agency, 
Pathways Aborigina l Centre 

5. Is there anything else you wou ld like to share? 

Thank you for all your hard work in maki ng the Social Dcvclopment Strategy a Reality, 

3825755 
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The Salvation Army 

Subm itted by: Major Brad Smith 

I th ink that the draft Social Deve lopment Strategy that was done by John covered a ll the aspects 

that it was supposed to cover. 
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T Turning Point Recovery Society 

TurningPoint Submitted by: Brenda Plant, Executive Director 

1. What are you overaJlthoughts or impress ions regarding the Draft Strategy? 

The strategy appears comprehensive, captur ing the diversity of the community, needs of the 

citizens and soc ial organizations operating in the city. The vision, the goals and action steps are 

clearly articulated and aligned with other important initiatives (OCP: Socia l Inclusion and 
Access ibility) objectives and strategies of the city. It is an ambitious plan and we look forward to 

supporting implementation . 

2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the next 

10 years? 

The 3 goals and subsequent strategic directions are reflective of the vis ion of lhe strategy and 

capture the priorities as identifi ed. 

3. Does the Dra ft identi fy an appropriate range of proposed socia l development actions for 
the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 

The strategic actions identified are consistent with the identifi ed priori ties. Given that it is a 

comprehensive strategy that allows fo r City directed changes as situations warrant, newly 
identified priorities can be incorporated moving forward. 

4. Do you have specific comments regarding particular sections of the Draft (e.g., missing 

partners, adj usted time lines)? 

I am encouraged to see that the role of non-profit organ izations in Richmond has been included 

as it is through current innovative partnerships that many of the current social needs of our 

residents are being met. 

5. Is there anything else you'd like to share? 

Turning Point Recovery Society is pleased to be wo rking in partnershi p with the City to meet the 

needs of our more vulnerable citizens. We are encouraged by the progress that the City has made 

the past 5 years in the delivery of social serv ices and applaud the work of the Community 
Servi ces department (most spec ifically Social Planning and Affordable I-lous ing) for their 

leadership, innovat ive thinking, and advocacy on behalf of non-profits. 
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Volunteer \ Information 

"Richmond Services -
Volunteer Richmond Information Services 
Submitted by: Jocelyn Wong, General Manager 

ATTACHMENT 2a(vii} 

ccrr 

As related to Strategic Direction 4: Help Richmond' s Chi ldren, Youth and Families thrive 

While there has been a lot of discussion about the huge demand for chi ld care, especially in fant 
and toddler child care, the reality is that many existing chi ld care centres (includi ng infant and 
toddler home based centres) that offer quality programs are experiencing an unprecedented 
amount of vacanc ies. Orig inally it was thought lhat this was an anomaly and was the after effect 
of the implementation of full day kindergartcn. Provincial chi ld care licensing regulations were 
changed to allow licensed home based child care centres to have an additional o ldcr child while 
reduc ing the number of children under three by one. This made no sense to the programs as five 
year o ld children were now in school. These concerns have been voiced by many centres that 
have never experienced vacancies before. 

With the City assisting developers to create child care centres at several new locations, existing 
chi ld care programs are concerned that there is an oversupply of 3-5 centres that wil l create more 
vacancies and could be located in the same vicinity as ex isting programs. For the most part these 
are for-profit centres that pay taxes, employ staff and have overhead so their concerns are 
justified. Many previously successful , viable programs have expressed concerns that if this trend 
continues, they will have to close and lay off staff. Many home based operators have gone back 
to school to obta in an ECE License to Practice, so while they operate from a home rather than a 
commercia l centre, the education leve l of slaff is the samc. 

Richmond Chi ld Care Resource and Referral Centre respond to parent queries with an overview 
of programs that currently exist. We give a detailed outl ine regarding the types of ch ild care 
offered throughout the City so that parents are able to choose a program that best suits the needs 
of thei r fam il y. These choices include large group centres, sma ll group centres in homes, family 
chi ld care centres in homes and registered license-nat-required centres (RLNR) in homes. All of 
the licensed centres are regulated and monitored through Community Care Facilities Licensing 
or, in the case of RLNRs, monitored by the Richmond Chi ld Care Resource and Referral Centre. 
Most parents request information about licensed facilities but when they hear that some of these 
centres are home based, many will ask only for the large group centres and are willing to put 
their names on multiple waitl ists, often with a non-refundable depos it required to remain on the 
list. Thc high cost of parent fees is a concern as the high cost to fami lies does not reflect on 
higher pay to teachers. The higher the fce, the better the quality of care? 

End ofsubmlSlion. 

Page 15 

3825755 PLN - 158



A IT ACHMENT 2a(viii) 

SUBMISSION FROM RICHMOND MENTAL HEALTH CONSUMER AND FRIENDS 
SOCIETY (part of Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee 
Submission) 

March 21 , 2013 

Overall this looks like a very ambitious document and you have done an excellent job, 1 like the format of 
goal setting. The action item about racism needs to address who will be the target group(s) and how they 
will be approached. I think you have more than enough of a range of proposed social development 
actions. I think the main question to be asked is where is the funding going to come from for projects like 
a new seniors' centre? 

Th is is a very detailed and well organized document. 

Thanks, Barb 

Barb Bawlf 
Executive Oirector,RCFC 
200· 6061 No. 3 Ro8d 
Richmond, B.C. V6Y 2B2 
PH: (604) 675-,J9n (ext I) 

393 1418 PLN - 159



ATI'ACIIMENT 2a(ix) 

Richmond Seniors 
Advisory Committee 

April 4, 2013 
File : 

Serving Richmond since 1991 

69 11 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C I 

Dear Mr. Foster: 

Re: Social Development Strategy 

On behalf of the Seniors Advisory Committee, J am writing thi s letter to express our thanks and 
to offer our feedback on the Social Development Strategy. 

~~. 

Thank-you for attending OUf monthly Seniors Advisory Committee meeting. We really enjoyed 
your presentation and the time you took to answer questions at the end. The committee 
appreciated being infonllcd on the draft and for providing us with the opportunity to comment on 
the draft Social Development Strategy. 

The committee thought that the document was well researched and a thoughtfully produced 
report. 

The Strategy covers a IO-year period and therefore feel that a measure of flexibil ity within the 
document is extremely important. The ability to change direction based on local and worldwide 
events, demonstTated local needs, or the interest and priorities of local politicians needs to be 
recognized. 

The conunittee believes that the draft strategy has properly identified the 5 areas of priority, in 
particular Needs of Older Adults and Cultural Diversity. 

The committee also noted the difficulty that will be faced with "managing expectations" and 
think it is important that the Ci ty is clear on roles they play, in order to do the greatest good in 
the community. 

We look forward to the tinal version of the Social Development Strategy and its' subsequent 
implementation to help build Richmond's social future. 

3829512 

Richmond City Han, 6911 NO.3 Road. Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 
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Yours truly, 

Kathleen Hohnes 
Chair, Richmond Seniors Advisory Commillee 

KJ-I :sd 
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DRAFT SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 
QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

Responses from Touchstone on March 19,2013 

ATTACHMENT 2a(x) 

I. What are you overall thoughts or impressions regarding the Draft Strategy? 
2. Does the Draft capture the priority issues that need attention in Richmond over the next 

10 years? Are there other priority issues that need attention? 
3. Does the Draft identify an appropriate range of proposed social development actions fo r 

the City to pursue over the next 10 years? 
4. Do you have specific conunents regarding particular sections of the Draft (e.g., missing 

partners, adjusted time lines)? 
5. Ts there anything else you'd like to share? 

38229 13 

1. The report is positive in nature in that it identifies specific areas that need to be 
addressed. It is clear that consultation to this point has been meaningful and we 
encourage the city to continue this practice with respect to social strategies. This is 
important because we believe that community service issues need to be awarded the 
status of attention given to other public services such as sports associations, 
community centers etc. 

2. One of the ongoing issues in the community has been the securing of long term 
occupancy for established locally based community services. We think that the city 
needs to consider an eclectic model approach when considering the strategies it would 
adopt. It is important here that there is a recognition that not all services can be 
clustered e.g. hub model and or permanently fixed space. 

3. There appears to be an identification of proposed actions however we believe the 
document comes alive when indicators are considered with respect to "actions to 
date" report can map progress of change. Without that it would be difficult to provide 
support or feedback in a constructive way and would perpetrate, we believe a reacti ve 
process. 

4. The document itself not be a prescriptive 10 year document but rather we would hope 
the city realizes that the document requires flexibility to respond to emerging or 
emergency issues. 

5. We would like in particular to thank John Foster and Cathy Volkering Carlile for their 
openness to conversation and their flexibility in developing the plan. 
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" .... . rm ...... ". <!Inmon: ••• If,. I •• ' •• 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTE - PACIFIC REGION 
" 200 - 602 West Hastings Street 

Vancouver, British Columbia V6B IP2 canada 
T. 604 .669.9585 F.604.689.8691 

jnfo@udl.orn 
www.ydl bc.CII 

April 29, 2013 

John Foster, City of Richmond 
6911 NO.3 Road 
Richmond, British Columbia 
V6Y 2el 

Dear John Foster 

Re: City of Richmond Draft Social Development Strategy 2013-2022 

Thank you for attending the March 27 UDI/Clty of Richmond liaison Committee to present 
the Draft Social Development Strategy 2013-2022. The Draft has strategies that will 
strengthen the already accessible and inclusive community that exists in the City. 

We note that the development Industry is listed as a partner for nine of the Action Items In 
the Strategy. The rea l estate development Industry appreciates the recognition of its role in 
providing funding for capital for Social Development. However, development funds are 
limited and UDI wou ld like to caution the City of Richmond not to rely too heavily on 
contributions funded by new homebuyers to provide services and amenities that should be 
the responsibility of higher levels of government. We are pleased that Richmond will 
continue to lobby senior governments for this funding, and we are Interested in working 
with you and the Union of British Columbia Municipalities in these efforts. 

UDI recognizes that the Social Development Strategy is a broad, high level document that 
does not rank socia l development goals In terms of most immediate need. However a 
separa te metric to gauge where the demand for these types of services is already met could 
avoid unnecessary spending. We therefore encourage the City to do needs assessments of 
the various social services that are funded through developer contributions (E.g. Parks, Art, 
Affordable Housing, Chlldcare Amenities and Community Spaces) .We note that this type of 
work is essential when taxpayer funds are used. 

Several items such as Community Centres, Park Development, and Public Art (actions 8, 43 
and 45) are antiCipated to be funded by developer contributions. Developers should be 
identified as partners and included in any futu re consultation on these items. Funding for 
any new programs should come from existing contributions and not require further charges 
to the development Industry. 

We note that it Is important that developer funds be directed to capital expenditures rather 
than operating and maintenance costs. As with Development Cost Charges, some of t he 
funds can be used for studies to determine how the money can be spent and the training of 
staff in that regard. 

3848484 
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We also have comments related to specific Action Items in the Draft Social Development 
Strategy: 

Action 1 - Implement, monitor, and enhance the Richmond Affordable Housing 
Strategy 

• UDI thanks City Staff and Council for the work thus far to improve the viability of the 
Affordable Housing Strategy. It is proposed that the Strategy be broadened, we 
support this. In the past we have requested greater flexibility in the program. 
However it is important that the costs to t he development sector are not increased. 

Action 1.7 - Using the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund for strategic land 
acquisitions and other initiatives to facilitate provision of subsidized 
rental housing. 

Developers may be interested in partnering with the City in these types 
of projects. 

Action 1.10 - Continuing to advocate to Senior Government for necessary programs 
and funding to address priority affordable housing needs. 

UDI has been working with Metro Vancouver on their Canadian Rental 
Housing Coalition initiative. Richmond may wish to become involved in 
it as well. 

Action 2 - Support opportunities for people to remain in their neighborhoods as 
they age, or personal circumstances or family status changes 

Action 3 - Continue to playa leadership role with respect to physical accessibility, 
consulting with Richmond Centre for Disability and other partners 

Action 9 - Support aging in place 

• Some housing types are more accessible than others. For example a typical 
apartment bui lding will be wheelchair accessible because of elevators and wider level 
interiors. The same cannot be said for multi-storey town homes, which will require 
substantial modifications to allow wheelchair accessibility . We recommend that 
Richmond focus its efforts with regard to accessibility/adaptability to apartment 
buildings. Increasing the supply of apartment stock (as wel l as stacked town homes) 
in existing neighborhoods would be a good strategy to allow senior citizens to remain 
living in or close to their neighborhoods. 

Action 10 - Suppor t the establishment of high quality, safe child care services in 
Richmond 

Action 11 - Implement policies identified in the 2041 Official Community Plan to 
promote the establishment and maintenance of a comprehensive child 
care system. 

• UDI met with Richmond's Chlldcare Development Advisory Committee on February 
5th 2013 and we are pleased they are looking at how to best meet the daycare needs 
in the City. We understand that there are several issues/concerns they are 
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addressing and UDI looks forward to working with Richmond Staff and the 
Committee on these matters. 

Action 12-Seek opportunities to provide support for children and families. 

Action 12.1 - Considering the needs of children and families in the development of 
family-oriented community service hubs. 

The language cou ld be more specif ic regarding what is meant by 'family 
oriented community service hubs'. 

Action 26 - Review the City's advisory committee structure 

• UDI would like to maintain communication between our Richmond liaison Committee 
and the City's other Advisory Committees. An annual visit from a UDI representative, 
particularly to the committees that deal directly with the allocation of developer 
funds, would be a good way to maintain communication between these groups and 
the local development community. In addition, both you and Cathy Volkering Carlile 
have attended liaison Committee meetings to discuss social service issues with UDI 
members, these discussions have been positive and we encourage them to continue. 

Action 29 - Prepare an enhanced policy framework for securing community 
amenities (e.g. space for City services, space for lease to community 
agencies) through the rezoning process for new developments 
including: 

Action 29.1 - Developing an administrative structure (e.g. senior staff review team) 
and criteria for assessing community amenity options for 
recommendation to Council on specific rezoning applications. 

Action 29.2 - Establishment of a Community Amenity Reserve Policy and Fund, 
similar to those for affordable housing and child care, to secure cash 
contributions from developers in lieu of the provision of built amenity 
space. 

As noted above, we recommend that these funds are to be used for 
capital expenditures, not operating costs. In addition a thorough needs 
assessment should be conducted before any decisions are made. 

Action 36 - Encourage the Richmond School District to: 

Action 36.1 - Expand community access and use of its schools 

Action SO - Continue to co-locate recreation and other community facilities with 
. or near school sites. 

Action 41 - Develop and maintain strong networks and communication channels 
with senior government partners to seek their policy and financial 
assistance in addressing Richmond social issues. 

UDI strongly endorses these Actions. 

3848484 
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One fina l general suggest ion Is to include the relationship between multiculturalism and 
urban design in this Social Development Strategy. For example, cross-cultural design 
principles cou ld be established to avoid a disconnect between City building requirements 
and cultural design elements such as Chinese Feng Shui. 

Thank you for allowing UDI the opportunity to provide feedback. We look forward to working 
with you throughout the adoption and implementa t ion phases of the Social Development 
Strategy. 

Yours truly, 

Anne McMullin 
President and CEO 

3848484 
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EMAIL SUBMISSION FROM GUILLAUME DUFRESNE 

March 7, 2013 

I have read carefully the draft document entitled "Building Our Social 
Future", and I would like to congratulate you for a very extensive and well
presented document. I do not have specific comments to make but only 
general remarks. The ageing of population, which is tackled to a great extent 
in the document, has a major influence on disability trends. The relationship 
here is straightforward: there is higher risk of disability at older ages. I was 
therefore pleased to see that the perspective of persons with disabilities and 
the accessibility challenges were both reflected throughout the various 
sections of the document (explicitly or implicitly). As regards the specific 
sections dedicated to accessibility on page 26, I found however that the 
accessibility barriers related to non-physical impairments were not 
sufficiently underlined. For instance, the information and communication 
barriers are absent from this section. This issue relates to the way in which 
information is presented and is the most challenging accessibility issue for 
many persons with disabilities and for older persons. For instance, the 
insufficient availability of clear displays and adapted orientation signs (eg: in 
the streets, in public transport, within public buildings) remains an important 
accessibility barrier for many residents to participate in communities. 

If you have any questions regarding the improvement of accessibility and 
mobility for persons with disabilities in Europe, please don't hesitate to send 
me an email. 

Best, Guillaume 
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ATTACHMENT 2b(ii) 

EMAIL SUBMISSION FROM MOHINDER GREWAL 

March 22, 2013 

1. Overall, it is an excellent document. Social development has gone all out to conduct 
very comprehensive consultations. Congratulations. 
2.Yes, it captures all the issues. 
3, 4 and 5. Please see my detailed comments below. There is some editing necessary: 
Under City Council Priority on page 3 , Term Goals should refer to the period 2011 -
2013, NOT as stated in the draft. On page 41 we should be updating these statistics 
from 2011 ,NOT 2006, census, 

The draft correctly recognizes Cultural Diversity and Aging Population as two issues 
of key concerns. In my opinion they are the key issues not only for the future but right 
now. 
I am going to restrict my comments on Strategic Directions 5, 6 and 3 under goals 2 and 
1- in that order; and then , Implementation and Next Steps. I consider goal 2 to be the 
ov-rarching goal and cultural diversity by far the top most and pressing key concern-not 
only in the future bul right now. It is worth pointing out that cultural diversity directly 
impacts the other key issues of aging, children families and youth as well as housing. 

Goal 2. 

• Page 41, Last Paragraph. One should be careful with the term "Immigrant". An 
immigrant is one who has either not yet qualified to become a citizen or has 
elected not to apply and become a citizen . It is my guess thai there will be very 
few in the latter category. We should be looking at the integration of Richmond 
residents of different cultural backgrounds, including new arrivals. That is 
our biggest challenge. 

• Page 42 , Action 15: I propose that RIAC strategic plan be amended to include 
focus on cultural integration.(change from Medium to Short term). Under the 
heading City Roles add following at the end of first bullet"to promote ongoing 
interaction amongst various cultural and faith groups". 

• Page 46. Aclion 23 : Under Proposed Partners: Include RIAC. 

Goal 1. 

• Page 31 , Action 7: Under City Roles , second bullet add :"to promote integration 
of ethno-specific seniors' groups". 

• Page 31 : Action 8: Under Proposed Partners: Include Ethno-specific Seniors' 
Groups. 

• Page 32: Action 9: Under Proposed Partners: Community Centres should be 
included here. Are they covered under the term "Community Partners"? 

393 1027 

Also add here: the Lead Agency/ies undertaking the United Way funded Better 
At Home project. 
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ATTACHMENT 2b(ii) 

Implementation and Next Steps-Pages 67,68,70 and 71. 

• Priority. Ever increasing cultural diversity of the population and the 
emerging problems point out to it being a priority one issue. 

• Cultural Diversity. I have already commented earlier. It is addressing the needs 
of culturally diverse population NOT "immigrant population". I have been here for 
36 years. I am not an immigrant. We must differentiate between the two terms 
and not use them interchangeably. 

• Resources Requirement. This is the crucial part .New Programs would need to 
be planned and funded Additional resources will be required and, somehow, 
must be mustered. 

• Action and Implementation. Social Planning under the direction of City Council 
will have to take a more "hands on" role. There needs to be more referrals of 
issues, both ongoing and emerging , from the City Council to the appropriate City 
Advisory Committees. More active participation from Community Centres and 
other jurisdictions such as Richmond School District and Health Authority will be 
essential. 

Thank you. 

Mohinder 
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Open House Guests: 

Total part icipants 52 

Social Development Strategy Open House 

Comment Sheets 

March 7. 2013 Richmond City Hall 

Total comment sheets received - 11 

Live in Richmond 10 

Work in Richmond 5 

Comments: 

Sheet # 1 

ATTACHMENT 2c 

Graphs would give a more visua l picture of areas, costs, compa ri ng surpluses of money to t he applied 

for new bu ildings. 

Tel l us the diffe rence in home taxes comparing to companies, - ci ty bu ildings. Give us a percentage. 

Show us the expenses of public buildings - park expenses -

We need to hear posit ive things that the RCMP have added to their addit ion of work. By your One graph 

- the RCMP has been the highest cost to the city. 

Sheet # 2 

We need more opportunities fo r seniors to get affordable housing. The child ca re proposa ls are great. 

Hope they materialize. 

Use school gyms etc. more in the evenings by groups for program s for all ages. 

Sheet # 3 

lovely focus on housing - some of t he models from Vienna re: subsid ized unites could be explored as 

well as ot her cities wh ich have addressed hous ing access as a priority. 

Appreciated the focus on children and families - mitigat ion of poverty is about affordability. Nursing 

houses (U K) or Baby Houses (Ch ina) allow for larger chi ldca re centres in one location . 
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ATIACHMENT 2c 

Sheet#4 

Require tower developers to make more spaces for tenants to visit and get to know each other and 

more spaces in them for children to play ping pong, gym etc. 

Sheet 1/ 5,6 and 7 

"'loss of industrial land is a great concern 

"'Food - keep agricultural land 

Art & Culture - Provide art displays for hobby artists: painters, sculptors, potters etc. for different age 

groups ie: up to 18 years, adults, seniors. 

Safety - switch slowly over to so lar street lighting in new developments, and slowly replace ali l ighting in 

the City, especially on major arteries. 

We need "Community Conference" - inclusive and in English! 

"'Develop Senior daycare centres (with partners) 

'" Another hospice (is a must) 

Parks & Rec: Paved straight wa lkways for people with arthritis (who need even surfaces), also paved for 

wheelchairs. 

·Development: : 5-10% of developments should be wheelchair accessible: bottom of buildings, easy 

access, lowered light switches, wide hallway, big bathrooms 

·Connect neighbourhoods through strip parks 

Sheet 1/ 8 

I like the social housing strategy and the emphasis on providing affordable housing in the community. 

like that there is going to be more attention paid to developing solutions locally for substance abuse 

issues and addictions in Richmond. I think the City should continue to form and maintain it's 

partnerships with non-profits to address social issues and create programs and amenities for youth and 

immigrants. 

Sheet 1/ 9 

On page 27, Sec. 3.4 to increase employment opportunities with the city for people living with 

disabilities. This plan is great. Hope to change it to short term (0-3 years). 

Suggest to provide internal hiring opportunity to people with disability. Can City Hall do this together 

with Richmond Centre for Disability (RCD)? 

3815759 PLN - 171



ATIACHMENT 2c 

Sheet # 10 

Demolishing perfectly livable single family dwellings and replacing them with "single family" monster 

houses (which often stand vacant for long time periods) do little to enhance the family structure. City 

Centre densification should probably proceed, especially if this maintains maximum agricultural 

opportunities. 

The seniors centre is a great facility and your seniors socia l policy should encompass this concept. 

Sheet # 11 

Excellent. Captures the key issues very well. Challenge will be implementation as the strategy envisions 

collaboration and shared priorities with partner agencies. The city will need to provide the leadership to 

have everyone singing from the same song sheet. 

3815759 PLN - 172



A TT ACHMENT 2d 

Social Development Strategy: Let's Talk Richmond Comments 

I have reviewed the draft strategy and these are my comments: 

Can - Comment 1.1 21 Mar 2013, 3:08 PM 

1. It looks like aU the efforts are directed to diversity, nothing is being said of the cultural 
inheritance brought here by people who came from English-speaking countries, like UK and 
USA. I do not know the history that well, but have a vague feeling that my impression that 
Chinese people were the founders and first inhabitants of Richmond is wrong. 

Could we please have more educational programs, like exhibitions, TV, posters, booklets, etc. 
highliting the roots of Richmond and use those roots as the foundation for future development? 

For example, I would love to have a calendar with the pictures of old Richmond's landmarks 
with historical comments, mailed to my household, as a Christmas present from the city. I saw 
one for New Westminster and enjoyed it! 

2. Do you think the signs in Chinese only is inclusive for everyone? 

3. How come the amount of home owners in Richmond is more than everage, as well as the 
amount of children's poverty? It looks like most of the underprivileged kids have the privileged 
home·owners as their parents. How do you calculate income? If I live in a house, do not work, 
have four more houses, which I rent out, and show $15,000 as my income, am I a low·income 
person? 

Can - Comment 1.2 21 Mar 2013, 3:14 PM 

1. It looks like all the afforts are directed to diversity, nothing is being said of the cultural 
inheritance brought here by people who came from English·speaking countries, like UK and 
USA. I do not know the history that well, but have a vague feeling that my impression that 
Chinese people were the founders and fIrst inhabitants of Richmond is wrong. 

Could we please have more educational programs, like exhibitions, TV, posters, booklets, etc. 
highliting the roots ofRiclunond and use those roots as the foundation for future development? 

For example, J would love to have a calendar with the pictures of old Richmond's landmarks 
with historical comments, mailed to my household, as a Christmas present from the city. I saw 
one for New Westminster and enjoyed it! 

2. Do you think the signs in Chinese only is inclusive for everyone? 

3. How come the amount of home o\ovners in Richmond is more than everage, as well as the 
amount of children's poverty? It looks like most of the underprivileged kids have the privileged 
home·owners as their parents. How do you calculate income? Ifllive in a house, do not work, 
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ATTACHMENT 2d 

have four more houses, which I rent Qut, and show $15,000 as my income, am I a low-income 
person? 

Christopher - Comment 1.3 21 Mar 2013, 6:01 PM 

Thank you for this document. It seems to cover the range of characteristics and concerns of our 
city. I'm happy to see acknowledgement of importance of faith corrununitics and not-for-profit 
groups to the health and well-being of our community. Also acknowledgment that non-profits are 
stressed for space - consideration for space options and the need for the City to playa role in 
securing space as the need for programs increases alongside our growing population. 

Good to see acknowledgement of people who arc vulnerable to isolation, poverty, and chronic 
illness through social isolation Ceg immigrants with language barriers, and the aged). Also the 
high cost of living - especially housing, so critical to health and social stability. Also the 
importance of giving a strong and healthy start to children (and their families?). 

Alongside consideration for older seniors and people with mental illness, T missed reference to 
the rapidly increasing population who are suffering serious memory impairment and dementia 
and the impact on caregivers and the community as a whole. 

Good to see acknowledgement of food security as something not to be taken for granted. 

Yeah for more bicycle lanes. Such a pity that many people are Gustifiably) frightened to cycle in 
the flat city. Rage control training for bus drivers could go a long way. As a bus-rider and a 
cyclist, I'm terrified by the aggressive and angry attitude of some bus drivers. Very frightening 
considering they are supposedly professional drivers. 

I believe strong neighbourhoods in themselves could address many of the issues I refer to above. 

Thanks to everyone who participated in this draft. I look forward to the next steps. 

Chelsea - Comment 1.4 22 Mar 2013, 12:49 PM 

It's heartening that the contributions and needs of non-profit organizations (staff and volunteers) 
that serve marginalized groups are recognized in this strategy, given that social pressures and 
needs for services seem to be outpacing population growth in our city and that the density and 
high cost of housing that is driving much stress and poverty also affect the ability of non-profits 
to find affordable space to provide tile services that are not offered by government or business. 

A clear and consistent franlcwork for securing spacc can be expected to result in more efficient 
and productive efforts by all parties concerned. 

The comunity service hub seems like a model worth exploring. 

Thank you for this document and for welcoming community input. 
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ATTACHMENT 2d 

Carven - Comment 1.5 22 Mar 2013, 11:04 PM 

In reading Can's comment, I feel that it is extremely important for the City to always 
acknowledged that our society is on Coast Salish territories. The City should be aware of 
Riclunond citizens' awareness of colonial history on this land; a fair share of Canadian 
immigrants take their citizenship education very seriously and critically_ For example, the The 
Chinese Canadian Stories Project educates all Canadians, including new Chinese-speaking 
immigrants, on the Indigenous Nations of this land that Canada occupies and on the histories of 
migration that continues to shape the multicultural society of the Lower Mainland and Canada. 

We should bring The Chinese Canadian Stories Project to Richmond. 

http://chinesecanadian.ubc.cal 

Dawn - Comment 1.622 Mar 2013,11:12 PM 

The strategy framework is good, but City Hall always cares most about pleasing the large 
development companies. For example the SmartCentres video of the "Walmart mall" shows that 
it goes right up to the north side of Alderbridge Way. It could just as easily be set back with 
forest along the edge and that would keep the wellness views from the city ccntre around the 
Garden City lands. The SmartCentres video scenario would not bappen ifCity Hall had the spirit 
of the Social Development Strategy but it does not and will not. It just does not care about 
ordinary people and most of all does not care about the city centre people who would gct the 
most from the Social Development Strategy. 

Carven - Comment 1.7 22 Mar 2013, 11:17 PM 

In reading Can's comment, I feel that it is extremely important for the City to always 
acknowledged that our society is on Coast Salish territories. The City should be aware of 
Richmond citizens' understanding of colonial history on this land and the treaty negotiation of 
this land; particularly worth noting, there is a fair share of new Canadian immigrants who take 
their citizenship education very seriously and critically, and, they do a lot of research outside of 
the Immigration Guide. I know migrant social groups that organize trips to UBC to learn about 
historical injustices, Musqueam relations and alliances with migrant groups, and much more. 

I think it would be great to bring The Chinese Canadian Stories Project to Richmond. 

The Chinese Canadian Stories Project educates all Canadians, including new Chinese-speaking 
immigrants, on aspects of Canadian history that are often not the focus of federal heritage 
citizenship education. One of the goals of the Project is to inspire "a rethinking of the role of 
Chinese and First Nations peoples in the building of the CPR and in building Canada." 

Bringing this project to Richmond would serve as a rich civic education opportunity! 

h Up:/! ch i nesecanadian. ubc. cal 
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ATTACHMENT2d 

I believe the following are important considerations for Richmond ' s future 
social development: 

Lawins - Comment 1.1 2 Mar 2013, 4:33 PM 

In my opinion, Richmond has been developing too many residential units in downtown area. If 
we have more office units around Canada Line, we may attract the companies moving from 
Vancouver downtown to Richmond by 20 mins ride. 

Besides, Richmond may develop exhibition businesses by using Oval space, Due to our city is 
close to the YVR and the relationship with Asia, attract the Asian exhibitors should not be an 
Issue. 

rmdplan2014 - Comment 1.2 7 Mar 2013, 11 :31 PM 

Richmond Council insists we need more affordable housing and yet they allow all these" 
luxury" condos to be built. As long as immigrants have suitcases full of money, developers will 
concentrate on getting rich . Why would they build a low income rental units? No money in that. 

Grasshopper - Comment 1.310 Mar 2013, 1:41 PM 

Affordable housing in Richmond is very important. Of course developers want to make money, 
thi s is exactly the reason for developing and implementing an appropriate and relevant social 
development strategy. Don't just take money from the developers, have policies in place to 
guarantee a percentage of affordable housing and affordable rental units. We need to have a long 
term vision, and be REALLY inclusive to everyone. Choices are important, and we need to 
defend that. 

Grasshopper - Comment 1.410 Mar 2013, 1:47 PM 

We have focuses on older adults, youth and families, new immigrants. 1 believe, personally, that 
people with disabilities should be more included in the strategy as well. I hope to see a challenge 
to the City of Richmond to increase the employment of people with disabilities in the coming 5 
years by providing employment opportunities, work experience and training, perhaps in 
partnership with related social service providers in Richmond. We also need inclusive 
recreational programs at the community centres. 

Kathbeau - Comment 1.5 18 Mar 2013, 9:54 AM 

Richmond Oval is a multi sports complex not an exhibition centre, two entirely different 
business models. If you want a Exhibition centre down town then that's a completly different 
plan. The lower mainland already has enough exhibition space. 

Office space in the down town core is worth considering but I'm sure if there was a market for it, 
the developers would be right on it. 
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ATTACHMENT2d 

Marmaduke - Comment 1.619 Mar 2013, 7:49 PM 

There is still a bit of putting people into categories - "seniors", "minority groups" etc- sometimes 
all we need is something fairly inclusive. As an artist in an art group, T want to be in an all
inclusive group - all ages, all backgrounds. So far, it is working that way - but we are not having 
a place where the arts groups can come together any more. Once upon a time, there were art 
shows in the Art Gallery of Local groups, there was a "members" show that both raised funds for 
the Art Gallery and also culminated in a great evening where artists, community activists, 
collectors etc all came together for a real feeling of community. There is now no proper space for 
local artists to display work and, consequently, no sense of community with local artists. Artists 
can - and do- contribute a lot to a community- but we need opportunities to display and to come 
together as an inclusive group. 

My other gripe is not exactly social -more practical - we are all encouraged to recycle and to feel 
good about it- yet entire houses are knocked down and hauled off to landfill. There are 
communities where people have to de-construct houses and materials are saved. This makes 
more ecological sense - and could help us feel good about ourselves as a "green" community. 

Carven - Comment 1.7 22 Mar 2013, 10:48 PM 

I feel that the City itself can seek to remove social barriers that will make Richmond more of a 
socially safe space for political diversity and marginalized voices to find a platform. 

We have to consider that many of our Richmond residents are having discussions of community 
living that are limited within uni-lingual groups or small networks that are exclusive only to 
people who are known to be in solidarity of certain oppression. 

Multiculturalism and feelings of social inclusion are limited in that the majority of intercultural 
events are planned by the social service non-profit sector, by religious institutions and by various 
governments. There is room for improvement in discussing diversity in Riclunond: some 
examples are poverty and social inequality within cultural groups that are known for their 
cultural economy (ie. the Chinese business community), the under-reporting and service gaps for 
relationship abuse, different fonns of gender-based and sexuality-based privileging across 
cultural groups, and immigrant and racialized communities' awareness and understanding of 
Indigenous Peoples' histories, struggles and resistance. 

Generally speaking, migrants who are not proficient in French or English rely heavily on 'ethnic 
media' which is very much removed from community-based concerns and interests and which 
has not contributed to or met viewers/readers' interest to learn more English and to become more 
involved with civic participation. It is important for the City to proactively reach out to these 
people, some of whom may be skeptical of Canadian liberal democracy and may have long relied 
on sources of news that are not focused on interculturaJism, civic engagement opportunities and 
social responsibility. 
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ATTACHMENT 2d 

Dawn - Comment 1.8 22 Mar 2013,11:42 PM 

It is ironic that the Lets Talk Richmond forum about Social Development strategy has only six 
comments for one question or seven counting the one that appears twice and only eight 
comments for the other question. I was lucky to hear about and go to the Cinevolution Media 
Arts film showing and discussion of tbe local Indonesian film Nagasari this evening and found 
that most ofthe people who attended were very engaged so perhaps there is hope if the Social 
Development Strategy method of building on what is being done right can be sincerely applied to 
the Cinevolution Media Arts success with engagement. 
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City of Richmond - Social Development Strategy 

SUCCESS Sheet Comments 

36 total sheets received - 26 Chinese, 7 English comment sheets. 

Summary Comments: 

Help Seniors with dentist or dental services (4x) 

Enhance food or grocery funds for seniors 

Enhance seniors living or funds (3x) 

Enhance transportation funds for seniors (buses / public transit) (2x) 

City needs to increase RCMP's patrol in town; best to reduce crime rates in Richmond. 

ATTACHMENT 2e 

Should enhance medical and hospital services: instant seniors care at emergency when needed. 

Career opportunities for capable seniors with jobs 

Affordable Housing (2x) 

More demands from seniors nowadays 

Need focus on more housing and care homes (services) for seniors (8x) 

Medical assistance are especially essential for seniors (3x) 

Dental services are so expensive, never can afford it (4x) 

Hope dental service will be or can be funded like Accupuncture- MSP (10 times per year). (4x) 

Hope the City has its own "Housing Dept." to deal with or help home owners with conflicts or scams. 

More daycare centres, lots of parents are out to work during the day. 

If extra revenue is available, City should reduce or lower the property tax if possible. 

Create more "free" programs for seniors 

Set up some "emergency" phones on Highway 91 & 99 (2x) 

Fill up or fix the holes on the road/street due to the weather damages. (2x) 

Too many developmental plans for the Canada Line -I don't want to pay more taxes for them. 

Promote more transportation or public transit's network 

More seniors centres in Richmond. 

Hospital service is not enough in Richmond. (4x) 

Too many high rise buildings recently (2x), rapid development plans creating traffic congestion at all 

times (4x). Health and hygiene conditions went downhill. (2x) 

Too many people; too crowded. (Sx) Too many cars (2x) 

City should provide seminars or education on: Community, Law, Resources, Cultures and Habits. 

The police office is so far away now. 

Not enough RCMP officers in the community. (2x) 

Need more RCMP officers on the road and with better relation between RCMP and citizens. 

Need improvements on public transit services. 

Promote Block Watch programs. 

Need more seminars for new-comers, low-income families and seniors assistance. 

Should provide "free" classes or seminars for children during spring break and summer break. 

Recruit multi-cultural power and spirit to share and spread out the culture (promote the culture). 
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ATIACHMENT 2e 

Provide seminars on City services and City's benefits to citizens, like more "educational" and 

"informative" classes / introductory classes. 

Mayor should come out and visit the community more regularly, so he understands what the citizens 

needs and want. 

Enhance/provide more outdoor activities to kids like indoor gym. 

More bike lanes or trails for cyclists. 

Promote "Block Watch", establish a safer residential area. 

Not safe in the community nowadays. 

Hope City of Richmond can provide seniors to have free swimming programs like the City of Vancouver. 

Build some playground (indoor) in shopping malls (like Brentwood Mall in Burnaby or Oakridge Mall in 

Vancouver). Fulfill the needs for kids and parents can spend money within the community. 

Westminster Hwy/ Alderbridge/No. 4Rd/ Garden City - Abandoned for years. Hope the City can build 

something like a community centre on that land to provide more recreational programs like Minoru 

library, gym or swimming pool. (no high rises or townhouses though). 

Should have more volunteer opportunities for youth. 

Should provide more and better leisure opportunities, arts, culture and sport programs and facilities. 

Should provide career information service. 

Should provide different/various services for newcomers so that they can blend into the society sooner 

and faster. 

Provide "free" language classes (English or ESL types) for those newcomers kids (especially to those over 

12 years and above). This will help them to upgrade their language ability and level so they catch up 

with other kids in school and in the community.) 

More "Chinese" services within the City. Including on the City Council. 

Recruit and hire more Chinese speaking doctors. 

Rapid development, too many cars/people; too many highrises and builodings; rather I prefer the 

peaceful and spacious Richmond as before. 

Too much construction on roads and City streets; constructions on water pipes underground; created 

traffic congestion; lack of good city plans. 

Horrible City plan and arrangement for the Sky train station at Richmond Centre terminal there, always 

stuffed with people and making the traffic on No.3 Rd. even worse. 

I take Bus #403 everyday. Had horrible experience with bus service when I waited for more than half an 

hour and the bus skipped the bus stop without stopping at a non-rush hour. So I had to stand for 

another hour. Terrible bus service from Translink. Only bus #403 is available at Francis? NO.3 Road 

area. No other choices. Very disappointed and upset with the transportation system in Richmond. 

Bus #402 is scheduled every half hour, too long. 

Not enough seniors homes, long waitlist for seniors. 

Not enough doctors. 

Too many apartments. 

Not clean on those "inner" streets and roads; ve ry dirty and untidy. 

Please provide more unleashed dog park. 

Pay more attention for pedestrians crossing and traffic in turning left at intersections, especially in rush 

hour. Accidents occurred when they both thought that they have their rights at the same time. 
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AITACHMENT 2e 

We need more affordable housing in Richmond, a bigger park and infrastructure (such as sewage, 

electricity supply to cope with the high rise buildings) 

Control population. 

Shorten the waiting list t ime for appointment to see specialist at hospital. (2x) 

More activities. Fitness program better rate or free for seniors. 

Reduce property tax (especially for seniors) 

More traffic lights especia lly in school zones. 

Hire more workers to keep our streets clean. 

Raise the low income allowance so more people are willing to work for longer. 

Cheaper transport for low income family. 

More help for low income fami ly and seniors prescription charges. 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: August 23, 2013 

File: RZ 12-603352 

Re: Application by Sukhvir Dosanjh for Rezoning at 7311/7331 Lindsay Road from 
Two-Unit Dwellings (RD1) to Single Detached (RS2/B) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9048, for the rezoning of 
731117331 Lindsay Road from "Two-Unit Dwellings (RDl)" to "Single Detached (RS2/B)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

pment 

Att. 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

~-
t 

Affordable Housing ~, 

f#"'r;:::. ~j~ 
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August 23,2013 - 2 - RZ 12-603352 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Sukhvir Dosanjh has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 
731117331 Lindsay Road (Attachment 1) from "Two-Unit Dwellings (RD1)" to "Single 
Detached (RS2/B)" in order to permit the properties to be subdivided into two (2) single-family 
lots. The developer intends to demolish the existing duplex on site and construct two (2) new 
single-family dwellings. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 2). 

Surrounding Development 

The subject site is located in an established residential neighbourhood consisting of single
detached dwellings on large-sized lots (RS liE), duplexes on large lots (RD 1), and some newer 
homes on medium-sized lots (RSlIB). Development immediately surrounding the subject site is 
as follows: 

To the North: An existing single-family dwelling on lot zoned "Single Detached (RS1/E)" 
fronting Lindsay Road, and then a mix of older single-family dwellings on lots 
zoned "Single Detached (RS liE)" and newer homes on lots zoned "Single 
Detached (RS lIB)" fronting Linfield Gate; 

To the East: Across Lindsay Road, one (1) duplex on a lot zoned "Two-Unit Dwellings 
(RD1)" and existing single-family dwellings on lots zoned "Single Detached 
(RSlIE)"; 

To the South: An existing single-family dwelling on lot zoned "Single Detached (RS1/E)" and 
three (3) newer single-family dwellings on lots zoned "Single Detached (RS l/B)"; 
and 

To the West: A mix of newer and older single-family dwelling on lot zoned "Single Detached 
(RS1/E)" fronting Railway Avenue. 

Related Policies & Studies 

Lot Size Policy 5463 

The subject site is located within the area covered by Lot Size Policy 5463 (adopted by Council 
February 19, 1996) (Attachment 3). This Policy permits rezoning and subdivision oflots on 
Lindsay Road in accordance with "Single Detached (RS21B)". This redevelopment proposal 
would enable the site to be subdivided into a two (2) lots; each approximately 12.19 m wide and 
approximately 455 m2 in area (see Attachment 4), which is consistent with the Lot Size Policy. 
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Affordable Housing 

The Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy requires a suite on at least 50% of new lots, or a 
cash-in-lieu contribution of $1.00 per square foot of total building area toward the Affordable 
Housing Reserve Fund for single-family rezoning applications. 

The applicant is proposing to provide a legal secondary suite on at least one (1) ofthe two (2) 
proposed lots. To ensure that the secondary suite is built to the satisfaction of the City in 
accordance with the Strategy, the applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement registered 
on Title, stating that no final Building Permit inspection is to be granted until the secondary suite 
is constructed to the satisfaction of the City, in accordance with the BC Building Code and the 
City's Zoning Bylaw. This legal agreement is a condition of rezoning. This agreement will be 
discharged from the Land Title Record on the one (1) lot where a secondary suite is not required 
by the Affordable Housing Strategy after the requirements are satisfied, at the initiation of the 
applicant. 

Should the developers' change their mind about the affordable housing option selected, a 
voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of providing the 
secondary suite will be accepted. In this case, the voluntary contribution would be required to be 
submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, and would be based on $1.00 per square 
foot of total building area of the single detached developments (i.e. $5,386.00). 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

The applicant is required to comply with the Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 
(No. 8204). In accordance with the Flood Management Strategy, a Flood Indemnity Restrictive 
Covenant specifying the minimum flood construction level is required. A covenant to this effect 
has been registered on title as part of a previous strata conversion appFcation (SC 10-557884). 

Public Input 

The applicant has forwarded confirmation that a development sign was posted on the site on July 
13,2013. There has been no concern expressed by the public about the development proposal in 
response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the site. 

Staff Comments 

Tree Preservation 

A Tree Survey (Attachment 4) and a Certified Arborist's report were submitted in support of the 
application. The City's Tree Preservation staff have reviewed the Arborist Report and confirmed 
that: 

• Five (5) trees (tag# 606, 607, 609, A, and B) located on neighbouring properties to the 
north, west, and south, must be protected as per City of Richmond Tree Protection 
Information Bulletin Tree-03. 
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• One (1) tree on site identified as tag# 605 (twin-stemmed Japanese Maple) located on the 
development site is in fair condition but will fall within the building envelope when the 
site is re-developed. This tree will need to be removed and replaced. 

• One (1) tree identified as tag# 608 (twin-stemmed Cherry) located on the development 
site is in poor condition as a result of previous topping and canopy suppression from 
adjacent trees. This tree should be removed and replaced. 

Based on the 2: 1 tree replacement ratio goal stated in the Official Community Plan (OCP) and 
the size requirements for replacement trees in the Tree Protection Bylaw No. 8057, four (4) 
replacement trees in a mix of minimum 6 cm calliper deciduous trees and a 3.5 m high 
coniferous trees are required. To ensure that the replacement trees are planted and maintained, 
the applicant is required to submit a Landscaping Security to the City in the amount of $2,000 
($500/tree) prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. 

The applicant is also proposing to remove one (1) boulevard tree along the .Lindsay Road 
frontage due to poor health of the tree. Parks Operations staff have assessed the tree condition 
and agreed to the proposed tree removal. A cash compensation to the Tree Replacement Fund 
for the street tree removal in the amount of $1 ,300 has been specified by Parks staff. 

Existing Covenant 

There is currently a covenant registered on the Title of the subject properties, restricting the use 
ofthe site to a two-family dwelling only (charge #RD210583). This covenant must be 
discharged by the applicant as a condition of rezoning. 

Site Servicing and Subdivision 

No Servicing concerns. 

At future Subdivision stage, the applicant will be required to pay servicing costs and provide 
underground Hydro, Telephone and Cable service connections. There are existing underground 
Hydro and Telephone ducts in the immediate area. 

Analysis 

This is a relatively straightforward redevelopment proposal. This development proposal is 
consistent with Lot Size Policy 5463 and is located within an established residential 
neighbourhood that has a strong presence of Single Detached (RS liB) lots. Numerous similar 
applications to rezone and subdivide properties to the proposed "Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone 
have been approved within this block of Lindsay since the mid 1990's. 

All the relevant technical issues have been addressed. The list of rezoning considerations is 
included as Attachment 5, which has been agreed to by the applicants (signed concurrence on 
file). 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 
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Conclusion 

This rezoning application to permit subdivision of one (1) existing large lot into two (2) 
medium-sized lots complies with Lot Size Policy 5463 and all applicable policies and land use 
designations contained within the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposal is consistent 
with the direction of re-development in the surrounding area. On this basis, staff recommend 
support of the application. 

It is recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 Amendment Bylaw 9048 be introduced 
and given first reading. 

Edwin Lee 
Planning Technician - Design 
(604-276-4121 ) 

EL:blg 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Lot Size Policy 5463 
Attachment 4: Tree Survey 
Attachment 5: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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RZ 12-603352 Amended Date: 

Note: DimensIOns · are in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 12-603352 Attachment 2 

Address: 7311/7331 Lindsay Road 

Applicant: Sukhvir Dosanjh 

Planning Area: Blundell 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: Buta Singh Dosanjh and 
To be determined 

Gurwinder Kaur Dosanjh 

Site Size (m2
): 910 m2 Approx. 455 m2 each 

Land Uses: Two-family dwelling Two (2) single-family dwellings 

2041 OCP Land Use Map 
OCP Designation: designation - "Neighbourhood No change 

Residential" 

Area Plan Designation: N/A No change 

702 Policy Designation: Policy 5463 permits subdivision to 
No change 

"Single Detached (RS2/B)" 

Zoning: Two-Unit Dwellings (RD1) Single Detached (RS2/B) 

Number of Units: 2 2 

Other Designations: N/A No Change 

On Future 
I Bylaw Requirement I Proposed I Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

Lot Coverage - Non-porous: Max. 70% Max. 70% none 

Lot Coverage - Landscaping: Min. 25% Min. 25% none 

Setback - Front & Rear Yards 
Min. 6 m Min. 6 m none 

(m): 

Setback -Interior Side Yard (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none 

Setback - Exterior Side Yard (m): Min. 3.0 m Min. 3.0 m none 

Height (m): Max. 2 % storeys Max. 2 % storeys none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 360 m2 455 m2 none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

. City of Richmond Policy Manual 

Pa e 1 of 2 Ado ted b Council: Februa 19, 1996 

File Ref: 4045-00 

POLICY 5463: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes for properties within the area generally bounded by 
Railway Avenue, Blundell Road and No.2 Road, in a portion of Section 13-4-7 as shown on 
the attached map: 

280115 

That properties within the area generally bounded by Railway Avenue, Blundell Road 
and No.2 Road, in a portion of Section 13-4-7, be permitted to rezone in accordance 
with the provisions of Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area H (R1/H) in 
Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, with the·exception that: 

1. Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E) applies to lots with 
frontage on No. 2 Road and Blundell Road that do not have a lane or internal 
road access; 

2. Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area B (R1/B) applies to properties 
with duplexes on them with the exception that Single-Family Housing District, 
Subdivision Area E (RilE) applies to those properties with frontage on No.2 
Road and Blundell Road that do not have lane or internal road access; 

3. Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area B (R1/B) applies to properties 
generally fronting Lindsay Road and Linfield Gate in the western portion of 
Section 13-4-7; and 

That this policy be used to. determine the disposition of future single-family rezoning 
applications in this area, for a period of not less than five years, unless amended 
according to Bylaw No. 5300. 
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I. 

I. 

C2 

1I IIIUIJi 

Subdivision permitted as per R11H with the exception that R11B applies 
to existing duplexes and RlIE applies to lots facing No. 2 Road and 
Blundell Road that do not have a lane or internal road access. 

Subdivision permitted as per R11B with the exception that R11E applies to 
lots facing Railway Avenue that do not have a lane or internal road access. 

POLICY 5463 
SECTION 13, 4-7 

Adopted Date: 02/19/96 

Amended Date: 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 5 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 7311/7331 Lindsay Road File No.: RZ 12-603352 

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9048, the developer is 
required to complete the following: 
1. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until a 

secondary suite is constructed on one (1) of the two (2) future lots, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with 
the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contribution of$1.00 per buildable square foot of the single
family developments (i.e. $5,386.00) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of registering the legal 
agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 

2. Submission of a Landscaping Security to the City of Richmond in the amount of $2,000 ($500/tree) for the planting 
and maintenance offour (4) replacement trees (in a mix of coniferous and deciduous trees) with the following 
minimum sizes: 

No. of Replacement Minimum Caliper of Or Minimum Height of 
Trees Deciduous Tree Coniferous Trees 

4 6cm 3.5 ill 

Note: If required replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in the amount of 
$500/tree to the City's Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required. 

Should the applicant wish to begin site preparation work after Third Reading of the rezoning bylaw, but prior to Final 
Adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant will be required to obtain a Tree Permit, install tree protection around 
trees to be retained, and submit a landscape security (i.e. $2,000) to ensure the replacement planting will be provided. 

3. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $1,300 to Parks Division's Tree Compensation Fund 
for the removal of a Scots Pine tree located on the city boulevard in front of the site. 

Note: Developer/contractor must contact the Parks Division (604-244-1208 ext. l342) four (4) business days prior to 
the removal to allow proper signage to be posted. All costs of removal and compensation are the responsibility borne 
by the applicant. 

4. Confirmation to the City that Strata Plan BCS4205 has been cancelled. 

5. Discharge of existing covenant on title restricting the use of the property to a two-family dwelling only (charge 
#RD210583). 

At Subdivision* stage, the applicants must complete the following: 
1. Pay Servicing Costs. 

2. Provide underground Hydro, Tel. & Cable service connections. 

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. 

3926376 
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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 copy on file] 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9048 (RZ 12-603352) 

7311/7331 Lindsay Road 

Bylaw 9048 

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 SINGLE DETACHED (RS2/B): 

P.LD.028-665-155 
Strata Lot 1 Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Strata Plan 
BCS4205 Together with an Interest in the Common Property in Proportion to the Unit 
Entitlement of the Strata Lot as Shown on Form V 

and 

P.LD.028-665-163 
Strata Lot 2 Section 13 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Strata Plan 
BCS4205 Together with an Interest in the Common Property in Proportion to the Unit 
Entitlement of the Strata Lot as Shown on Form V. 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9048". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3939641 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 

~ 
APPROVED 
by Director 
or Solicitor 

d 

PLN - 195



City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

To: Planning Committee Date: August 14, 2013 

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 13-631303 
Director of Development 

Re: Application by Ken Jarmana for Rezoning at 7671 Bridge Street from Single 
Detached (RS1/F) to Single Detached (ZS14) - South McLennan (City Centre) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9049, for the rezoning of the western 
portion of7671 Bridge Street from "Single Detached (RSlIF)" to "Single Detached (ZS14)
South McLennan (City Centre)", be introduced and given first reading. 

Directo 

WC:dj 
Att. 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 

3934355 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER .. 
~ J;t. ~ ~ 

fi:;1te. j~ 

PLN - 196



August 14,2013 - 2 - RZ 13-631303 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Ken Jarmana has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone the western 
41.5 metres of7671 Bridge Street (Attachment 1) from "Single Detached (RSlIF)" to "Single 
Detached (ZS 14) - South McLennan (City Centre)" in order to subdivide the subject property 
from one lot to two (2) for the purpose of constructing a new single family home on the new lot 
fronting an extension of Armstrong Street (Attachment 2). 

Findings of Fact 

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

Surrounding Development 

To the North: A Single Detached dwelling at 7651 Bridge Street, zoned "Single Detached 
(RSlIF)". 

To the East: Across Bridge Street, a Single Detached dwelling at 7680 Bridge Street, zoned 
"Single Detached (RS lIF)". 

To the South: A 34 unit, 3 storey townhouse complex at 7691 Bridge Street, zoned "Medium 
Density Townhouses (RTM2)", with a public rights of passage servicing right-of
way along the common property line for a pedestrian connection between Bridge 
Street and Armstrong Street. 

To the West: Across Armstrong Street, a Single Detached dwelling at 7711 Armstrong Street, 
zoned "Single Detached (ZSI4) - South McLennan (City Centre)". 

Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan 

Official Community Plan (OCP) land use designation: Neighbourhood Residential (NRES) 
where Residential Single Family use is supported. 

McLennan South Sub-Area Plan 

OCP Sub-Area Land Use Map (Attachment 4): Residential, "Historic Single-Family", two and a 
half storeys maximum, maximum density 0.55 F.A.R. 

Minimum lot sizes on properties fronting Bridge Street is 18.0 metres wide and 550 square 
metres in area. Lots fronting street other than Bridge Street or Ash Street is 11.3 metres wide 
and 320 square metres in area. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategy 

In accordance with the City's Flood Management Strategy, the minimum allowable elevation for 
habitable space is the lesser of2.9 m GSC or 0.3 meters above the highest crown of the adjacent 
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August 14, 2013 - 3 - RZ 13-631303 

road. A Flood Indemnity Covenant is to be registered on title prior to final adoption and 
subdivision. 

Affordable Housing Strategy 

In accordance with the City's Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant will be providing a 
voluntary contribution to the Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in the amount of$3,405.80, 
based on a $1.00 per square foot of maximum allowable density for the new lot. 

Public Input 

A notice board was posted on the subject property on April 3, 2013 to notify the public of the 
rezoning application, and no public comments have been received to date. Should this 
application receive first reading, a public hearing will be scheduled. 

Staff Comments 

No significant concerns have been identified through the technical review. 

A plan ofthe proposed subdivision is enclosed for reference (Attachment 2). Separate from the 
rezoning process, the applicant is required to submit separate applications for a Servicing 
Agreement and Subdivision. As this proposal is intended to subdivide this parcel for the purpose 
of constructing a single family house, no Development Permit is required. 

Analysis 

Proposed Zoning to "Single Detached (ZSI4) - South McLennan (City Centre)" 

The proposal is to rezone the western portion of the lot to allow the lot to subdivide for the 
purpose of constructing a new single family home on the new western lot. The proposal is 
consistent with the Land Use designation for the OCP and the Land Use designation within the 
McLennan South Sub-Area Plan (Attachment 4). The sub-area plan permits Single Family use 
on minimum 18.0 meter wide lots fronting Bridge Street and 11.3 metres fronting the new 
Armstrong Street to the west. The proposed subdivision meets the minimum lot area 
requirements as per the area plan and the proposed zoning regulation (ZS 14). 

The proposed rezoning and subdivision will affect the site coverage of the existing house and 
storage shed due to the lot area of the new east remainder lot. The combined site coverage of the 
current structures would exceed the maximum 45% coverage allowable for the zone (RS lIF). 
The proposed site coverage in this case is 52.6%, an excess of71.25 m2 (767 ft2). To achieve 
conformance with the RS lIF zone, the applicant has been provided with two options: 

1. Remove the storage shed to reduce the site coverage by 111.48 m2 (1,200 ft2) to achieve a 
total site coverage of 41.2%; or 

2. Apply for a Development Variance Permit, requesting a variance to the maximum site 
coverage. 

The applicant will need to select one of these options before the subdivision application creating 
these two lots can be approved. 
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Site Assembly 

The applicant had discussed the possibility of joining in with his neighbour to the north at 7651 
Bridge Street to submit a joint subdivision proposal, but the owner of7651 Bridge Street was not 
interested in modifying his property at this time. 

Transportation and Site Access 

Access to the proposed eastern lot will continue to be from its current location from Bridge 
Street. Access to the proposed west lot will be from the extension of Armstrong Street, just 
south of Keefer Avenue. This extension is the result of land dedications from the western edge 
of the subject site as well as from the seven (7) lot subdivision to the west, which was secured 
through a previous rezoning application (RZ 09-504342) approved in September 2010. 

The extension of Armstrong Street will be to the m~tin access point to proposed Lot B 
(Attachment 2), and the potential future access to the adjacent property to the north. The 
proposed result will have an appearance of a private lane heading south from the intersection of 
Keefer A venue and Armstrong Street. Given this extension is only to serve this and potentially 
the adjacent lot to the north, staff determined that a full road design is not necessary and that a 
drive ramp connecting the intersection of Keefer Avenue and Armstrong Street to the subject site 
by a 4.5 metre wide lane would be sufficient (Attachment 5). 

Staff have worked with the applicant on this access design, which provides the applicant with an 
effective and satisfactory access point to the proposed west site. The design will require land to 
be dedicated off the western edge of the subject site, starting at 7.5 metres off of the north 
property line, and tapering to a 6.0 metre dedication at the south property line. This will provide 
sufficient vehicle circulation while avoiding any impact on the property to the north. It will also 
provide a much desired access point to a public trail connection to Bridge Street, which is part of 
a 34 unit townhouse complex to the south of the subject site at 7691 Bridge Street. This access 
point has not been available as the current property lines have prevented this intended pedestrian 
connection between Bridge Street to the east and Armstrong Street to the west. 

Recycling and Garbage 

Access to the west property from Armstrong Street will be difficult for recycling and garbage 
pickup from the end of the proposed west lot. The applicant understands that recycling bins, 
green bins and garbage bins will need to be rolled to the curb at the intersection of Keefer 
Avenue and Armstrong Street for service. 

An agreement to this effect is to be registered on title prior to the adoption of the rezoning 
application. 

Trees 

The subject site contains no on-site or off-site trees that would affect the proposed subdivision 
and new house construction. 

Utilities and Site Servicing 

Engineering has reviewed the submitted plans and have determined that upgrades to existing 
infrastructure is not required, but connections to provide sanitary, storm and water will be needed 
to service the new property. These connections will be designed in the forthcoming Servicing 
Agreement. 
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Servicing Agreement 

The applicant is required to make a separate application for a Servicing Agreement for the 
frontage improvements on Bridge Street and the construction of the Armstrong Street extension 
south of Keefer Avenue to the subject site. Some of the improvements include but are not 
limited to: 

• Road widening of Bridge Street, including the installation of a curb and gutter, a 3.85 metre 
wide grass and treed boulevard (including a 2.6 meter wide utility corridor), Zed street 
lighting and a 1.5 meter wide concrete sidewalk near the property line. 

• Armstrong Street frontage improvements consisting of peat removal and sand/gravel base 
for a 4.5 metre wide asphalt pavement. Concrete drive ramp connecting to Armstrong 
Street. 1.75 metre wide concrete sidewalk along the eastern property line of 7711 
Armstrong Street, connecting to the public path at the northwest corner of 7691 Bridge 
Street. 1.5 metre concrete sidewalk extension fronting the north property line of 7711 
Armstrong Street to the western property line of 7641 Bridge Street. After land dedication 
of the western edge of the subject site, a 1.75 metre wide concrete sidewalk located 1.0 
meter west of the new west property line, connecting to the public path at the northwest 
corner of 7691 Bridge Street. 

Details on the rezoning considerations are outlined in Attachment 6. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed rezoning to allow the subject site to subdivide into two lots meets the lot size and 
dimension requirements of the McLennan South Sub-Area Plan and the proposed zoning. 
Transportation is satisfied with the design to allow access to the proposed western lot. Staff 
recommend that Bylaw 9049 to rezone the western portion of7671 Bridge Street from "Single 
Detached (RS1/F)" to "Single Detached (ZS14) - South McLennan (City Centre)" be introduced 
and given first reading. 

DJ:cas 

Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Subdivision Plan 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: McLennan South Sub-Area Land Use Map 
Attachment 5: Land Dedication and Access Map 
Attachment 6: Rezoning Considerations 
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Original Date: 03/08/13 

RZ 13-631303 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimensions are in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 13-631303 Attachment 3 

Address: 7671 Bridge Street 

Applicant: Ken Jarmana 

Planning Area(s): McLennan South Sub-Area Plan (schedule 2.100) 

I Existing I Proposed 

Site Size (m2
): 1,770.7 m2 East Lot: 973.5 m2 

West Lot 667.6 m2 

Land Uses: Single Detached Single Detached 

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential Neighbourhood Residential 

Area Plan Designation: Residential, Historic Single Family 
Residential, Historic Single 

Family 
East Lot: 

Single Detached (RS1/F) 
Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/F) West Lot: 

Single Detached (ZS14) - South 

--

I-
- - - --

1 

- -

1 

On Future Bylaw Requirement Proposed Variance 
Subdivided Lots East Lot (RS1/F) 

Floor Area Ratio: 408.12 m2 371.98 m2 

none permitted (existinq) 

Lot Size (area): Min. 828.0 m2 973.5 m2 none 

Lot Size (width): Min. 18.0 m 19.2 m none 

Lot Size (depth): Min. 45.0 m 50.72 m none 

Lot Coverage: Max. 45% 52.6% 7.6% (73.9 m2) 

On Future 
1 

Bylaw Requirement 
1 

Proposed 
1 

Variance 
Subdivided Lots West Lot (ZS14) 

Max. 0.55 for the first 
Max. 0.55 for the first 

464.5m2 of the site 
464.5m2 of the site 

Max. 0.30 for the 
Max. 0.30 for the 

Floor Area Ratio: remaining. 
remaining. none permitted 

Plus 20m2 maximum 
Plus 20m2 maximum floor 

floor area if over a 
area if over a garage. qaraqe. 

Lot Size (area): Min. 320.0 m2 667.6 m2 none 

Lot Size (width): Min. 11.3 m 19.2 m none 

Lot Size (depth): Min. 24.0 m 34.75 m none 
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City of Richmond 

Land Use Map 
Bylaw 7892 
2005104118 

PARK 

ATTACHMENT 4 

~ Residential, Townhouse up to 
~ 3 storeys over 1 parking level, 

Triplex, Duplex, Single-Family 
0.75 base F.A.R. 

I' :.r":'~l Residential, Historic 
::,.".:"\, Single-Family, 2 % storeys 

• • •• TraillWalkway 

~ Residential, 2 % storeys 
~ typical (3 storeys maximum) 

Townhouse, Triplex, Duplex, 
Single-Family 
0.60 base F.A.R. 

f7777l Residential, 2 % storeys 
t:LLLf..d typical (3 storeys maximum), 

predominantly Triplex, Duplex, 
Single-Family 
0.55 base F.A.R. 

maximum 0.55 base F.A.R, Lot size 
along Bridge and Ash Streets: 
• Large-sized lots (e.g. 18 m/59 ft, 

min, frontage and 550 m2
/ 

5,920 ff min. area) 
Elsewhere: 
• Medium-sized lots (e,g, 11,3 m/ 

37 ft. min. frontage and 320 m2
/ 

3,444 W min. area), with access 
from new roads and General 
Currie Road; 

Provided that the corner lot shall be 
considered to front the shorter of its 
two boundaries regardless of the 
orientation of the dwelling, 

C Church 

P Neighbourhood Pub 

Note: Sills Avenue, Le Chow Street, Keefer Avenue, and Turnill Street are commonly referred to as the 
"ring road". 

Original Adoption: May 12, 19961 Plan Adoption: February 16, 2004 
3218459 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 6 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 7671 Bridge Street File No.: RZ 13-631303 

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9049, the developer is 
required to complete the following: 
1. A road dedication along the entire western edge of the subject site, starting at 7.5 metres at the north west corner, 

tapering to 6.0 metres at the south west corner (129.6 m2). 

2. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

3. Registration of a legal agreement on title ensuring garbage and recycling pickup location for the future lot fronting 
Armstrong Street will be at the corner of Keefer A venue and Armstrong Street. 

4. The City's acceptance ofthe applicant's voluntary contribution of$1.00 per buildable square foot of the single-family 
developments (i.e. $3,405.80) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a proposal to build a secondary suite on one (1) of the two (2) future lots at 
the subject site. To ensure that a secondary suite is built to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the 
Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement registered on Title as a 
condition of rezoning, stating that no final Building Permit inspection will be granted until a secondary suite is 
constructed to the satisfaction ofthe City, in accordance with the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

5. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of frontage improvements to both Bridge Street 
and Armstrong Street. Works include, but may not be limited to: 
a Road widening of Bridge Street, including the installation of a curb and gutter, a 3.85 metre wide grass and treed 

boulevard (including a 2.6 meter wide utility corridor), Zed street lighting and a 1.5 meter wide concrete sidewalk 
near the property line. 

a Armstrong frontage consisting of peat removal and sand/gravel base for a 4.5 metre wide asphalt pavement. 
Concrete drive ramp connecting to Armstrong Street. 1.75 metre wide concrete sidewalk along the eastern 
property line of 7711 Armstrong Street, connecting to the public path at the northwest comer of 7691 Bridge 
Street. 1.5 metre concrete sidewalk extension fronting the north property line of 7711 Armstrong Street to the 
western property line of764l Bridge Street. After land dedication of the western edge of the subject site, a 1.75 
metre wide concrete sidewalk locate 1.0 meter west of the new west property line, connecting to the public path at 
the northwest corner of 7691 Bridge Street. 

Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
1. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 

Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

2. 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. 

3934355 
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All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development determines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be 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. 

[original signed on file] 

Signed Date 

3934355 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9049 (RZ 13-631303) 

Portion of 7671 Bridge Street 

Bylaw 9049 

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 "SINGLE DETACHED (ZS14) SOUTH 
MCLENNAN (CITY CENTRE)". 

That area shown cross-hatched on "Schedule A attached to and forming part of Bylaw No. 
9049" 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9049". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER CONDITIONS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

3940330 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

8/C 
APPROVED 
by Director 
or Solicitor :;g. 
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City of 
Richmond 

To: Planning Committee 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director of Development 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

Date: August 23, 2013 

File: SC 12-617506 

Re: Application by Dagneault Planning Consultants Ltd. for a Strata Title Conversion 
at 11400 Twigg Place 

Staff Recommendations: 

1. That the application for a Strata Title Conversion by Dagneault Planning Consultants Ltd. for 
the property located at 11400 Twigg Place, as generally shown in Attachment 1, be 
approved on fulfilment of the following conditions: 

(a) payment of all City utility charges and property taxes up to and including the year 
2013; 

(b) registration of a flood plain covenant on title identifying a minimum habitable 
elevation of 4.35 m GSC; 

(c) completion of the remediation works recommended in the Ankenman Marchand 
report; and 

(d) submission of appropriate plans and documents for execution by the Approving 
Officer within 180 days of the date of this resolution. 

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

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

-I-
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August 23,2013 - 2 - SC 12-617506 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Dagneault Planning Consultants Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to 
convert an existing industrial building at 11400 Twigg Place (Attachment 2) from a fee simple 
lot into four (4) strata title lots (Attachment 1). 

Findings of Fact 

The subject site is located in an established heavy industrial area. The site is located at the 
corner of Twigg Place and Eburne Way; it is surrounded by other industrial establishments on 
lots zoned Industrial (I). 

The existing building was originally designed and built as a four (4) unit strata building but the 
strata subdivision was never completed. One of the existing units is tenanted and the other 
three (3) units are occupied by the owner. 

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

Analysis 

Policy 5031 (Strata Title Conversion Applications - Commercial and Industrial) outlines 
Council's policy in determining how staff process strata title conversion applications for 
three (3) or more strata lots (see Attachment 4). The applicant has submitted necessary 
processing information required by City staff (i.e. building report; tenant survey; confirmation of 
compliance with applicable City Bylaws and guidelines). 

• The existing building received its Final Inspection from the City's Building Approvals 
Division on March 1, 2007. 

• A condition statement provided by Ackenman Marchand Architects dated July 9, 2012 
indicates that the building is in excellent condition and there is no evidence of building 
failure or system failures in any division including architectural, mechanical, electrical or 
structural. There is no evidence of any leaks in the roof or any exterior walls. 

• Building Approvals confirmed that a strata title conversion of a building has no impact on 
the requirements of the building codes and no upgrades to meet current code 
requirements are needed. 

• The owner occupied unit will continue to be used for his existing business that involves 
warehousing and distributing recreational vehicles. 

• The owner's intention is to sell the surplus units. The existing tenant has no interest to 
purchase the premises but will continue adhere to the existing lease agreement. A letter 
from the representative of the tenant is on file. 

• There are no renovations or maintenance items planned or required other than the 
remediation works recommended in the Ankenman Marchand report, including: 

3922011 

1. Removal of a small sapling and its entire root system within the main water valve 
intake area. 
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August 23,2013 - 3 - SC 12-617506 

11. Installation of a 1070 mm guardrail wherever the grade change is larger than 24" 
(specifically around the loading bay area) as per the B.C. Building Code. 

111. Closure of an existing opening that has been cut between demising walls with a 
minimum 45 minute rated wall. 

IV. Testing the lateral resistance of the existing guardrails installed in the interior stair 
in Unit 135. 

These remediation works will be completed prior to the Approving Officer executing the 
strata conversion plan for registration at the Land Title Office. 

• The creation of the strata lots will not result in any changes to common open space, 
access, parking facilities and other amenities. 

• The off-street parking will be assigned to the individual strata units in accordance with 
the draft strata plans (Attachment 1). Likewise the loading bays will be formally 
assigned to the adjacent strata unit. Parking and loading will be regulated by the Strata 
Council. 

• There are no issues relating to compliance with relevant City bylaws or servicing for the 
subject lot. 

In light of this, staff support the proposed strata title conversion subject to: 

1. Payment of all City utility charges and property taxes up to and including the year 2013. 

2. Registration of a flood plain covenant on title identifying a minimum habitable elevation 
of 4.35 m GSC. 

3. Submission of a signed and sealed letter from an architect to confirm all of the 
remediation works listed above are completed. 

4. Submission of appropriate plans and documents (i.e., Strata Plan Surveyor's Certificate, 
Application to Deposit, Form V and Form W, etc.) for execution by the Approving 
Officer within 180 days of the date of this resolution. 

Financial Impact 

None. 
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August 23,2013 - 4 - SC 12-617506 

Conclusion 

Dagneault Planning Consultants Ltd. has applied to convert the existing industrial building at 
11400 Twigg Place into four (4) strata title lots. The proposal is straightforward. Staff have no 
objection to this application and recommend approval of the strata title conversion application . 

. --
Planning Technician - Design 

EL:kt 

Attachment 1: Draft Strata Plan 
Attachment 2: Location Map 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Policy 5031: Strata Title Conversion Applications - Commercial and Industrial 
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PRELIMINARY STRATA PLAN OF LOT 2, 
DISTRICT LOT 459, GROUP 1, 
N.W.D., PLAN BCP17157 
"CITY OF RICHMOND" 
B.C.G.S. 92G.025 

SCALE 1:600 
~-_- i 

10 0 10 20 
ALL DISTANCES ARE IN METRES. 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 

11400 7WIGG PLACE 
MITCHEL ISLAND 
RICHMOND, B.C. 

D. L. 459 

/ 
OUTLINE OF 
BUILDING~ 

ATTACHMENT 1 
SHEET 1 OF 3 SHEETS 

21 

19 
L()T :! 

NOTE: 
STRATA LOT BOUNDARIES ARE DEFINED AS 
CENTER LINE OF ALL WALLS 

NOTE: 
INFORMATION SHOWN IS BASED 
ON FIELD SURVEY 

BENNETT LAND SURVEYING LTD. 
B.C. & CANADA LAND SURVEYORS 
#201-9547 152nd SmEET, 
SURREY, B. C. 
PHONE : 604-582-0717 

DRAWING # 30514-121 Revision #1 
FILE # 30514-121_FS_Rl 
DATE: JULY 26, 2012 
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BUILDING 
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GROUND LEVEL 
FLOOR PLAN 

SCALE 1:500 

r-. .. -
10 0 10 

ALL DISTANCES ARE IN MITRES. 

DRAWING # 30514-121 Revision #1 
FILE # 30514-121_RI 
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SHEET 3 OF 3 SHEETS 

SECOND LEVEL 
FLOOR PLAN 

~ it( 
SCALE 1:500 

-; ~ r-.-.- i 
10 0 10 20 

~ ~ 
ALL DISTANCES ARE IN METRES. 
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Original Date: 09/10112 

SC 12-617506 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimensions are in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

SC 12-617506 Attachment 3 

Address: 11400 Twigg Place 

Applicant: Oagneault Planning Consultants Ltd. 

Planning Area(s): _B_r_id~g~e~p~o~rt~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: 0760520 BC Ltd. To be determined 

Site Size (m2
): 11,922 m2 No Change 

Land Uses: Industrial No Change 

OCP Designation: Industrial No Change 

Area Plan Designation: Industrial No Change 

Zoning: Industrial (I) No Change 

Number of Units: 1 4 

Other Designations: N/A No Change 

1 
Bylaw Requirement 

1 
Existing I' Variance 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 1.0 0.44 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 60% 40.3% none 

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 6.0 m 13.05 m none 

Setback - Side & Rear Yards (m): Min. 0.0 m 1.52 m none 

Height (m): 12.0 m 9.75 m none 

Off-street Parking Spaces: 63 70 none 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

Pa e 1 of 1 Adopted b Council: Feb. 13/95 Amended: Mar 27/95 POLICY 5031 

File Ref: 4105-00 STRATA TITLE CONVERSION APPLICATIONS - COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 

POLICY 5031: 

It is Council policy that: 

The following matters shall be considered before deciding on any commercial or industrial strata 
title conversion applications involving three or more strata lots: 

1. The life expectancy of the building and any projected major increases in maintenance 
costs due to the condition of the building. This information shall be supplied by the 
applicant in the form of a written report in an acceptable form prepared by a registered 
architect, engineer or similarly qualified professional. The report shall review the 
building's age, quality, general condition and measure of compliance with current 
building codes and City bylaws. 

2. The impact of the proposal on the existing tenants in terms of their existing leases and 
their ability to offer to purchase the units they occupy or to relocate in comparable and 
suitable rental premises if unable to purchase their existing units. 

3. The views of the affected tenants as established by a formal canvass by the City Staff or 
agents of the City. A standard form available from the City's Urban Development 
Division may be used for this purpose. 

4. Any proposals involving upgrading of the buildings or changes affecting open space, 
landscaping, common facilities, off-street parking and loading spaces. The ownership 
and management of the off-street parking and loading facilities should be specifically 
addressed. 

5. Any other conditions peculiar to the circumstances of the conversion proposal and 
requiring special measures to be taken as a condition of approval. 

6. All commercial or industrial strata conversion applications must be compatible with the 
City's bylaws regulating the use and development of the land and the servicing 
standards appropriate to the site. 

(Urban Development Division) 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

To: Planning Committee Date: August 25, 2013 

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 12-624849 
Director of Development 

Re: Application by Mike Young for Rezoning at 11351 No.1 Road from Single 
Detached (RS1/A) to Single Detached (ZS22) - No.1 Road 

Staff Recommendation 

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9012, to create the"Single Detached 
(ZS22) - No.1 Road" zone, and to rezone 11351 No.1 Road from "Single Detached (RSI/A)" 
to "Single Detached (ZS22) - No.1 Road", be introduced and given first reading; and 

a~/l '~--ri:~' Wa ne Craig' 
. rector of , evelopment 

// // 

CL;t&/' 
AtV 

ROUTED To: 

Affordable Housing 

3822069 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

~ ---::z, • 
c ~ 

Potz:. '\ ~ 
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August 25,2013 -2- RZ 12-624849 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Mike Young has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 11351 No.1 Road 
from "Single Detached (RS 11 A)" to a new site specific zone, to permit the property to be 
subdivided to create four (4) lots with vehicle access from a new rear lane (Attachment 1). 

The proposed site specific zone created for this rezoning application is entitled "Single Detached 
ZS22) - No.1 Road", and is required in order to permit the proposed south lot adjacent to the 
undeveloped portion of Pleasant Street: 

• To have a minimum comer lot width of9.0 m. 

• To have a minimum exterior side yard of 1.2 m. 

The proposed "Single Detached (ZS22) - No.1 Road" zone is attached to this report as 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9012. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 2). 

Surrounding Development 

The subject property is located on the west side of No. 1 Road, between Regent Street and 
Georgia Street, immediately north of Lord Byng Elementary School Neighbourhood Park. The 
site is located in an established neighbourhood consisting of a mix of old and new single 
detached dwellings on varying lot sizes, along with a mix of older and newer town housing on 
the east side of No. 1 Road. Development immediately surrounding the subject property is as 
follows: 

• To the north, across an existing east-west lane, is an older single-family dwelling fronting 
No.1 Road, as well as a non-conforming duplex and an older dwelling fronting Regent 
Street, which are all on lots zoned "Single Detached (RSlIA)". 

• To the east, across No.1 Road, is an older dwelling on a non-conforming lot zoned 
"Single Detached (RS liE)", as well as a townhouse site on a lot zoned "Low Density 
Townhouses (R TL 1)". 

• To the south, is an undeveloped portion of Pleasant Street, on which is currently located 
the basketball court associated with Lord Byng Elementary School Neighbourhood Park. 

• To the west, is a large lot that forms part of Lord Byng Elementary School 
Neighbourhood Park. 

Related Policies & Studies 

2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) Designation 
The 2041 OCP's Land Use Map designation for this property is "Neighbourhood Residential". 
The subject property is located in the Steveston Planning Area. The Steveston Area Plan Land 
Use Map designation for this property is "Single-Family". This redevelopment proposal is 
consistent with these designations. 

3822069 
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Arterial Road Policy 
The 2041 OCP's Arterial Road Map does not apply to this section of No. 1 Road, therefore this 
redevelopment proposal is being considered on its own merit and in the context of the 
surrounding area. 

Lot Size Policy 
The subject site is not governed by a Lot Size Policy. 

Flood Management 
Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is required prior to final adoption of the 
rezoning bylaw. 

Affordable Housing Strategy 
Richmond's Affordable Housing Strategy requires a secondary suite on 50% of new lots created, 
or a cash-in-lieu contribution of$1.00/ft2 of total building area towards the City's Affordable 
Housing Reserve Fund for single-family rezoning applications. 

The applicant proposes to provide a legal secondary suite on two (2) of the four (4) future lots at 
the subject site. To ensure that the secondary suites are built to the satisfaction of the City in 
accordance with the City's Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant is required to enter into a 
legal agreement registered on Title, stating that no final Building Permit inspection will be 
granted until the secondary suites are constructed to the satisfaction of the City in accordance 
with the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. This legal agreement is required prior 
to rezoning adoption. This agreement will be discharged from Title (at the initiation of the 
applicant) on the lots where the secondary suites are not required by the Affordable Housing 
Strategy after the requirements are satisfied. 

Should the applicant change their mind prior to rezoning adoption about the affordable housing 
option selected, a voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu 
of providing the secondary suites will be accepted. In this case, the voluntary contribution would 
be required to be submitted prior to final adoption ofthe rezoning bylaw, and would be based on 
$1.00/ft2 of total building area of the single detached dwellings (i.e. $7,328). 

Public Input 

The City received notification that the rezoning sign was placed on the subject property on 
January 23,2013. There have been no concerns expressed by the public about the development 
proposal in response to the placement of the rezoning sign on the property. 

Staff Comments 

Proposed "Single Detached (ZS22) - No.1 Road" zone 
This redevelopment proposal to rezone 11351 No.1 Road from "Single Detached (RSIIA)" to a 
new site specific zone, to permit a 4-lot subdivision requires the creation of the proposed "Single 
Detached (ZS22) - No.1 Road" zone to address an existing condition at subject site. 
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The proposed "ZS22" zone is modelled after the "Compact Single Detached (RC2)" zone, 
commonly used for rezoning applications on arterial roads, with the appropriate modifications 
made to address the existing condition at the subject site. Due to its location at the intersection 
of No. 1 Road and an undeveloped portion of the road dedication for Pleasant Street, the 
proposed future south lot at the subject site (Lot 4 in Attachment 3) is considered to be a "comer 
lot" according to the Interpretation Section of Richrnond Zoning Bylaw 8500. The "Compact 
Single Detached (RC2)" zone requires a comer lot to have an additional 2.0 m of width for a 
total width of 11.0 m, and requires an exterior side yard of 3.0 m. 

The lot configuration for comer lots, typically located at the intersection oftwo (2) developed 
roads, is intended to provide adequate sightlines and achieve a consistent streetscape in terms of 
open space and building setbacks along the block. 

The existing land use on the undeveloped portion of Pleasant Street south of the subject site is 
occupied by the basketball court associated with Lord Byng Elementary School Neighbourhood 
Park. Planning staff have confirmed with the Parks department that there are no future plans to 
change this scenario. 

The context for the subject site is unique as there are no future plans to develop the undeveloped 
portion of Pleasant Street adjacent to the proposed south lot. In this case, staff feels that it is 
appropriate to treat the south (Lot 4) as an interior lot, with the proposed "ZS22" zone allowing 
for: 

• a minimum comer lot width of 9.0 m; 

• minimum side yards of 1.2 m; and 

• a standard fence height along portions of all side yards. 

Trees & Landscaping 
A tree survey submitted by the applicant has identified: 

• Seven (7) bylaw-sized trees on the subject property. 
• Four (4) bylaw-sized trees on the adjacent school/park site to the south. 

A Certified Arborist's Report for the subject property was submitted by the applicant, which 
identifies tree species, assesses the condition of trees, and provides recommendations on tree 
retention and removal relative to the development proposal. 

The Report recommends: 
• Retention ofthe four (4) trees on the adjacent school/park site to the south (one (1) 

Chestnut tree, one (1) Cedar tree, and two (2) Cedar shrubs). 
• Removal of two (2) on-site trees (identified as Trees #481 - Honey Locust and #482 -

Beech) due to their location within the future lane dedication. 
• Removal of one (1) on-site tree (identified as Tree #484 - Weeping Birch) due to its 

location within the building envelope. 
• Removal of four (4) on-site trees (identified as Tree #483 - Holly) due to their poor 

condition. 

3822069 
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The City's Tree Preservation Coordinator has reviewed the Arborist's Report and conducted a 
Visual Tree Assessment, and concurs with the Arb ori st' s recommendations for the removal of 
Tree #484 (based on location within the building envelope) and #483 (based on poor condition). 
However, the City's Tree Preservation Coordinator recommends that: 

• Two (2) trees (Tree #481 - Honey Locust, and an undersized Japanese Maple tree), which 
are in good condition but are located within the new lane dedication area, be relocated 
on-site along the No.1 Road frontage. Prior to rezoning approval, the applicant is to 
provide written confirmation from a Tree Moving Contractor that they have been hired to 
relocate the trees. 

• One (1) Beech tree (Tree #482) should be retained and protected in its current location at 
the end of the future lane dedication because it is in excellent condition and is a viable 
specimen. This Beech tree is growing on a raised planting area such that the lane 
construction will have little impact on its long term viability. Tree protection fencing for 
this Beech tree should be installed a minimum of 1.8 m from the base of the tree in all 
directions. In addition, to ensure there is adequate space for a vehicle to tum around at 
the end of the lane, any building proposed on the south lot should be located as close as 
possible to the proposed north property line and should be located a minimum of 1.8 m 
from the base of the Beech tree. 

Note: Engineering and Transportation Staffhave reviewed the potential to retain the 
Beech tree (Tree # 482) within the future lane dedication. Through the Servicing 
Agreement design review process for the lane, the retention of the Beech tree will be 
further reviewed with the aim to locate services and infrastructure so that they do not 
impact the tree. If during the design review process, it is identified that there exists 
significant conflicts between tree retention and required services and infrastructure, staff 
may consider removal of the Beech tree. In this case, staff would accept the planting of 
two (2) replacement trees on-site by the applicant or a contribution to the City'S Tree 
Compensation Fund in the amount of$500/ tree in-lieu of planting the replacement trees 
on-site. 

The final Tree Retention Plan is reflected in Attachment 3. 

Tree Protection Fencing for the Honey Locust tree (Tree # 481), the undersized Japanese Maple 
tree, the Beech tree (Tree #482), and the four (4) off-site trees on the adjacent school/park must 
be installed to City standard prior to demolition of any buildings or structures on-site and must 
remain in place until construction and landscaping on the future lots is completed. 

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, the applicant is required to submit: 

• A contract with a Certified Arborist to supervise anyon-site works within the Tree 
Protection Zones of onsite trees to be retained and off-site trees that encroach onto the 
subject site. The Contract must include the proposed number of monitoring inspections 
at specified stages of construction, and a provision for the Arborist to submit a post
construction impact assessment report to the City for review. 

• A Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of$7,000 to ensure protected trees 
survive beyond development stage. The City will release 90% of the security after 
construction and landscaping on the future lots is completed, inspections are approved, 
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and an acceptable post-construction impact assessment report is received. The remaining 
10% of the security would be released one year after the final landscape inspection for 
the four (4) lots is completed. 

Based on the 2:1 tree replacement ratio goal in the OCP, and the requirements ofthe City's Tree 
Protection Bylaw No. 8057, a total of 10 replacement trees are required. Considering the limited 
space available in the future yards and the effort to be undertaken by the applicant to save trees 
on-site, staff recommends that only six (6) replacement trees be required to be planted and 
maintained on the future lots, each with a minimum 6 cm calliper (deciduous) or minimum 3.5 m 
height (coniferous). 

Prior to rezoning adoption, the applicant must submit a Landscape Plan for the proposed four (4) 
lots, prepared by a Registered Landscape Architect, along with a Landscaping Security (100% of 
the cost estimate provide by the Landscape Architect, including installation costs) to ensure that 
the replacement trees are planted and maintained, and that the front yards of the future lots are 
enhanced. 

Restrictive Covenant 
There is an existing restrictive covenant (X95750) registered on title of the subject site relating to 
Development Permit No. DPV 84-078. The Development Permit was issued by Council in 1984 
to vary the maximum accessory building height to allow a detached garage to be constructed on 
the property. The garage has since been demolished. Prior to final adoption of the rezoning 
bylaw, the covenant (X95750) must be discharged from the land title record. 

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access 
Vehicular access to the subject site at development stage will be via the proposed rear lane only, 
in accordance with Residential Lot (Vehicular) Access Regulation Bylaw No. 7222. 

Prior to final adoption ofthe rezoning bylaw, the applicant is required to: 

• Dedicate 6.0 m of property along the entire west property line of the subject site for the 
lane extension (southbound), complete with a 3m x 3m comer cut at the lane intersection. 

• Register a 3.0 m Utility Right-of-Way on title along the entire east property line ofthe 
site, to accommodate storm sewer connections, inspection chambers, and water meter 
boxes. 

• Enter into a Servicing Agreement requiring the developer to design and construct a 
laneway along the entire west property line ofthe subject site. The lane works are to 
include, but are not limited to: storm sewer, sand/gravel base, roll curb and gutter (both 
sides), asphalt pavement, sanitary sewer extension, and lane lighting. 

3822069 

Notes: The design is to provide for protection ofthe Beech tree (# 482), which is to be 
retained with development. The Beech tree is growing on a raised planting area 
such that the lane construction will have little impact on its long term viability. 

The design is to include water, storm and sanitary connections for each lot, and 
the removal of the existing driveway crossing on No.1 Road. Underground 
hydro, telephone and cable service connections will be required for each lot. 
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Subdivision 
At Subdivision stage the developer will be required to: 

• Register a covenant on title of the future north lot to ensure that vehicle access to that lot 
is via the proposed new rear lane and not the existing east-west lane out to No.1 Road; 

• Register a covenant on title to ensure that any building proposed on the future south lot is 
located to enable vehicle manoeuvring into and out of the site (i.e. sufficiently setback 
from the lane and located on the north side of the proposed south lot); and 

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

Analysis 

This rezoning application has been reviewed on its own merit and in the context of the 
surrounding area. The following existing conditions make consideration of compact lots at this 
site supportable: 

• There exists a mix of old and new single detached dwellings on varying lot sizes, along 
with older and newer town housing in the surrounding area; 

• The subject property is located on a major arterial road with transit service, and is within 
walking distance of an elementary school, a secondary school, Steveston Community 
Park, and Steveston Village. 

• The subject property is located immediately south of an existing operational east-west 
lane out to No.1 Road, and is located immediately adjacent to Lord Byng Elementary 
School Neighbourhood Park. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application to permit subdivision of an existing large lot into four (4) compact lots, 
accessible from a new rear lane complies with applicable policies and land use designations 
contained within the 2041 OCP, and is compatible with the established mix of lot sizes and land 
uses in the surrounding area. 

The rationale for the proposed "Single Detached (ZS22) - No.1 Road" zone is to address an 
existing condition at subject site while enabling the creation of compact lots on a major arterial 
road, consistent with City policy. 

The list of rezoning considerations is included in Attachment 4, which has been agreed to by the 
applicant (signed concurrence on file). 

3822069 
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On this basis, staff recommends support for the application. It is recommended that Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9012 be introduced and given first reading. 

tJr 
Cynthia Lussier 

CL:kt 

Attachments: 
Attachment 1: Location Mapl Aerial Photo 
Attachment 2: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 3: Tree Retention Plan 
Attachment 4: Rezoning Considerations 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 12-624849 Attachment 2 

Address: 11351 No.1 Road 

Applicant: Mike Young 

Planning Area(s): Steveston ----------------------------------------------------------

I Existing Proposed 

Owner: 0939314 BC Ltd To be determined 

Lane dedication - 224 m2 (2,411 fF) 

Site Size (m2
): 

Lot 1 - 281 m2 (3,024 fF) 
1139 m2 (12,260 fF) Lot 2 - 284 m2 (3,057 ft2) 

Lot 3 - 285 m2 (3,067 fF) 
Lot 4 - 285 m2 (3,067 ft2) 

Land Uses: Vacant lot Four (4) lots 

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change 

Area Plan Designation: Single-Family No change 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/A) Single Detached (ZS22) - No. 1 Road 

On Future 
Bylaw Requirement Proposed 

I 
Variance 

Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.60 Max. 0.60 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 50% Max. 50% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 270 m2 281 - 285 m2 none 

Setback - r:ront & Rear Yards (m): Min. 6.0 m Min. 6.0 m none 

Setback -Interior Side (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none 

Setback - Exterior Side (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none 

Height (m): 2 Yz storeys 2 Yz storeys none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of bylaw-sized trees. 
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City of 
Richmond 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 11351 No.1 Road File No.: RZ 12-624849 

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Zoning Amendment Bylaw 9012, the developer 
is required to complete the following: 

1. Dedicate 6.0 m of property along the entire west property line of the subject site for the lane extension 
(southbound), complete with a 3m x 3m corner cut at the lane intersection. 

2. Register a 3.0 m Utility Right-of-Way on title along the entire east property line of the site, to accommodate 
storm sewer connections, inspection chambers, and water meter boxes. 

3. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

4. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until 
a secondary suite is constructed on two (2) ofthe four (4) future lots, to the satisfaction ofthe City in 
accordance with the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final 
adoption of the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contribution of $1.00 per buildable square 
foot ofthe single-family developments (i.e. $7,328) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu 
of registering the legal agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 

5. Enter into a Servicing Agreement requiring the developer to design and construct a lane along the entire 
west property line ofthe subject site. The lane works are to include, but are not limited to: storm sewer, 
sand/gravel base, roll curb and gutter (both sides), asphalt pavement, sanitary sewer extension, and lane 
lighting. 

Notes: The design is to provide for protection ofthe Beech tree (# 482), which is to be retained with 
development. The Beech tree is growing on a raised planting area such that the lane construction 
will have little impact on its long term viability. If during the design review process, it is identified 
that there exists significant conflicts between tree retention and required services and infrastructure, 
staff may consider removal of the Beech tree. In this case, staff would accept the planting of two 
(2) replacement trees on-site by the applicant or a contribution to the City's Tree Compensation 
Fund in the amount of $500/ tree in-lieu of planting the replacement trees on-site. 

The design is to include water, storm and sanitary connections for each lot, and the removal of the 
existing driveway crossing on No. 1 Road. Underground hydro, telephone and cable service 
connections will be required for each lot. 

6. Discharge of Restrictive Covenant X95750 relating to Development Permit No. DPV 84-078, from the land title 
record. 

7. Submit a 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 installation costs. The Landscape Plan should: 

• Comply with the Compact Lot Development Requirements outlined in the 2041 OCP; 
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• Include the dimensions of Tree Protection Fencing for the Beech tree (Tree # 482) and the four (4) 
off-site trees located on the Lord Byng Elementary School Neighbourhood Park to the south; 

• Include the new locations for the Honey Locust tree (Tree # 481) and the undersized Japanese Maple 
in the front yards of the future lots; 

• Include the six (6) required replacement trees (minimum 6 cm deciduous caliper or 3.5 m high 
conifer). If required replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution 
in the amount of$500/tree to the City's Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required. 

7. Submit a Contract entered into between the applicant and a Certified Arborist for supervision of anyon-site 
works conducted within the Tree Protection Zones of on-site trees to be retained and off-site trees that 
encroach onto the subject site (i.e. the Honey Locust tree - # 481, the Beech tree - # 482, the undersized 
Japanese Maple on-site, and the four (4) off-site trees located on the Lord Byng Elementary School 
Neighbourhood Park to the south). The Contract must include the scope of work to be undertaken, 
including: the proposed number of site monitoring inspections (at specified stages of construction), and a 
provision for the Arborist to submit a post-construction assessment report to the City for review. 

8. Submit a Tree Survival Security to the City in the amount of $7,000 to ensure protected trees survive 
beyond development stage. The City will release 90% of the security after construction and landscaping on 
the future lots is completed, inspections are approved, and an acceptable post-construction impact 
assessment report is received. The remaining 10% of the security would be released one year later, subject 
to inspection. 

At Demolition * stage, the developer is required to complete the following: 

• Install Tree Protection Fencing around the Honey Locust tree (Tree # 481), the Beech tree (Tree #482), 
the undersized Japanese Maple tree on-site, and the four (4) off-site trees on the adjacent school/park. 
Tree Protection Fencing must be installed to City standard prior to demolition of the existing dwellings 
and must remain in place until construction and landscaping on the future lots is completed. Tree 
Protection Fencing for the Beech tree (Tree # 482) should be installed a minimum of 1.8 m from the 
base of the tree in all directions. 

At Subdivision* stage, the developer is required to complete the following: 

• Register a covenant on title of the future north lot to ensure that vehicle access to that lot is via the 
proposed new rear lane and not the existing east-west lane out to No.1 Road; 

• Register a covenant on title to ensure that any building proposed on the future south lot is located to 
enable vehicle manoeuvring into and out of the site (i.e. sufficiently setback from the lane and located 
on the north side ofthe proposed south lot); and 

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

At Building Permit* stage, the following requirements must be dealt with: 

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

Notes: 

Management Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, 
application for any lane closures, and proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual 
for works on Roadways (by Ministry of Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

* This requires a separate application. 
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• Where the Director of Development deems appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
ofthe property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 ofthe 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 ofthe appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
form and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), 
and/or Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site 
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructure. 

• Applicants for all City Permits are required to comply at all times with the conditions of the Provincial Wildlife Act and Federal 
Migratory Birds Convention Act, which contain prohibitions on the removal or disturbance of both birds and their nests. Issuance 
of Municipal permits does not give an individual authority to contravene these legislations. The City of Richmond recommends 
that where significant trees or vegetation exists on site, the services of a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) be secured 
to perform a survey and ensure that development activities are in compliance with all relevant legislation. 

(Signed original on file) 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 9012 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9012 (RZ 12-624849) 

11351 No. 1 Road 

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

1. Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 is amended by inserting as Section 15.22 thereof the 
following: 

15.22 Single Detached (ZS22) - No.1 Road 

15.22.1 Purpose 

The zone provides for single detached housing which fronts an arterial road and 
where provisions have been made for access to a lane. A range of compatible 
secondary uses are also permitted. 

15.22.2 Permitted Uses 15.22.3 Secondary Uses 
• housing, single detached • bed and breakfast 

• boarding and lodging 
• community care facility, minor 
• home business 
• secondary suite 

15.22.4 Permitted Density 

1. The maximum density is one prinCipal dwelling unit per lot. 

2. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.40 applied to a maximum of 464.5 m2 of the 
lot area, together with 0.30 applied to the balance of the lot area in excess of 
464.5m2

. 

3. Notwithstanding Section 15.22.4.2, the reference to "0.40" is increased to a higher 
density of "0.60" if: 

a) the building contains a secondary suite; or 

b) the owner, at the time Council adopts a zoning amendment bylaw to include the 
owner's lot in the ZS21 zone, pays into the affordable housing reserve the 
sum specified in Section 5.15 of this bylaw. 

4. Further to Section 15.22.4.3, the reference to "0.40" in 15.22.4.2 is increased to a 
higher density of "0.60" if: 
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a) an owner subdivides bare land to create new lots for single detached housing; 
and 

b) at least 50% of the lots contain secondary suites. 

5. For the purposes of this zone only, the following items are not included in the 
calculation of maximum floor area ratio: 

a) up to 10% of the floor area total calculated for the lot in question, provided the 
floor area: 

i. is used exclusively for covered areas of the principal building, which are 
always open on two or more sides; 

ii. is never enclosed; and 
iii. is not located more than 0.6 m above the lowest horizontal floor. 

b) 45.0 m2 which may be used for accessory buildings and on-site parking, which 
cannot be used for habitable space. 

15.22.5 Permitted Lot Coverage 

1. The maximum lot coverage is 50% for buildings. 

2. No more than 70% of a lot may be occupied by buildings, structures and non
porous surfaces. 

3. Not less than 20% of the lot area must be landscaping with live plant material. 

15.22.6 Yards & Setbacks 

1. The minimum front yard is 6.0 m. 

2. Bay windows, fireplaces and chimneys forming part of the principal building may 
project into the front yard for a distance of not more than 1.0 m. 

3. The minimum interior side yard is 1.2 m. 

4. The minimum exterior side yard is 1.2 m. 

5. The minimum rear yard is 6.0 m. For a corner lot where the exterior side yard is 
6.0 m, the rear yard is reduced to 1.2 m. 

6. A detached accessory building of more than 10.0 m2 in area that is used exclusively 
for on-site parking, may be located within the rear yard but no closer than: 

a) 3.0 m to a lot line abutting a public road; or 

b) 1.2 m to any other lot line. 

7. A detached accessory building of more than 10.0 m2 in area that is used exclusively 
for on-site parking, may be linked to the principal building by an enclosed area, 
provided that: 

3735335 

a) the width of the enclosed area that links the accessory building to the principal 
building does not exceed the lesser of: 
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i. 50% of the width of the principal building; or 

ii. 3.6 m; and 

b) the building height of the accessory building and the enclosed area that links 
the accessory building to the principal building is limited to a single storey no 
greater than 5.0 m. 

8. Bay windows which form part of the principal building may project into the rear yard 
setback for a distance of 1.0 m or one-half of the rear yard, whichever is the lesser. 

9. The minimum building separation space is 3.0 m, except that an enclosed area, as 
described in Section 15.21.6.7, may be located within the building separation space. 

15.22.7 Permitted Heights 

1. The maximum height for principal buildings is 2 % storeys, but it shall not exceed 
the residential vertical lot width envelope and the residential vertical lot depth 
envelope. 

2. The ridge line of a front roof dormer may project horizontally up to 0.91 m beyond the 
residential vertical lot depth envelope but no further than the front yard setback. 

3. The ridge line of a side roof dormer may project horizontally up to 0.91 m beyond the 
residential vertical lot width envelope but no further than the interior side yard 
setback or the exterior side yard setback. 

4. For the purpose of this zone only, residential vertical lot depth envelope means a 
vertical envelope located at the minimum front yard setback requirement for the lot in 
question. 

5. The residential vertical lot depth envelope is: 

a) calculated from the finished site grade; and 

b) formed by a plane rising vertically 5.0 m to a point and then extending upward 
and away from the required yard setback at a rate of two units of vertical rise for 
each single unit of horizontal run to the point at which the plane intersects to the 
maximum building height of 9.0 m. 

6. The maximum height for accessory buildings and accessory structures is 5.0 m. 

15.22.8 Subdivision Provisions/Minimum Lot Size 

1. The minimum lot dimensions and areas are as follows. 

Minimum frontage : Minimum lot width Minimum lot depth Minimum lot area 

9.0m 9.0m 24.0 m 270.0 m2 
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15.22.9 Landscaping & Screening 

1. Landscaping and screening shall be provided and maintained in accordance with 
Section 6.0 of this bylaw, except that: 

a) a fence, when located within 6.0 m of a front lot line abutting a public road 
shall not exceed 1.2 m in height; and 

b) a fence, when located elsewhere within a required yard, shall not exceed 1.83 m 
in height. 

2. A private outdoor space with a minimum area of 20.0 m2 and a minimum width and 
depth of 3.0 m shall be provided on the lot outside of the front yard unoccupied and 
unobstructed by any buildings, structures, projections, and on-site parking, except 
for cantilevered roofs and balconies, which may project into the private outdoor 
space for a distance of not more than 0.6 m. 

15.22.10 On-Site Parking and Loading 

1. On-site vehicle parking shall be provided according to the standards set out in Section 
7.0, except that the maximum driveway width shall be 6.0 m. 

2. For the purpose of this zone only, a driveway is defined as any non-porous surface 
of the lot that is used to provide space for vehicle parking or vehicle access to or 
from a public road or lane~ 

15.22.11 Other Regulations 

1. In addition to the regulations listed above, the General Development Regulations in 
Section 4.0 and Specific Use Regulations in Section 5.0 apply. 
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2. 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 SINGLE DETACHED (ZS21) - NO.1 ROAD. 

P.I.D. 000-638-781 
SOUTH HALF OF BLOCK 56 EXCEPT: PART SUBDIVIDED BY PLAN 18478, 
SECTION 3 BLOCK 3 NORTH RANGE 7 WEST NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT 
PLAN 249 

3. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9012". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3735335 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 
by 

by Director 
or Solicitor 
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City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 
Planning and Development Department 

To: Planning Committee Date: August 26, 2013 

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 13-629950 
Director of Development 

Re: Application by Rajni Sharma for Rezoning at 11140 King Road from Single 
Detached (RS1/E) to Single Detached (RS2/B) 

Staff Recommendations: 

1. That the following recommendation be forwarded to Public Hearing: 

a) That Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 for the area generally bounded by Shell 
Road, King Road, No.5 Road, and properties fronting onto Seaton Road, in a portion 
of Section 25 Block 4 North Range 6 West, be amended as shown in the proposed 
draft Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 (Attachment 6). 

2. That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9050, for the rezoning of 
11140 King Road from "Single Detached (RSlIE)" to "Single Detached (RS2/B)", be 
introduced and given first reading. 

elopment 

''-----
CL:blg 
Att. 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Affordable Housing 0- ...- . 
-" 

'o~ \~ 
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August 26, 2013 -2- RZ 13-629950 

Staff Report 

Origin 

Rajni Sharma has applied to the City of Richrnond to amend Single-Family Lot Size 
Policy 5409, and to rezone 11140 King Road from "Single Detached (RS liE)" to "Single 
Detached (RS2/B)", to create two (2) lots (Attachments 1 and 2). 

Prior to submitting the rezoning application, the applicant consulted informally with the residents 
of the 11000 block of King Road and obtained a list of signatures from residents who are 
supportive of the development proposal (Attachment 3). 

Findings of Fact 

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

Surrounding Development 

To the north of the subject site, immediately across King Road, is a single-family dwelling on a 
lot zoned "Single Detached (RS liE)". 

To the east, is a single-family dwelling constructed in 2001, on a lot zoned "Single Detached 
(RSlIE)". 

To the south, are two (2) single-family dwellings fronting Seaport Avenue, on lots zoned "Single 
Detached (RSlIE)". 

To the west, is a single-family dwelling constructed in 1992, on a lot zoned "Single Detached 
(RS1/E)". 

Related Policies & Studies 

2041 Official Community Plan (OCP) 

The OCP's Land Use Map designation for this property is "Neighbourhood Residential". This 
redevelopment proposal is consistent with this designation. 

Lot Size Policy 5409 

The subject site is located within the area governed by Lot Size Policy 5409, adopted by Council 
on April 10, 1989, and amended on October 15, 1995 and July 16, 2001 (Attachment 5). The 
Lot Size Policy permits properties within the area generally bounded by Shell Road, King Road, 
No.5 Road, and properties fronting onto Seaton Road, to subdivide in accordance with the 
"Single Detached (RS2/E)" zone, with the following exceptions: 

• Properties with existing duplexes may be permitted to rezone and subdivide in 
accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone. 
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• Properties fronting No.5 Road and duplexes with access to No.5 Road may be permitted 
to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/C)" zone. 

• The rear portions of 11031 and 11051 King Road may be permitted to rezone and 
subdivide to create a lot meeting the requirements of the "Single Detached (RSlIB)" 
zone. Note: The subdivision application to create the RSlIB lot was approved in 2004, 
and new dwelling construction at this site was completed in 2004. 

• Two (2) lots on the north side of King Road (11691 and 11711 King Road) may be 
developed with townhouses. Note: The Development Permit application and Building 
Permits for the townhouses at this site were approved in 1996. 

Lot Size Policy 5409 does not permit rezoning and subdivision of the subject site to create 
two (2) lots zoned "Single Detached (RS2/B)". An amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409 is 
required for the subject application to proceed. The proposed draft Lot Size Policy 5409 is 
included in Attachment 6. 

Consultation 

A letter dated May 6, 2013 (Attachment 7), was sent to the owners and residents within the area 
bounded by Lot Size Policy 5409 to outline the proposed amendment to the Lot Size Policy and 
to advise them of the proposed rezoning application at the subject site. The letter indicated that 
any comments or concerns with either the proposed amendment to the Lot Size Policy, or the 
proposed rezoning of 11140 King Road, were to be submitted to the City by May 24, 2013. 

In response to the letter, the City received: 

• A number of general phone inquiries requesting clarification on the proposed 
amendment. 

• Two (2) phone calls from neighbourhood residents who indicated general support for the 
proposed amendment. 

• One (1) phone call from a neighbourhood resident who indicated general opposition to 
the proposed amendment. 

• Two (2) letters representing three (3) neighbourhood residents, who indicate their 
opposition to the proposed amendment (Attachment 8). Issues raised in the letters 
include: 

- A specific concern over the potential for the lot at 9840 Seaton Court to rezone 
and subdivide under the proposed amendment, and the relevance of the previous 
rezoning application at this site in 1994 (RZ 94-171), which was denied. 

- Concerns regarding house size, building mass, overshadow, lot coverage, grading 
and drainage, tree removal, traffic, densification of single-family neighbourhoods 
in general, and the capacity of the existing infrastructure to support such 
redevelopment. 

These concerns are discussed further in the section below. 
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Under the proposed amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409, 15 additional properties (i.e. 4% of the 
total lots within the area) may be permitted to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the 
"Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone, for a total of 15 additional lots in the area. 

With respect to concerns associated with the design and construction of new single detached 
dwellings (i.e. house size, building mass, overshadow, and lot coverage, etc.), the differences 
between the provisions of the "Single Detached (RSlIE; RS2/E)" zone and those of the "Single 
Detached (RS2/B)" zone are as follows: 

Single Detached (RS1/E) 

0.55 apRlied to a maximum of 
464.5 m2 of the lot area, plus 0.30 
applied to the balance of the lot area 

2 Yz storeys 

• 45% for buildings 
• 70% for buildings, structures and 

non-porous surfaces 
• 30% landscaping with live plant 

material 

• front and rear yard - 6.0 m 
• exterior side yard - 3.0 m 
• interior side yard 

18 m 

2.0 m for lots of 20.0 m or more 
in width; 
1.8 m for lots between 18.0 m 
and 20.0 m in width 

Single Detached (RS2/8) 

0.55 apRlied to a maximum of 
464.5 m2 of the lot area, plus 0.30 
applied to the balance of the lot area 

2 Yz storeys 

• 45% for buildings 
• 70% for buildings, structures and 

non-porous surfaces 
• 25% landscaping with live plant 

material 

• front and rear yard - 6.0 m 
• exterior side yard - 3.0 m 
• interior side yard - 1.2 m 

12 m 

While many of the zoning provisions are the same between the two (2) zones (e.g., the maximum 
allowable maximum floor area ratio, building height, lot coverage with buildings, and minimum 
front and rear yard setbacks), the main differences are the minimum width and area of the lots 
that may be created. 

Therefore, specific to the concern regarding 9840 Seaton Court, if a new single detached 
dwelling were constructed on the existing "Single Detached (RS liE)" zoned lot, it would have a 
larger footprint and height than the current dwelling on the site, with lesser setbacks from the 
existing property lines. If a rezoning application was submitted for 9480 Seaton Court to permit 
subdivision in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone, as provided for in the 
proposed amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409, the main difference would be the appearance of 
the new dwellings on the smaller lots and the narrower side yard setbacks. If a rezoning 
application was submitted for this site, there would be additional opportunities for public input 
and for staff and the potential rezoning applicant to work with adjacent residents to address any 
concerns identified by the public. 
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With respect to the previous rezoning application at 9840 Seaton Court in 1994 (RZ 94-171), the 
application was reviewed concurrent with a separate amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409 at that 
time to consider allowing lots that met the requirements ofthe "Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone 
to rezone and subdivide and to consider allowing townhouses on the north side of King Road. 
Highlights from the results of the consultation process associated with proposed the Lot Size 
Policy amendment at that time indicate that nearly 60% of survey respondents preferred that the 
Lot Size Policy remain unchanged, and that 36% of survey respondents supported the proposed 
amendment. Despite low response and attendance rates to the surveys and public information 
meetings used in the public consultation process (i.e., 8-10% response rate to the surveys, and 
16-30 attendees at the meetings), staff recommended that the amendment to the Lot Size Policy 
be limited to allowing townhouses on two (2) lots on King Road. As a result, the rezoning 
application at 9840 Seaton Court was denied. 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 enables staffto consider amendments to a Lot Size Policy after 
five (5) years has passed since the adoption of a new Lot Size Policy or since an amendment to 
an existing Lot Size Policy has been approved. The most recent amendment to Lot Size Policy 
5409 was approved in 2001, to remove the properties fronting Williams Road within this quarter 
section from the Lot Size Policy area. 

Under the proposed amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409, staff feel that allowing 9840 Seaton 
Court to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone would be 
consistent with the existing lot geometry in the cul-de-sac, where the existing lot frontages range 
from approximately 8.5 m to 13.7 m. Also, the lots directly across from 9840 Seaton Court are 
zoned "Single Detached (RS2/B)" as a result of rezoning and subdivision of a former duplex lot 
in 1994. 

The following information is provided in response to concerns regarding lot grading, drainage, 
tree preservation, traffic, and infrastructure capacity associated with redevelopment through 
rezoning and subdivision: 

• The City's Flood Plain Designation and Protection Bylaw 8204 generally requires all new 
dwellings to meet the minimum flood construction level of 0.3 m above the highest 
elevation of the fronting road; 

• Perimeter drainage is required to be installed on sites undergoing new dwelling 
construction as part of the Building Permit application review and inspection process; 

• Tree preservation is reviewed on a case-by-case basis as part ofthe review and inspection 
process associated with all Rezoning and Building Permit applications; 

• The potential for increased traffic has been reviewed by the City's Transportation 
division, and can be accommodated within the existing road network; and 

• The potential for increased demand on existing infrastructure has been reviewed by the 
City's Engineering department and there is sufficient capacity within the existing City 
systems. Site-specific upgrades may be required for certain development applications 
and would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis as part ofthe rezoning process. 
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Staff Comments 

Proposed Amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409 

This redevelopment application involves a proposed amendment to Single-Family Lot Size 
Policy 5409 and a proposed rezoning of 11140 King Road from "Single Detached (RSl/E)" to 
"Single Detached (RS2/B)", to enable a subdivision to create two (2) lots. 

The draft Lot Size Policy 5409 proposed for Council's consideration would allow properties 
within the area generally bounded by Shell Road, King Road, No.5 Road, and properties 
fronting onto Seaton Road, and: 

• which have a minimum lot area of 720 m2 

• a minimum lot width of 24 m (26 m for comer lots) 
• a minimum lot depth of 24 m 
• which are currently zoned Single Detached (RS liE)" 

to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone. 15 specific 
lots meet this requirement as identified in the proposed draft Lot Size Policy 5409 included in 
Attachment 6. 

In keeping with the existing Lot Size Policy, the proposed draft Policy would allow properties 
with: 

• Existing duplexes to be rezoned and subdivided into a maximum of two (2) lots. 20 
specific lots meet this requirement as identified in the proposed draft Lot Size Policy. 

• Frontage on No.5 Road to be rezoned and subdivided in accordance with the "Single 
Detached (RS2/C)" zone. 

Rezoning Application at 11140 King Road 

Background 

The applicant has applied to rezone 11140 King Road from "Single Detached (RS liE)" to 
"Single Detached (RS2/B)", to permit a subdivision to create two (2) lots, each approximately 
12 m wide, and 540 m2 in area. 

The applicant cites the inconsistency in the way properties with existing duplexes are treated, as 
well as the number of existing lots within the Lot Size Policy area that are narrower and smaller 
than what would be created at the subject site if the property was permitted to be rezoned and 
subdivided, as reasons for supporting the proposed draft amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409. 

The applicant consulted informally with the residents of the 11000 block of King Road and 
obtained a list of signatures from residents who have no concerns with the redevelopment 
proposal (Attachment 3). 

Trees & Landscaping 

The applicant submitted a site survey and proposed subdivision plan ofthe subject property at 
11140 King Road (Attachment 2). The site survey shows that there are no bylaw-sized trees on 
the subject site or on adjacent sites within 2 m of the property lines, which has been confirmed 
by a site inspection. 

3951325 PLN - 246



August 26, 2013 -7- RZ 13-629950 

Consistent with Council Policy 5032 - Tree Planting and with Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, 
the applicant has agreed to plant and maintain a total of four (4) trees (two [2] per future lot of a 
minimum size of 6 cm deciduous calliper or 3 m high conifer), two (2) of which must be located 
within the front yards. 

To ensure that the four (4) trees are planted on-site, the applicant is required to submit a 
Landscaping Security in the amount of $2,000 ($500/tree) prior to final adoption of the rezoning 
bylaw. 

Flood Management 

Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on Title is required prior to final adoption of the 
rezoning bylaw. The required minimum flood construction level is 1.37 m GSC (Geodetic 
Survey of Canada datum). 

Affordable Housing Strategy 

For single-family rezoning applications, Richmond's Affordable Housing Strategy requires new 
dwellings constructed on 50% of new lots created through subdivision to contain a secondary 
suite, or a cash-in-lieu contribution of $1.00/ft2 of total building area towards the City's 
Affordable Housing Reserve Fund. 

The applicant proposes to provide a legal secondary suite on one (1) of the two (2) future lots. 
To ensure that the secondary suite is built to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the 
City's Affordable Housing Strategy, the applicant is required to enter into a legal agreement 
registered on Title, stating that no final Building Permit inspection will be granted until the 
secondary suite is constructed to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with the BC Building 
Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. Registration of the legal agreement is required prior to 
rezoning adoption. This agreement will be discharged from Title (at the initiation of the 
applicant) on the lot where the secondary suite is not required by the Affordable Housing 
Strategy after the requirements are satisfied. 

Should the applicant change their mind prior to rezoning adoption about the affordable housing 
option selected, a voluntary contribution to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu 
of providing the secondary suite will be accepted. In this case, the voluntary contribution would 
be required to be submitted prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw, and would be based on 
$1.00/ft2 of total building area of the single detached dwellings to be constructed (i.e., $6,018). 

Site Servicing & Vehicle Access 

There are no servicing concerns with rezoning. 

Vehicle access to the proposed lots will be from King Road. 

Subdivision 

At subdivision stage, the developer is required to pay Development Cost Charges (City and 
GVS&DD), Engineering Improvement Charges for future road improvements, School Site 
Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs. The developer may be 
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required to grant a 3.0 m statutory right-of-way along the south property line of the subject site to 
enable access to the existing sanitary sewer. 

Analysis 

The subject site is located in an established residential neighbourhood consisting predominantly 
of single detached homes and duplexes. The neighbourhood has seen some redevelopment to 
smaller lot sizes through rezoning and subdivision of properties containing duplexes, or through 
rezoning and subdivision of properties on No.5 Road, consistent with existing Lot Size 
Policy 5409. If the proposed amendment to the Lot Size Policy was approved, it would allow the 
subject application to proceed and would enable the creation of two (2) lots, each approximately 
12 m wide and 540 m2 in area. 

Based on the response received from residents on King Road regarding the proposed amendment 
to Lot Size Policy 5409 and the proposed rezoning application, as well as the minimal feedback 
generated in response to the City's notification letter to residents within the Lot Size Policy area, 
the following two (2) Policy options can be considered: 

Option 1: Retain the Status Quo 

Under this option: 

• The existing Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 would be extended for a minimum of 
five (5) years. 

• The subject application for rezoning at 11140 King Road would be denied. 

Option 2: Approve the Proposed Amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409 (Recommended) 

Under this option: 

• The proposed draft Lot Size Policy 5409 (Attachment 6) would be implemented for a 
minimum of five (5) years. 

• In keeping with the existing Policy, properties fronting No.5 Road may be rezoned and 
subdivided in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/C)" zone. 

• 15 properties identified on the proposed amended Policy map (Attachment 6) may be 
rezoned and subdivided in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone. 

• 20 properties with existing duplexes identified on the proposed amended Policy map 
(Attachment 6) may be rezoned and subdivided into a maximum of two (2) lots. 

• References in the existing Lot Size Policy to specific properties that have already 
redeveloped would be removed, as they are no longer applicable. 

• The subject application for rezoning at 11140 King Road could be considered as 
conforming to the proposed draft Lot Size Policy. 

Staff recommends Option 2 be considered for the following reasons: 

• The redevelopment potential of the majority of properties within the Lot Size Policy area 
would remain unchanged by the proposed amendment, as rezoning and subdivision 
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would only be permitted in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/E)" zone, or in 
accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/C)" zone along No.5 Road. 

• There would be an opportunity for the 15 larger properties within the Lot Size Policy area 
identified in Attachment 6 to rezone to "Single Detached (RS21B)", to create lots that 
have a minimum width of 12 m and a minimum area of 360 m2

• The creation of smaller 
lots would provide an opportunity for more affordable housing to be constructed within 
this neighbourhood, providing people with greater housing choice as encouraged in the 
City's Official Community Plan. 

• It provides those larger properties within the Lot Size Policy area to be treated in the 
same way that a property with a duplex is currently treated under the existing Lot Size 
Policy. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

This rezoning application is to amend Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 to permit the subject 
property to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the "Single Detached (RS2/B)" zone. 

Staff consulted with the neighbourhood on the proposed amendment to the Lot Size Policy and 
on the proposed rezoning application by sending a notification letter to all property owners and 
residents within the Lot Size Policy area and by requesting comments on the proposal. The level 
of feedback in response to the letter was minimal. Staff received two (2) phone calls from 
neighbourhood residents who indicated support for the proposed Lot Size Policy amendment, as 
well as one (1) phone call and two (2) letters representing three (3) neighbourhood residents, 
who indicated their opposition to the proposed amendment. Overall, staff feels that the 
neighbourhood is not strongly opposed to the proposed amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409. 

Based on an analysis ofthe subject application and the minimal level of feedback generated in 
response to the City's public notification letter, staff recommend that Option 2; to amend 
Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 as attached in this report, be endorsed. 

It is further recommended that Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9050 to 
rezone the property at 11140 King Road from "Single Detached (RSlIE)" to "Single Detached 
(RS2/B)", be introduced and given first reading. 

Cynthia Lussier 
Planning Technician 
(604-276-4108) 
CL:blg 
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Attachments: 
Attachment 1: Location Map! Aerial Photo of Rezoning Application at 

11140 King Road (RZ 13-629950) 
Attachment 2: Proposed Subdivision Plan for 11140 King Road 
Attachment 3: List of signatures from residents who support the development proposal 
Attachment 4: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 5: Existing Lot Size Policy 5409 
Attachment 6: Proposed Draft Lot Size Policy 5409 
Attachment 7: Neighbourhood Consultation Letter (May 6, 2013) 
Attachment 8: Letters Received in Opposition to the Proposed Draft Lot Size Policy 5409 
Attachment 9: Rezoning Considerations 

3951325 PLN - 250



· 

C
it

y 
o

f R
ic

hm
on

d 

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D

 
R

E
Z

O
N

IN
G

 '
 f.\

1f
' 

, 
"
"
!
 

I 
I 

~ 
~I

-I
 --

-
I
 

~
 

,I
 

l...
:l ~ 

11
09

1 
20

.1
2 

18
.2

9 

11
10

0 

C
')

 
..- o ~
 

11
11

1 
20

.1
2 

18
.2

9 

11
12

0 

11
13

1 
20

.1
2 

K
IN

G
R

D
 

11
15

1 
20

.1
2 

20
.0

6 

11
16

0 

o "l
 

~
 

~
 

11
1 

27
.5

 

20
.1

2 

11
18

0 

f-
l-

--
lL

..
..

--
I1

 0
0 

18
.4

1 
I 

18
.4

1 
I
~
 

38
.1

7 
20

.1
0 

20
.1

2 
21

.6
4 

I 
..- ~I 

~
 

to
 

11
11

1 
~
 

L
!)

 
..-

0 
C

')
 

C
')

 

11
13

1 
11

15
1 

11
17

1 
21

.6
1 

S
E

A
P

O
R

T
 A

V
E

 

O
ri

gi
na

l D
at

e:
 0

21
14

11
3 

R
Z

 1
3-

62
99

50
 

R
ev

is
io

n 
D

at
e:

 

N
ot

e:
 

D
im

en
si

on
s 

ar
e 

in
 M

E
T

R
E

S 

~ ~ n ::r: ~
 ~ ~ .....
. 

PLN - 251



Original Date: 02/14/13 

RZ 13-629950 Amended Date: 

Note: Dimensions are in METRES PLN - 252



~--------------------------------------------------------~ATTACHMENT2 

BC LAND SURVEYORS PROPOSED SUBDIVISION 
AND TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY PLAN OF 
WESTERL Y 84 FEET LOT 248 SECTION 25 
BLOCK 4 NORTH RANGE 6 WEST 
NWD PLAN 40464 

PID 005-338-301 

o 5 10 15 20 1"""..---
SCALE 1 250 DISTANCES ARE IN METRES 

CIVIC ADDRESS : 

11140 - KING ROAD 
RICHMOND, B. C. 

,,,:-' ,?" ,?" ,'lJ" ,9'0 
)E-----GROWN OF ROAD--~--------------------*----------------------*---CROKN OF ROAD--¥. 

KING 
,~~_' __ ~m~~~o~~~p~'~~~m~TL-~,~~_o __________ ~m~~~oF~PA~~~m~T~Q~~_9 __ ~Q~ 

ROAD 

PP l8I rl!JPH 

271 
PLAN 42425 

EXISTING DWELLING 
MAIN FLOOR At E'FitRANCE 

£LEV. = I. 36m 

ELEVA nON DERIVA nON 
ELEVA TlONS ARE GEODETIC DERIVED FROM 
CITY OF RICHMOND CONTROL MONUMENT 
No. 94HI624 (HPN#190) ELEVA TlON=2.353m 
DA TUM NAD83 (CSRS) 2005 

NOTE : 

Preliminary Layout, subject to approval. 
Areas and Dimensions are subject to detailed 
Legal Survey and calculations, and may vary. 

,<$> 
x 

wv 

1~ o· 
x 

OVERHANG to" I r===, Q. 

i 
EXISTING DWELLING 

MAIN FLOc;j.? ELEV. = 1.01m 
(TO Bt DEMouSHm) 

J 
i BALCOiVY\ i 

! 
CONCRETE I PAD 

",i :-, 
a! 
~!~ -!e 

1'xl~ 
0. ,2: ~1 

Q~~ )1<-__________ -;-=-____ -*0· 

I 
J'I- ()-9l'J 

q,q, q,'O 
0' EDGE OF PAVEMENT O' 

EXISTING DWELLING 
MAIN FLOOR A T ENTRANCE 

£LEV. = 1.23m 

REM. 248 
PLAN 40464 

Lot dimensions and clearances according to 12.83 X I 
Field Survey. 27911---.l.-----1~9.~~~---=-joo~.---~T~2~.8S*----Jlx~-----

PLAN 00' ,f?'1"'~ This plan does not show non-plan 
charges~ liens or interests. 42425 278 ·"'J"r 

This plan was prepared for inspection purposes and is 
for the exclusive use of our client. The signatory 
accepts no responsibility or liability for any damages 
that may be suffered by a third party as a result of 
any decisions made or actions taken based on this 
document. This documents shows the relative location 
of the surveyed structures and features with respect to 
the boundaries of the parcel described above. This 
document shall not be used to define property lines or 
property corners. All rights reserved. No person may 
copy, reproduce. transmit or alter this document in 
whole or in part without the consent of the signatory. 

THIS TOPOGRAPHICAL SURIiE"Y HAS BEEN PREPARED 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANUAL OF STANDARD PRACTICE 
AND IS CERTIFIED CORRECT THIS 4th DA Y OF FEBRUARY, 2013. 

cfl ~ B.C.L.S. -LA~K~H~~~O~T-S~.~GR~E~~~~~~~----------------

PLAN 42425 277 
PLAN 42425 

LEGEND 

PP DENOTES POWER POLE 

wv t*l DENOTES WA TER VAL liE" 

RCB 

PH 

<19 DENOTES ROUND CA TCH BASIN GREWAL .. Assoc/A TES 
PROFESSIONAL LAND SlJRII£YORS 
UNIT 204, 15299-68th A IiE"NUE 

-0 DENOTES FIRE HYDRANT 

SURREY, B.C. V3S 2CI 
TEL: 604-597-8567 
EMAIL: Office@GrewaISurveys.com 
FILE: 1301-022 
DWG: 1301-022 T1 

PLN - 253



ATTACHMENT 3 

SIGNATURE OF RESIDENTS 

By signing my name below, I have indicated that I personally have no objection 
to Rajni Sharma's application for rezoning and application for amendment of lot 
size to subdivide the 11140 King Road lot to accomodate two (2) seperate single 
family housing units. CoIfGf-.J (Joe. t?cYC/C: . 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 13-629950 Attachment 4 

Address: 11140 King Road 

Applicant: Rajni Sharma 

Planning Area(s): _S=h:..:.:e::..:I:.:.:lm~o~n.:.-=-t _______________________ _ 

EXisting Proposed 

Owner: Rajni Sharma To be determined 

Site Size (m2
): 1,089 m2 (11,729 fF) 

West lot - 540.8 m2 

East lot - 548.9 m2 

Land Uses: Single detached dwelling Two (2) single-family lots 

OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential (NRES) No change 

The existing Lot Size Policy 5409 Lot Size Policy 5409 is proposed 
permits rezoning and subdivision in to be amended as shown in 
accordance with "Single Detached Attachment 6, to permit the 

Lot Size Policy Designation: (RS1/E; RS2/E)". subject site to rezone from 
"Single Detached (RS1/E)" to 
"Single Detached (RS2/B)", to 
enable a subdivision to create 
two (2) lots. 

Zoning: Single Detached (RS1/E) Single Detached (RS2/B) 

On Future 
I 

Bylaw Requirement 
I 

Proposed 
I 

Variance Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.55 Max. 0.55 none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 45% Max. 45% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 360 m2 West lot - 540.8 m2 

East lot - 548.9 m2 none 

Setback - Front & Rear Yards (m): Min.6m Min.6m none 

Setback - Side Yard (m): Min. 1.2 m Min. 1.2 m none 

Height (m): 2 % storeys 2 % storeys none 
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File Ref: 4045-00 

POUCY5409: 

City of Richmond 

Adopted by Council: April 10, 1989 
Amended by Council: October 16, 1995 
Amended by Council: July 16,2001 * 

ATTACHMENT 5 

Policy Manual 

POLICY 5409 

SINGLE~FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER-SECTION 25-4-6 

The following policy establishes lot sizes for the area generally bounded by Shell Road, King 
Road, No.5 Road and properties fronting onto Seaton Road, in a portion of Section 25-4-6: 

1. Properties within the area be permitted to subdivide in accordance with the provisions of 
Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E) in Zoning and Development 
Bylaw 5300, with the following exceptions: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

properties with duplexes may be subdivided into two lots, provided those that 
have access to No. 5 Road meet the requirements of Single-Family Housing 
District, Subdivision Area C (R1/C) and all others meet the requirements of 
Single-Famlly Housing District, Subdivision Area B (R1tB); 

properties with frontage on NO.5 Road may be subdivided as per Single-Family 
Housing District, Subdivision Area C (R1/C); 

the rear portions of 11031 and 11051 King Road may be subdivided to create a 
lot meeting the requirements of Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area 
B (R1tB); and 

two lots on the north side of King Road (11691 and 11711 King Road) may be 
developed with townliouses; and 

2. This policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, be used to determine the disposition of 
future single-family and townhouse rezoning applications in this area for a period of not 
less than five years, unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the 
Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300. 

* Original Adoption Date in EfIect 

2488775 
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ATTACHMENT 6 

City of Richmond Policy Manual 

Page 1 of 2 Adopted by Council: April 10, 1989 DRAFT POLICY 5409 
Amended by Council: October 16, 1995 
Amended by Council: July 16,2001 * 

File Ref: 4045-00 SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER-SECTION 25-4-6 

POLICY 5409: 

The following policy establishes lot sizes for the area generally bounded by Shell Road, King 
Road, No.5 Road and properties fronting onto Seaton Road, in a portion of Section 25-4-6: 

1. That properties within the area be permitted to rezone and subdivide in accordance with 
the provisions of Single Detached (RS2/E) in Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, with the 
following exceptions: 

(a) properties with existing duplexes identified on the accompanying plan may be 
rezoned and subdivided into a maximum of two lots; 

(b) properties with frontage on NO.5 Road may be rezoned and subdivided as per 
Single Detached (RS2/C); and 

(c) properties shown as "cross-hatched" on the accompanying plan may be rezoned 
and subdivided as per Single Detached (RS2/B). 

This policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, is to be used to determine the 
disposition of future single-family rezoning applications in this area for a period of not 
less than five years, unless changed by the amending procedures contained in 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500. 

* Original Adoption Date in Effect 
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~ Rezoning and Subdivision 
permitted as per RS2/C 

~ Duplexes eligible to be rezoned 
W:~.L.LL.L.LL.LJJ and subdivided into two lots. 

Rezoning and Subdivision 
permitted as per RS2/E 

Rezoning and subdivision 
permitted as per RS2!B 

A 

Proposed Policy 5409 
Section 25,4-6 

Adopted Date: 04/10/89 

Amended Date: 07/16/01 
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City of 
Richmond 

May 6, 2013 
File: RZ 13-629950 

Dear OwnerlResident: 

Re: Proposed Amendment to Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 

ATTACHMENT 7 

6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1 

www.richmond.ca 

Planning and Development Department 
Development Applications 

Fax: 604-276-4052 

to Permit 11140 King Road to Subdivide into Two (2) Single Detached (RS2/B) Lots 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of a rezoning application for 11140 King Road and a 
proposed amendment to the Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 for your area under consideration 
by the City. 

Rezoning Application for 11140 King Road 
Rajni Sharma has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 11140 King Road from 
"Single Detached (RS liE)" to "Single Detached (RS21B)" in order to permit a subdivision to create 
two (2) single-family lots. This application is being processed under City file RZ 13-629950. 

Single Family Lot Size Policy 5409 
In 1989, City Council adopted Lot Size Policy 5409 (see Attachment 1). This Policy currently 
retains the existing zoning of most properties in your area and permits subdivision of single-family 
lots in accordance with the Single Detached (RS lIE) zone with the exception that: 
• properties with duplexes may be rezoned and subdivided into two (2) Single Detached (RS21B) 

lots; and 
• properties with frontage .to No.5 Road and duplexes with access to No.5 Road may be rezoned 

and subdivided into two (2) Single Detached (RS2/C) lots. 

The table below lists the minimum lot dimension, area and density of the zones permitted in 
certain areas covered under Policy 5409: 

Zone Min. Width Min. Depth Min. Area Max. FAR 
RS21B 12 m (39.527 ft.) 24 m (78 .740 ft) 360 m2 (3 ,875.13 ft2) 0.55 applied to a max. of 

464.5 m2 of the lot area, 
RS2/C 13.5 m (44.291 ft.) 24 m (78.740 ft) 360 m\3,875.13 ft2) together with 0.30 
RSIIE 18 m (59 .055 ft.) 24 m (78.740 ft) 550 m2 (5,920.34 ft2) applied to the balance of 

the lot area in excess of 
464.5 m2. 

Proposed Amendment 
An amendment has been proposed by the applicant to Policy 5409 for Council' s consideration that 
would allow properties within this area that have a minimum area of 720 m2

, a minimum width of 
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24 m (26 m for comer lots), and a minimum depth of24 m and which are currently zoned Single 
Detached (RS lIE) to rezone and subdivide in accordance with the Single Detached (RS21B) zone. 
Fifteen (15) specific lots meet this requirement as identified on the proposed amended policy map 
(Attachment 2). In keeping with the existing lot size policy, properties with existing duplexes 
would be permitted to be rezoned and subdivided into a maximum of two (2) Single Detached lots. 
Twenty (20) specific lots meet this requirement. 

You are being advised of this proposal because this is the first rezoning application that requires a 
change to Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409. 

Process 
Please review the accompanying materials. Forward any comments or concerns with either the 
proposed amendment to Single Family Lot Size Policy 5409, or the proposed rezoning of 11140 
King Road from Single Detached (RS lIE) to Single Detached (RS21B), to the undersigned at the 
address above before May 24, 2013. 

Following receipt of public comments, staffwill complete a report to Planning Committee. It is 
proposed that the amendment to Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 and the rezoning application 
at 11140 King Road be considered concurrently by the Planning Committee and City Council after 
May 24, 2013 once the staff review is complete. If supported by the Planning Committee, both 
items would then be subsequently considered by Council at a Public Hearing. You will be 
provided with the opportunity to address Council if the proposed amendment to Single-Family Lot 
Size Policy 5409 and the rezoning application at 11140 King Road proceed to a Public Hearing. 

Please note that the applicant's proposed amendment to Lot Size Policy 5409 does not imply that 
staff andlor Council automatically support the in-stream or future rezoning applications for 
properties that fall within this Lot Size Policy area. All rezoning applications will continue to 
receive the same attention and scrutiny and are required to go through a Public Hearing process. 

If you have any questions or require further explanation, please contact Cynthia Lussier, Planning 
Technician, who has been assigned this file,by phone at 604-276-4108, via email at 
clussier@richmond.ca, or in writing. 

Yours truly, 

~~d~ 
Erika Syvokas 
Planning Technician 

ES:es 

Att.( 4): Attachment 1 - Existing Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 
Attachment 2 - Proposed Amended Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5409 
Attachment 3 - Location Map of Rezoning Application at 11140 King Road 
Attachment 4 - Proposed Subdivision Plan of 11140 King Road 
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ATTACHMENT 8 

Lussier, Cynthia 

From: B Masson [bec_masson@hotmail.com] 
Friday, 24 May 20133:16 PM Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 

Lussier, Cynthia; Becky Masson 
Proposed Amendment to Single lot policy 

Re: Proposed amendment to single-family Lot size Policy 5409 

I would like to address some concerns that my husband and I have re the proposed amendment. We have 

resided at 9880 Seaton Court for the past 33 years. The house next door to us is one of the properties that is 

included in these proposed changes. We were led to believe that the previous application to have this 

property rezoned was turned down due to the fact that the lot size was too small and also because there are 

two existing easements. The way our house is situated the back of the house faces the side of the property 

that you are suggesting be subdivided. As all the new homes are being built to the maximum, we would be 

shaded, our view blocked by and facing a large wall towering above our home. 

Major considerations greatly affecting us and other residents of this neighbourhood include 

1. Drainage-there are water drainage problems caused by the higher elevation of the new lots and also 

because most of the lot is paved. The drainage system is inadequate for the amount of free run-off 

created by this infilling. 

2. Decrease of green space- There is a drastic reduction in grassed area which facilitates proper drainage 

profile. 

3. Tree removal- There appears to be complete destruction of mature trees. There may be a token tree 

designated to be kept, however it appears that these are often dead within a few years and then are 

eligible to be removed. Most of the new lots appear to be clear cut. 

4. Traffic- There is significantly more traffic that we do not have the infrastructure to support. 

5. Single family homes- There are several new homes in our area that have become quadraplexes or have 

become boarding house style rentals where the individual bedrooms and other rooms are rented out 

by the month. Some homes have painted parking stalls on the driveway. With increased densification 

there should be enforcable of relavent by-laws. 

6. Densification: the surrounding services and infrastructure need to be able to accomodate the 

increased density 

We would ask that the city proceed with all further applications on an individual basis, and not by a 

designated areas. 

We are against this Proposed Policy 5409 Section 25A-6. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter 
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Yours truly 
Becky and Graeme Masson 
9880 Seaton Court 
604-271-0384 

2 
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Lussier, Cynthia 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cynthia: 

Albert Drinovz [adrinovz@shaw.ca] 
Wednesday, 29 May 201310:19 AM 
Lussier, Cynthia 
Rezoning and lot size of 11140 King Rd. 

I know that I am responding late but I just received the info this morning along with my tax bill. I would be opposed to the 
subdividing and the rezoning of 11140 King Rd. I live a ways away from this proposal but I have personally experienced 
the same type of rezonings along the Williams Road corridor. It is my opinion that the infrastructure in the Ironwood area 
is not sufficient to support any more development where one house is demolished and two are put up in its place. After 
development in our area we had to have Hydro replace our electrical transformer as there was not enough electricity for 
the extra houses. Then there is the sewer (both storm and sanitary) that has an extra load on it. So once again I am 
opposed to the rezoning and subdividing. 

Albert Drinovz 
11340 Seaton Road, 
604271-7757 
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City of 
Richmond 

ATTACHMENT 9 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Division 

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

Address: 11140 King Road File No.: RZ 13-629950 

Prior to final adoption of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9050, the developer is required to 
complete the following: 

1. Submission of a Landscaping Security in the amount of $2,000 ($500/tree) to ensure that a total of four (4) trees are 
planted on-site (two [2] per future lot, with a minimum size of 6 em deciduous calliper or 3 m high conifer), two (2) 
of which must be located within the front yards. 

2. Registration of a flood indemnity covenant on title. 

3. Registration of a legal agreement on Title to ensure that no final Building Permit inspection is granted until a 
secondary suite is constructed on one (1) of the two (2) future lots, to the satisfaction of the City in accordance with 
the BC Building Code and the City's Zoning Bylaw. 

Note: Should the applicant change their mind about the Affordable Housing option selected prior to final adoption of 
the Rezoning Bylaw, the City will accept a voluntary contribution of $1.00 per buildable square foot of the single
family developments (i.e. $6,018) to the City's Affordable Housing Reserve Fund in-lieu of registering the legal 
agreement on Title to secure a secondary suite. 

At Subdivision* stage, the developer is required to complete the following: 
• Pay Development Cost Charges (City and GVS&DD), Engineering Improvement Charges for future road 

improvements, School Site Acquisition Charge, Address Assignment Fee, and Servicing Costs. The developer 
may be required to grant a 3.0 m statutory right-of-way along the south property line of the subject site to enable 
access to the existing sanitary sewer. 

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 ofthe 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 ofthe appropriate bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of credit and 
withholding permits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a form and content 
satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Permit(s), and/or 
Building Permit(s) to the satisfaction ofthe 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 ofthe 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 concurrence on file) 

Signed Date 

3951325 
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City of 
, Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 9050 (RZ 13-629950) 

11140 King Road 

Bylaw 9050 

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 "SINGLE DETACHED (RS21B)". 

P.I.D. 005-338-301 
WESTERLY 84 FEET LOT 248 SECTION 25 BLOCK 4 NORTH RANGE 6 WEST 
NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT PLAN 40464 
THE SAID WESTERLY 84 FEET BEING MEASURED PERPENDICULARL Y TO THE 
WEST BOUNDARY OF SAID LOT 

2. This Bylaw may be cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9050". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON 

SECOND READING 

THIRD READING 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

MAYOR 

3965366 

CORPORATE OFFICER 

CITY OF 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

~ 
APPROVED 
by Director 
or Solicitor 

/t£. 
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