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General Purposes Committee

Council Chambers, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Monday, November 15, 2021
4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes
Committee held on November 1, 2021.

COMMUNITY SERVICES DIVISION

PHOENIX NET LOFT - PHASE ONE PUBLIC CONSULTATION

RESULTS, GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND NEXT STEPS
(File Ref. No. 11-7141-01) (REDMS No. 6678295)

See Page GP-7 for full report

Designated Speaker: Rebecca Clarke

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the report titled “Phoenix Net Loft - Phase One Public Consultation
Results, Guiding Principles, and Next Steps,” dated October 12, 2021, from
the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services, be endorsed to guide the
next phase of planning for the Phoenix Net Loft.
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General Purposes Committee Agenda — Monday, November 15, 2021
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ITEM

COMMUNITY SAFETY DIVISION

SOIL USE FOR THE PLACEMENT OF FILL APPLICATION FOR
THE PROPERTY PID: 005-480-663 (17260 BLOCK OF RIVER ROAD -

SAHOTA)
(File Ref. No. 12-8080-12-01) (REDMS No. 6758919)

See Page GP-18 for full report

Designated Speaker: Mark Corrado

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the ‘Soil Use for the Placement of Fill’ application, submitted by
Harinder (Harry) Sahota (the “Applicant™), proposing to deposit soil for the
purpose of developing a garlic farm on the property identified as PID: 005-
480-663, located south of 17260 River Road, be authorized for referral to
the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for the ALC to review and
determine the merits of the proposal from an agricultural perspective as the
Applicant has satisfied all of the City’s current reporting requirements.

ADDED

GP-121

3.

REQUEST FROM CHIMO COMMUNITY SERVICES
(File Ref. No.)

See Page GP-121 for background information

ADJOURNMENT
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City of
Richmond

Date:

Place:

Present:

Call to Order:

General Purposes Committee

Monday, November [, 2021

Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair

Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Carol Day (by teleconference)
Councillor Andy Hobbs

Councillor Alexa Loo (by teleconference)
Councillor Bill McNulty

Councillor Linda McPhail (by teleconfercnce)
Councillor Harold Steves (by teleconference)
Councillor Michael Wolle (by teleconference)

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded

Minutes

That the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes Committee held on

October 18, 2021, be adopted as circulated.

DELEGATION

CARRIED

With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation (copy on-file, City Clerk’s Office),
Dustin Bergstrom, Lauren Matthias, Darcy Paslawksi, Trevor Paul, Donald
Trapp, and Darcy Vermeulen, Transportation Investment Corporation,
provided an update on the George Massey Crossing Program and briefed
Committee on (i) the proposed Stcveston Interchange project, (ii) the
Environmental Assessment process, (iii) project timelines, and (iv) the public

consultation process.
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, November 1, 2021

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) replacement options of the BC Hydro
transmission lines from the existing tunnel, (ii) proposed configuration of the
HOV and cycling and pedestrian lanes, and (iii) consultation with first
responders on emergency vehicle access.

LAW AND LEGISLATION SERVICES DIVISION

AMENDMENTS TO THE COUNCIL PROCEDURE BYLAW-

ELECTRONIC MEETINGS AND ELECTRONC PARTICIPATION
(File Ref. No. 99-LAW) (REDMS No. 6766603)

Staff reviewed the proposed amendments, and spoke on legislative provisions
allowing for electronic participation of Council members in Council and
Committee meetings.

It was moved and seconded

(1) That Council Procedure Bylaw No. 7560, Amendment Bylaw No.
10302, which introduces amendments relating to electronic meetings
and electronic participation, be introduced and given first, second
and third readings,

(2)  That Council authorize participation by the public and the holding of
public hearings and board of variance hearings by means of
electronic or other communication facilities as contemplated in the
report titled “Amendments to the Council Procedure Bylaw -
Electronic Meetings and Electronic Participation” and dated
October 18, 2021 from the Director, City Clerk’s Office; and

(3)  That staff report back to Council in the event technical or operational
issues arise through the implementation of Recommendation 2 of the
report titled “Amendments to the Council Procedure Bylaw -
Electronic Meetings and Electronic Participation” and dated October
18, 2021 from the Director, City Clerk’s Office.

The question on the motion was not called as discussion ensued with regard to
Council member meeting attendance requirements and options to allow
electronic attendance of Council members by Council resolution at the
beginning of a meeting.

As a result of the discussion, the following amendment meotion was
introduced:
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, November 1, 2021

It was moved and seconded

That Council Procedure Bylaw No. 7560, Amendment Bylaw No. 10302 be
amended to insert the following at the end of Section 1.4.1: “provided the
member of Council is approved to participate in this manner by Council
Resolution.”

CARRIED
Opposed: Cllrs. Day
Loo

McPhail

The question on the main motion, as amended, which reads as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

That Council Procedure Bylaw No. 7560, Amendment Bylaw No.
10302, which introduces amendments relating to electronic meetings
and electronic participation, be introduced and given first, second and
third readings;

That Council authorize participation by the public and the holding of
public hearings and board of variance hearings by means of electronic
or other communication facilities as contemplated in the report titled
“Amendments to the Council Procedure Bylaw — Electronic Meetings
and Electronic Participation” and dated October 18, 2021 from the
Director, City Clerk’s Office,

That staff report back to Council in the event technical or operational
issues arise through the implementation of Recommendation 2 of the
report titled “Amendments to the Council Procedure Bylaw -
Electronic Meetings and Electronic Participation” and dated October
18, 2021 from the Director, City Clerk’s Office; and

That Council Procedure Bylaw No. 7560, Amendment Bylaw No. 10302
be amended to insert the following at the end of Section 1.4.1:
“provided the member of Council is approved to participate in this
manner by Council Resolution.”

was then called, and it was CARRIED.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:54 p.m.).

CARRIED
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General Purposes Committee
Monday, November 1, 2021

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Chair

GP-6

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the General
Purposes Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Monday,
November 1, 2021.

Evangel Biason
Legislative Services Associate
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To: General Purposes Committee Date: October 12, 2021

From: Marie Fenwick File: 11-7141-01/2021-Vol
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services 01

Re: Phoenix Net Loft - Phase One Public Consultation Results, Guiding

Principles and Next Steps

Staff Recommendation

That the report titled “Phoenix Net Loft - Phase One Public Consultation Results, Guiding
Principles, and Next Steps,” dated October 12, 2021, from the Director, Arts, Culture and
Heritage Services, be endorsed to guide the next phase of planning for the Phoenix Net Loft.

OM 2% w‘%/

Marie Fenwick
Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services
(604-276-4288)

Att. 2
REPORT CONCURRENCE
ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Facility Services & Project Development %}
Transportation ] g&‘,‘/ PN

SENIOR STAFF REPORT REVIEW INTIALS: A@OVED BY &\
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October 12, 2021 -2~

Staff Report
Origin
At the regular Council meeting on February 24, 2020, Council endorsed the following resolution:

(1) That the Capital Program budget be amended from the previously approved $11.5M to
$19.44M for the Phoenix Net Loft Preservation project for Option C — Museum-style
Interpretive Centre use for the Phoenix Net Loft preservation project;

(2) That the difference of the $11.5M and the Proposed $19.44M (87.94M) to be used for the
Phoenix Net Loft preservation project be withdrawn from the Capital Building and

Infrastructure Reserve Fund; and
(3) That the Consolidated 5 Year Financial Plan (2020-2024) be amended accordingly.

At the regular Council meeting on June 22, 2020, Council endorsed the following resolution:

1) That staff be authorized to proceed with Phase One of the Phoenix Net Loft Public
Consultation Process as described in the staff report titled "Phoenix Net Loft Public
Consultation Process", dated May 22, 2020, from the Director, Arts, Culture and
Heritage Services, and

2) That staff add the Steveston Community Society, Richmond School District No. 38, the
Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee, the Richmond Centre for Disability, youth
groups, and the Musqueam First Nation to the primary list of stakeholders in the
consultation process.

The purpose of this report is to:

1) Report back to Council on the findings of phase one of the public consultation process;

and
2) Seek Council endorsement of the proposed Guiding Principles to advance the program

options.
This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #3 One Community Together:

Vibrant and diverse arts and cultural activities and opportunities for conmunity
engagement and connection.

3.2 Enhance arts and cultural programs and activifies.
3.4 Celebrate Richmond's unique and diverse history and heritage.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #4 An Active and Thriving
Richmond:

An active and thriving community characterized by diverse social and wellness
programs, services and spaces that foster health and well-being for all.

4.2 Ensure infrastructure meets changing community needs, current trends and best

practices.

6678295
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This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #6 Strategic and Well-Planned
Growth:

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

6.4 Recognize Richmond's history and heritage through preservation, protection and
interpretation.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #8 An Engaged and Informed
Community:

Ensure that the citizenry of Richmond is well-informed and engaged about City business
and decision-making.

8.1 Increased opportunities for public engagement.
Analysis

Background
History of Building

Located adjacent to the Britannia Shipyards National Historic Site, the Phoenix Net Loft was
constructed in 1943 as a facility to dry, mend and store fishing nets. It is part of a collection of
historic buildings on the waterfront, constructed to service the fishing and boat building industry
in Steveston. The Phoenix Net Loft originally supported the Phoenix Cannery’s operation and
served as a net storage and repair facility until the early 2000’s when the City acquired the
building from BC Packers as part of the redevelopment of their land in Steveston.

It is an identified heritage building and its character defining elements include:
e association with the canning and fishing industry in Steveston;
¢ Jocation on the riverfront adjacent to the Britannia Shipyards buildings;
¢ scale, massing, and heavy timber construction; and
e details of its construction including board and batten siding, unique gabled roof design
and piling foundation.

On February 24, 2020, Council approved $19.44 million for deconstruction, select salvage and
reconstruction of a shell building. In the past year, the building was deconstructed with a portion
of the original building materials salvaged and stored for reuse. Building reconstruction remains
on hold until Council has endorsed a program and provided any additional budget necessary to
implement the selected program. The current construction climate has significant volatility that
could lead to increased reconstruction costs.

6678295
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Provincial Water Lot Lease

The Phoenix Net Loft is located within a lot that the City leases from the Province. This water lot
lease went into effect January 1, 2017 and expires in 30 years. The terms of this lease dictate the
current allowable activities at this site. The City is required to have the consent of the Ministry of
Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations and Rural Development (FLNRORD) before
undertaking any activities outside the current lease agreement and Management Plan and this
will need to be considered in planning.

Phase One Public Consultation

Part of the standard City approach to program planning for a public facility is an extensive public
consultation process to ensure the building program meets the current and future needs of the
community. As articulated in the report to Council dated December 13, 2019, the purposes of a
public consultation process are:
e To ensure the building design and programming meet the current and future needs of the
general public and stakeholder groups;
e To ensure the development process for the facility is transparent and provides opportunity
for input into decision making where appropriate; and
e To ensure the public is informed, engaged, and excited about the benefits to the
community of the facility.

Council endorsed the recommendations in the staff report titled “Phoenix Net Loft Public
Consultation Process”, dated May 22, 2020, from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage
Services for a two-phase public consultation process.

Phase One, which is now complete, included consultation with key stakeholders to:
e determine target audiences for the facility;
e define key interpretive theme(s); and
¢ identify amenities and interpretive elements that would be required to support the
interpretive themes and attract target audiences.

Consultation with key stakeholders was undertaken between December 2020 and March 2021.
Consultation included a variety of engagement methods to better understand the needs, wants
and opportunities identified by the community. A list of the 15 stakeholder groups engaged
through this process is found in Attachment 1.

Phase One Consultation included:

1) Workshops with the following groups:
¢ Britannia Shipyards National Historic Site Society board members;
¢ Richmond Museum Society board members;
e A Heritage Focus Group including representatives from the Gulf of Georgia
Cannery Society, Tourism Richmond, and the Steveston Historical Society; and
¢ Richmond Museum and Heritage Services youth volunteers and Heritage Fair
Alumni.

6678295
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2) Interviews with 11 individual community members representing people in different
stages of life with involvement in the fishing industry, business community, education
system, and heritage sector. All interviewees are active in the community, share an
interest in heritage, and a love of Steveston. Some respondents have deep
multigenerational roots in Steveston and most have lived in Richmond for many years.
The interviews reflect diverse cultural backgrounds including people of Japanese,
Chinese, European, and other descents.

3) A survey was circulated to 14 Richmond organizations for distribution to their
membership and /or stakeholders. 65 responses were received from individuals who
identified as follows:

e 16 historical or heritage stakeholders;
e 30 community volunteers;

e 10 educators;

e 11 local business persons;

e nine tourism sector stakeholders; and

21 others ranging from Steveston residents to business persons to board members of

local non-profits.

4) Staff had informal discussions with a Musqueam representative who indicated interest in
the future use of the Phoenix Net Loft. Of particular interest was the potential connection
of this project to the current work they are undertaking with the Fraser River Discover
Centre in New Westminster to create a network of interpretive sites related to the Fraser
River.

Phase One Consultation Results

The tables below outline the stakeholder recommendations that emerged through the engagement
process detailed above.

Topic Stakeholder Recommendatlons =

Value demonstrate good value for taxpayels and commumty
generate income to sustain operations

Audience Richmond residents and visitors

all ages, particularly families and youth

Interpretive Approach a fun, dynamic environment

highly interactive, hands-on experiences

curriculum-based school programming and teacher training
year-round arts opportunities

serve as a hub to explore the local environment and heritage sites

Interpretative Topic local and global environmental issues

First Nations cultural heritage

the fisheries, particularly the experience of being a fisher
culturally diverse communities, but do not repeat what has been
done at other sites in Steveston

6678295
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Amenities offer food services and/or shopping opportunities
provide an outlet for local and regional products
provide additional boat moorage and support for recreational boaters

Space and Place adaptively reconstruct building for intended use

design for year-round use and seasonal flexibility

celebrate the waterfront location

contribute to Steveston’s sense of place

be part of, or relate to, the Britannia Shipyards National Historic Site

The stakeholder consultation process also identified several considerations that cannot be fully
addressed by the Phoenix Net Loft project but are critical to the project’s long-term success.

Topic o :Stal(eholder Recommendatlons : .

Connectivity and deveIOp connections between the her1tage s1tes

Orientation improve wayfinding and interpretation along the waterfront
provide a welcome and orientation to Britannia Shipyards

Heritage Strategic undertake a strategic plan for all City museums and heritage sites to

Planning help residents understand how specific projects fit into the entire
Richmond picture

Parking and address the actual and perceived parking situation in Steveston and

Transportation at Britannia Shipyards
improve public transportation to Steveston and Britannia Shipyards
improve transportation from one end of Steveston to the other

The concepts for interpretive and other uses that were identified by the stakeholders included a
Fraser River and estuary interpretive centre; a maritime and fishing interpretive centre; a First
Nations interpretive centre; public market for local and regional products; and a space for local
artists and artisans. Different interpretive and program options and typologies will have different
capital and operating impacts that will be further explored in the next phase of planning.
Attachment 2 provides a high-level understanding of the operating costs and ratio of earned
revenue to subsidy associated with different types of spaces.

While no single interpretive theme or program use emerged strongly through the stakeholder
consultation, there was consensus that this is not a suitable location for the new Richmond
Museum. Although the location has some alignment with the criteria established for the
Richmond Museum in the Richmond Museum Models Study completed in 2018 (ie: near other
cultural amenities), it is not aligned with the vision of the Richmond Museum being in a central
location, well connected to transportation networks. Additionally, the environmental conditions
created by the location over the water will create challenges to the display of environmentally
sensitive artefacts, and the ability to meet the environmental standards often required to display
borrowed artefacts and host travelling exhibitions.

The feedback received during Phase One engagement was mixed. Interpretive centre options
preferred by the stakeholders consulted are high-impact options that require further planning to
determine the feasibility of the Phoenix location. Alternatively, community members identified
program options, which, although not strictly interpretive in nature, suit the location and address
different community needs.

6678295
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During the consultation process, some stakeholders expressed concerns about the value of this
project relative to the investment. The majority of stakeholders felt strongly that any use of the
space should bring significant value back to the community and enhance Richmond’s profile.
Stakeholders expressed that value to the community could be found through direct and indirect
economic benefits and/or the offer of exciting new services for community members.

In consideration of the feedback received, staff are seeking Council-endorsement of guiding
principles and recommending additional work be undertaken prior to proceeding with the next
phase of public consultation.

Proposed Guiding Principles for the Phoenix Net Loft Project
The following guiding principles were identified based on the stakeholder input described above.

The program offered at the Phoenix Net Loft should:
e serve Richmond residents and visitors equally;
e appeal to all ages;
¢ not duplicate what is offered at other sites in Richmond;
e provide highly interactive and dynamic experiences;
e contribute to Steveston’s sense of place;
e complement the experience offered at the Britannia Shipyards National Historic Site; and
e provide revenue-generating opportunities to sustain on-going operations, such as food
service or retail.

The reconstruction of the Phoenix Net Loft should:
e retain the character defining elements of the original building;
be adaptive to meet the needs of the new program;
support year-round use; and
celebrate its waterfront location.

With Council endorsement, these guiding principles will help define the potential options for
future use.

Next Steps

Should Council endorse the proposed Phoenix Net Loft Guiding Principles to guide future work
on the project, staft propose the following next steps:

1. Conduct further analysis on site limitations, including parking and transportation, and
market opportunities for a cultural facility;

2. Consult with FLNROD to understand the potential water lot lease impacts of any
proposed changes to current use (ie: food service and/or retail); and

3. Report back with proposed program options, order of magnitude capital costing and
operating budget impact and seek further Council direction.

This work can be done within the existing budget.
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Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Phase One of public consultation to identify a program for the Phoenix Net Loft is complete with
15 stakeholder groups participating. Staft are seeking endorsement of guiding principles
identified thru the Phase One consultation process. Based on these principles and with additional
analysis, staff will report back to Council with proposed program options, order of magnitude
capital costing and operating budget impact.

b Gk

Rebecca Clarke
Manager, Museum and Heritage Services
(604-247-8330)

Att. 1: List of stakeholders engaged in Phase One
2: Financial Considerations
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ATTACHMENT 1

List of stakeholders engaged in Phase One

Britannia Shipyard National Historic Site Society
Steveston Historical Society

Richmond Museum Society

Gulf of Georgia Cannery Society

Steveston Merchants Association

Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee
Richmond Heritage Commission

Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee

Steveston Community Society

= © ® N R WL =

o

. London Heritage Farm Society
. Tourism Richmond stakeholders
. Musqueam

. School District No. 38 teachers

S VU W—y
AW N =

. Richmond Centre for Disability
. Richmond youth

. Individual heritage site volunteers and staff

—_ =
N W
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ATTACHMENT 2

Financial Considerations

The following chart looks at the utilization of various types of venues versus operaling cost,
Aquariums and highly interactive science centers are among the highest utilized types of
musewms. They tend to attract somcthing in the range of five times the utilization of simitar-
sized passive, history-based museums.

In terms of utilization, an arts space or public market would likely fall somewhere between a
highly intcractive venuc and a partially interactive venue. At this point in planning, we have nol
developed enough data to advise on the relative operating cost Tor these venues.

HIGH

Highly Iimeractive

LO

UTILIZATION

Paifially Inlcractive

Low=Inleractive

LO HIGH
OPERATING COST

Each of these four “first look™ possibilities has diffcrent operaling income and cost implications.
We can look at the possible ratio of operating earned income to support that may expecled (or
each of the potential venucs.

Support includes all income from grants, donations, City of Richmond subsidies, cndowment
draw and other contributed income.

Earned Income is the result of' all income Jrom business aclivities including sales, admissions,
memberships, and rents.
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Fa City of
5841 Richmond

Report to Committee

To: General Purposes Committee Date: October 5, 2021
From: Mark Corrado File:  12-8080-12-01/Vol 01
Manager, Community Safety Policy and
Programs
Re: Soil Use for the Placement of Fill Application for the Property PID: 005-480-

663 (17260 Block of River Road - Sahota)

Staff Recommendation

That the ‘Soil Use for the Placement of Fill” application, submitted by Harinder (Harry) Sahota
(the “Applicant”), proposing to deposit soil for the purpose of developing a garlic farm on the
property identified as PID: 005-480-663, located south of 17260 River Road, be authorized for
referral to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for the ALC to review and determine the
merits of the proposal from an agricultural perspective as the Applicant has satisfied all of the

City’s current reporting requirements.

Genera_Manager, Community Safety
(604-276-4122)

Att. 6
REPORT CONCURRENCE
RoOUTED To: CONCURRENCE
Engineering %}
Finance 1%
Policy Planning ¥
Sustainability & District Energy 1|
Transportation 1|
INITIALS:

SENIOR STAFF REPORT REVIEW

e

APPRO\

6758919

GP-18




October 5, 2021 -2 -

Staff Report
Origin

The City of Richmond has received a ‘Soil Use for the Placement of Fill’ application for the
property identified as PID: 005-480-663 (the “Property”) which is located south of 17260 River
Road. The Property and 17260 River Road, which are both owned by the Owner, are bisected by
a City-owned “right-of-way” i.e. unimproved road allowance (the “Allowance”). The Applicant
is proposing to import and deposit 12,000 cubic metres of soil to improve the agricultural
capability of the Property to produce garlic.

The Property is situated within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) and is subject to provisions
of the Agricultural Land Commission Act (the “4ALCA”) and its regulations (the “Regulations”),
and the City’s Soil Deposit and Removal Bylaw No. 10200 (the “Soil Bylaw”).

Pursuant to applicable Provincial regulations, a ‘Soil Use for the Placement of Fill” application
requires authorization from local government in order to be referred to the Agricultural Land
Commission (ALC) for their review and approval. As such, this application must be submitted to
the City for review and a decision from Council. Should the application be referred to the ALC
and should it subsequently be approved by the ALC, the Applicant is required to satisfy the
City’s requirements outlined in the Soil Bylaw before a soil deposit permit would be issued by
the City.

The Applicant has satisfied all of the City’s referral requirements for submission to the ALC.

Should the applicant’s ‘Soil Use for the Placement of Fill’ application be approved by Council
and the ALC, the Applicant would be required to obtain a licensing agreement with the City to
utilize the Allowance.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2018-2022 Strategy #2 A Sustainable and
Environmentally Conscious City:

Environmentally conscious decision-making that demonstrates leadership in
implementing innovative, sustainable practices and supports the City's unique
biodiversity and island ecology.

2.1 Continued leadership in addressing climate change and promoting circular economic
principles.

2.3 Increase emphasis on local food systems, urban agriculture and organic farming.
Analysis

The Property is zoned AG1 (Agriculture). The current zoning permits a wide range of farming
and compatible uses consistent with the provisions of the ALCA and Regulations and the City’s
Official Community Plan and Zoning Bylaw. The Applicant is proposing to deposit 12,000 cubic
metres of soil over the majority of the 1.22 ha Property at an average depth of 1.0m. The primary
objective is to improve the agricultural capability of the Property by eliminating excess water
issues by raising the elevation of the property to create a garlic farm.

6758919
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Uses on Adjacent Lots

e To the North: ALR — Land is not in agricultural production

e To the East:

ALR — Land is not in agricultural production

e To the South: ALR — Canadian National Railway
e Tothe West: ALR — Land is not in agricultural production

Table 1: Existing Information and Proposed Changes for the Property

Item Existing
Owner Sahota Holdings Ltd.
Applicant Harinder (Harry) Sahota (the “Applicant”)

Qualified Agrologists (the
“Agrologists”)

Daniel Lamhonwah, PhD, MES, P. Ag. (Madrone
Environmental Services Ltd.)

Jessica Stewart, P.Ag., P.Geo (Madrone Environmental
Services Ltd.)

Lot Size

1.22 hectares (3.02 acres)

Current Land Uses

The Property is not currently being farmed

Proposed Land Uses The Applicant intends to farm the Property following
completion of the proposed project

Zoning AGl1

Official Community Plan Designation | Agriculture

ALR Designation

The Property is within the ALR

Riparian Management Area (RMA)

Yes; no disturbance proposed

Environmental Sensitive Area (ESA)

Yes

Project Overview

The Applicant, who has owned the Property since 2008, is applying to deposit 12,000 cubic metres
of soil over the entirety of the Property minus setback requirements at an average depth of 1.0m.
The objective is to improve the agricultural capability of the Property from its current Class 4W
(with excess water limitations) to a 2W classification to allow for the development of a garlic
farm. The Agrologists have stated the proposed soil type to be imported (sandy loam, loamy sand)
will ensure the Applicant can grow garlic post-project completion. In addition, the soil to be
imported will provide flexibility for the Applicant to grow the widest range of crops should the

Applicant wish to do so in the future.

The Applicant has advised that the project will take two years to complete. The timeline for
completion is heavily dependent on ensuring the appropriate soil as, recommended by the
Agrologists, is sourced to complete the project. Soil sourcing has not commenced at this time due
to the considerable period of time involved with respect to the soil deposit application process
and seeking approval from the City and ALC.

6758919
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Staff Comments

The proposal aligns with a number of Council endorsed strategies and directions including
concerns about the use of Richmond soil. Other objectives satisfied by the project are described
as follows:

e The Applicant’s desire to utilize Richmond soil where possible provides for a reduction
in carbon emissions as there will be a considerable decrease in mileage as trucks will not
be traveling back and forth from City approved development projects to the Fraser Valley
as is the common practice;

e Following completion of the project and implementation of the Farm Plan under the
guidance of a qualified agrologist, the Applicant will start farming lands not currently
under production thus supporting initiatives as described within the City’s Food Charter;
and

o The proposal to raise the Property to improve the agricultural viability is consistent with
the City’s current Flood Protection Management Strategy (FPMS) which identifies
raising land levels within all areas of the City as a key overall long-term objective.

Richmond Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee (FSAAC) Consultation

The Applicant presented the proposal to the FSAAC on September 28, 2021. The FSAAC
unanimously supported the proposal passing a motion with the following condition:

That the Food Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee (FSAAC) support the
Agricultural Land Reserve Soil Use for the Placement of Fill Application at PID 005-
480-663 (CD 93639) subject to the City retaining a portion ($340,000) of the security
deposit associated with the application to ensure the farm plan is implemented within a
year of the project completion.

Agricuftural Considerations

The Applicant retained Jessica Stewart, P.Ag., P.Geo to review and assess the Property and prepare
recommendations to improve the growing conditions on the Property in addition to preparing a farm
plan that addresses the Applicant’s desire to grow garlic post-project completion. The Agrologists
have provided a Soil Placement Plan (Attachment 1) and a Summary Report (Attachment 2)
which includes a farm plan.

The Soil Placement Plan (the “Placement Plan”) has addressed the current soil conditions on the
Property. The Agrologists have concluded that the Property has a class 4W limitation. As per the
Land Capability Classification for Agriculture in British Columbia manual, a Class 4W property
has “frequent or continuous occurrence of excess water during the growing period causing
moderate crop damage and occasional crop loss. Water level is near the soil surface during most
of the winter and/or until late spring preventing seeding in some years, or the soil is very poorly
drained.”
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The Agrologists have stated “that the placement of soil will raise the growing medium above the
water tables and would be a permanent solution to improve the agricultural limitations of the
[Property].” Furthermore, it is the opinion of the Agrologists that pumping may not be an
appropriate solution given the surrounding area and would be “costly and may not be reliable”
for the Applicant to implement.

As noted in the Placement Plan, the Applicant intends to strip/excavate the native topsoil/peat
and stockpile on the Property prior to soil importation. Following completion of importation, the
peat/topsoil will be placed on top of the imported soil. The primary motivator in conserving the
native topsoil/peat is to ensure conservation of the “good-quality topsoil.”

The Summary Report provided by the Agrologists both encapsulates the overall soil deposit
proposal and provides a framework of the Applicant’s intensions to grow garlic following
completion of the project. The Summary Report is in line with the City’s Farm Plan
requirements.

In addition to the aforesaid reports, the Agrologists have provided a memorandum (Attachment
3) identifying areas within the Lower Mainland in which the agriculturally-suitable soil may be
sourced. As per the memorandum, the Agrologists have identified that agriculturally-suitable
soil required to complete the proposal may be sourced from Richmond (first priority of the
Applicant), Delta, South Vancouver, South Burnaby, and the UBC Endowment Lands. Analysis
to determine suitable source locations was undertaken by the Agrologists utilizing the BC Soil
Information Tool which provides access to soil survey data, reports and maps and is hosted by
the provincial government.

Bruce McTavish (MSc, MBA, PAg, RPBio), an independent qualified agrologist representing
the City, has reviewed the proposal (Attachment 4) from an agricultural perspective on behalf of
the City and has not provided any concerns regarding the proposal or current land capability
assessment by the Agrologists.

Mr. McTavish’s review substantiates the conclusions of the Agrologists that the Property has a
land capability of 4W. In addition, Mr. McTavish “supports [their] conclusion that the wetness
is likely exacerbated by land raising on adjacent properties.” Lastly, Mr. McTavish has
confirmed that the proposal satisfies requirements as per ALC Policy P-10 “Criteria for
Agricultural Capability Assessments.”

City staff have reviewed the reports provided by the Agrologists and have concluded that the
reports satisty the City’s requirements.

Drainage & Geotechnical Considerations

The Applicant has provided the City a Drainage Plan (Attachment 5) and a Geotechnical
Investigation report (Attachment 6).
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The Geotechnical Report, provided by Geopacific Consultants Ltd., has concluded that
implementation of the Placement Plan, which includes excavation of the native peat and
replacement with structural fill (i.e. soil) with a grade reinstatement of 1.0m will not negatively
impact neighbouring lands or City infrastructure. As noted above, soil placement will follow the
stripping and stockpiling of the excavated native topsoil/peat which will then be placed over top of
the imported soil.

As noted in the Placement Plan, the Applicant owns two properties that are separated by an
Allowance. The Applicant will be required to obtain a licencing agreement with the City to
utilize the Allowance to access the Property and direct runoff to the City drainage system on
River Road. Completion of a licencing agreement will be required prior to issuance of a soil
deposit permit should the proposal receive approval. Additional drainage and geotechnical
information may be required by staff to facilitate a potential licensing agreement.

Staff have reviewed the Drainage Plan and Geotechnical Report and have no concerns relative to
the conclusions of the Applicant’s qualified professionals.

Environmental Considerations

The Property is designated as an Environmentally Sensitive Area; however, the Property is
within the ALR. As per City requirements, the Applicant will be required to obtain an ESA DP
exemption.

The Applicant is exempt from obtaining a tree removal permit for the Property.

Should the City and ALC provide approval, the City’s soil deposit permit (the “Permit™)
conditions will require that all work undertaken in or around a watercourse, must be completed
in compliance with the Water Sustainability Act, under the guidance of a Qualified
Environmental Professional (QEP). Should it be deemed necessary, City staff will require that
erosion and sediment control measures be installed and inspected by a QEP.

Financial Costs and Considerations for the Applicant

Due to ongoing and approved development within the City of Richmond and the Lower
Mainland, developers and contractors must find a location (the “End Site”) that will accept soil
excavated and removed off-site to facilitate development. Due to such demand, a market has
been created in which End Site owners can generate income via tipping fees such as the fees
collected by the City for accepting agriculturally viable soil for the Garden City Lands. Such fees
are variable depending on the location, type and volume of soil, and season. Contractors are
willing to pay a premium based on location of the soil (the “Source Site”) to the End Site in
order to reduce significant costs. Although End Site owners derive income due to tipping fees,
soil deposit projects are not without significant costs to the Permit holder.
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It is anticipated that the project may generate tipping fees in excess of $100,000 for the
Applicant. However, the income derived through tipping fees shall be offset by costs due to
upfront reporting expenditures, site preparation, project management, daily personnel and
machine expenditures, ongoing inspection and reporting by the project’s agrologist-of-record,
drainage upgrades, and final reporting expenses. It is estimated by the Applicant that site
preparation costs will be “approximately $30,000 to $40,000.”

In addition, should Consolidated Fees Bylaw No. 8636, Amendment 10283 be adopted by
Council, the City will require payment from the Applicant of a non-refundable volume fee in the
range of $12,000 to $24,000.

Please refer to Attachment 2 for an outline of potential costs to the Applicant to complete the
project, conduct farming operations and projected income through the sale of garlic.

Road and Traffic Considerations

Transportation staff have reviewed the proposal and will require a Transportation Management
Plan should the application receive approval.

Soil Deposit Permit Requirements and City Inspection and Project Oversight Protocols

Should the proposal receive ALC and City approval, City staff will prepare a comprehensive
Permit that sets out a number of conditions, including but not limited to:

e Project oversight and reporting requirements by an qualified agrologist;

¢ Source site inspection requirements;

e On-site monitoring requirements;

e Requirements for protection of the Riparian Management Area near the proposed truck
entrance point on River Road;

e Permitted hours/days of operation;

e Traffic Management Plan requirements; and

e Security deposits (further explained below).

Qualified Professional reporting requirements are intended to be similar to the requirements for
the Sixwest Holdings soil deposit project located on Westminster Highway. This will include
that the agrologist-of-record inspect and approve all source sites. An on-site monitor will be
required to inspect each load of soil prior to deposition on the Property and maintain an accurate
daily log of trucks depositing soil on the site. At the sole discretion of the City, alternate
measures may be required (i.e. survey) to determine the final volume of soil deposited on the

Property.
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In addition to the expected reporting requirements of the agrologist-of-record or other qualified
professionals, City staff will maintain proactive inspection and enforcement on the Property that
will include the following:

e Multiple site inspections per week of the Property at the onset of the project to ensure
conditions of the Permit are being maintained;

o  Weekly site assessments to continue to be undertaken when soil importation is

underway to ensure the Permit conditions are respected;

Regular monthly on-site meetings with the site supervisor;

Maintain communication with the agrologist-of-record on a regular basis;

Review reports to ensure conditions of the Permit are being satisfied; and

Advise the ALC of concerns relative to the project and request that ALC staff

undertake inspections to ensure compliance with ALC approval conditions.

No soil will be permitted to be imported/deposited until such time as all City and ALC
requirements have been satisfied and the Permit has been issued by the City.

Security Bonds

Should the soil deposit project receive approval, the City will require that the Applicant provide
as per the Soil Bylaw, a security deposit in the amount of $60,000 (§5 per cubic metre). The
security deposit will not be returned until all conditions as stated in the Permit and the ALC
approval are satisfied in their entirety, to the satisfaction of the City.

The Applicant has been advised that a portion of the security deposit in the amount of $40,000
will be withheld until implementation of the Farm Plan has been confirmed by the agrologist-of-
record as completed.

In addition to the security bond provided to the City, the ALC has the authority to require a
performance bond to ensure that the project is satisfactorily completed. The bond required by the
ALC is also intended to ensure the rehabilitation of the Property in the event the project is not
completed. ALC performance bonds and the approved volumes from previous approvals for
projects within the City are as follows:

e $60,000 —23,673m> (Gosal - approved Oct 2020)

e $70,000 — 17,500m? (Athwal - approved May 2020)

s $160,000 — 48,000m? (City of Richmond - approved June 2017)
$290,000 — 140,000m? (Sixwest Holdings - approved Jan 2017)

¢ $500,000 — 102,080m? (Sunshine Cranberry Farms - approved Jan 2014)

Alternatives to Council Approval

Should Council not authorize staff to refer the proposal to the ALC for their review and decision;
the application will be considered to be rejected. Council may add additional recommendations
for ALC consideration within a referral to the ALC.
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Financial Impact

Should the proposal receive approval and the revised Consolidated Fees Bylaw No, 8636,
Amendment 10283 be adopted, the project will generate revenue for the City of between $12,000
and $24,000.

Conclusion

Staff recommends that the soil deposit application for the Property identified as P1D: 005-480-
663, located south of 17260 River Road, be authorized for referral to the ALC and for the ALC to
review and determine the merits of the proposal from an agricultural perspective as the Applicant
has satished all af the City’s current reporting requirciments.

Mike Morin Mark Corrado
Soil Bylaw Ofticer, Community Bylaws Manager, Community Safety Policy and
(604-204-8625) Programs

(604-204-8673)
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(NOT PART OF EITHER PROPERTY). THE PARCEL BOUNDARIES ARE FROM IMAPBC,
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Agricultural (AG-1), and lies within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). Mr. Sahota’s
other property at 17260 River Road is also in the ALR.

The primary limitation of the land for soil-based agriculture is poor drainage. There is a
uniform class 4W limitation. The property, which was formerly part of a large bog
containing forest and standing water, experiences excess water during the winter months
late into spring, and after prolenged precipitation events during the growing season. The
peat soils are shallow and limit water movement. There is a firm, slowly pervious mineral
horizon situated below the peat. Mottling in that mineral horizon indicates fluctuating water
tables.

Furthermore, the property is located on the Fraser River floodplain. Due to the River Road
dyke (which is part of the North Dyke), it is however, not subject to annual inundation by
the Frascr River freshet. The significance of the floodplain designation is that the Property

is low—lying with little elevation differences between Surrounding drainage ditches.

The placement of underdrains or drain tiles may result in a limited improvement. There is
only one ditch bordering the property that is situated to the south of the site at similar

elevation, therefore, the Site lacks freeboard.

Subsurface drainagc3 does not function when the water level in the receiving drainage ditch
(which in this case, is to the south) is higher than the drainage tile. Pumping water out of
the property would require assurance that the ditch to the south can accommodate the
volume of new water without impact to the railway or surrounding property owners. It
would also entail running discharge pumps — these arc costly and may not be reliable, which
may result in losses to the farmer should they fail during a period of crop production.

I have proposed that the placement of soil will raise the growing medium above the water
tables and would be a permanent solution to improve the agricultural limitations of the

site.

Mr. Sahota has not farmed the property but intends to cultivate vegetables in an open field
following soil placement (he originally planned greenhouses but these are not allowed by
CoR engineering on a ‘backland’ property lacking frontage and dedicated road access). The
land will be leased to a farmer to undertake this agricultural operation. Essentially, Mr.

3 A formerly used term for this is ‘drainage tile’. The ALC uses the term drainage tile
frequently. These are perforated pipes or ‘PVC’ placed under the surface - the exact
spacing is subject to the soil texture and local drainage.

DOSSIER: 19.0469 MADRONE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES LTD.
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Sahota wishes for his land to be used for some form of agricultural production
rather than Iying vacant and unused.

He wishes to overcome the existing agricultural limitations and raise the surface level by an
average' of 1.0 m by placing well-draining, sandy soil (screened by a P.Ag. for textural
suitability and agricultural suitability® prior to importation) on the property. The total
volume for this proposed project is 12,000 m*, covering approximately t.39 ha (the entirety
of the property). Again, this pertains only to the PID: 005-480-663 property and not the
17260 property or right-of—way

Physical Setting and Proposed Development

Location, Municipal Zoning & Development

The Property subject to this proposed development is situated approximately 8.1 km
northeast of downtown Richmond (Figure 1). The property is bound 1o the cast and west
by residential lots (agricultural) and to the south by the Canadian National railway line.

[Lis bound to the north by a right-of-way that [ understand was to be a built road. It is not
identilicd as a utility I'ight—of-way or as an "undcveloped street” on the City ol Richmond
Interactive Map program®. This right-of-way scparates the Property {from 17260 River Road
(not physically but as a legal boundary}. There are no field markings (i.c. fence, stakes) that
indicate this right-of-way exists. The driveway built from River Road runs through this

feature to access the Property that is intended to be developed under this proposal.

4 The average elevation of the property is approximately 0.9 m, however site elevations range from 0.77 m
to 1.29 m. The elevations are from a topographic survey recently completed for the Site.

5 Contains no prohibited materials or excess coarse fragments, and is not overly sandy or clay rich.

Richmond Interactive Map. Accessed January 13,
vy
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The 17260 River Road property is situated on the south side ol the Fraser River on River
Road, which is also a dyke constructed by the City of Richmond to protect from Fraser
River ﬂooding.

The legal description, zoning, and size of both properties owned by Mr. Sahota are
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Air photo analysis allows us to observe changes in the landscape over time, as well as find

features that may not be clearly visible during field assessments. However, short-term

events such as flooding are not always captured in air photos; we can only see them when

the damage is extensive and long-lasting.

TABLE 2: HISTORICAL AIRPHOTO REVIEW

hoto Numb

bservations Property and $

1938

A5872-90

Single, old, black and white airphoto. Very grainy image, difficult to see subject
property detail but CP railway has been constructed. River Road established. To
the south of the railway, the wet peat bog is nearly completely undeveloped.
There are standing pools of water throughout the bog.

There is no house on the property. Property and adjoining lots appear to be
cuitivated fields at River Road but are undeveloped on the north side of the CP
railway (bog) ~ this at present day, is the approximate southern half of these
lots. Mayland Farms Ltd. at No. 7 exists by this time ~ appears to be planted
rows and a fong barn {possibly dairy cows).

1949

BC786-75, -76

Extensive post-war development of bog. There are visible field rows throughout
the area, particularly along No. 7 and No. 8 roads. The bog hasn’t been
developed between the farms that front these roads (south of the CP railway).

There appears to be a house on the 17260 Road property near the present-day
location. Nearly the entire property area subject to soil placement is wet, with
visible standing water, particularly in the southwest corner (topographic low
based on the information in the supplied topographic survey).

There is what appears to be either a road or a drainage canal between the CP
Railway and a farm at No. 7 Road. Difficult to tell but appears to be drainage-
related.

1951

S70-RI-24,-25

There is a house in the present-day location of 17260 River Road, as well as
two structures at the southwest corner of the 17260 property. The land
appears to be joined with what is now a separate property to the east. There is
field grain or forage crop on the property where it meets River Road.

The Property (subject to soil placement proposal) is visibly wet, with standing
water along the southern half. A body of water appears to connect to the
adjacent property to the west (see also, Photo 1, below). There are scattered
trees in the wet area. It is not used for farming.

The bog is undeveloped south of the railway and between farms along No. 7
and No. 8 roads. There is standing water throughout.

DOSSIER:
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Observations & Interpretations of Property and Surrounding Are

1955

BC1870-15

Single, black and white photo. Farming development has moved into the bog
from both No. 7 and No. 8 roads. Trees have been cleared in the southern limit
of the property (there are still some remaining) - the adjacent property to the
west is wet but the property itself appears quite dry. This photo may have been
taken during the summer months. Discrete standing water throughout the bog
to the south of the railway visible. 17260 used for field crop (perhaps hay).

1963

BC5063-16, -
17

Trees completely removed from the property. There is standing water in the
southern portion of the property visible. The 17260 property and the subject
property form one field - appears to be cultivated for hay.

Substantial development of the bog to the south of the railway. Development of
cranberry farms. Field rows present.

1969

BC5321-073, -
74

Photo taken March 12, 1969. No change from 1963 photo. Property is
completely cleared. There is standing water throughout the proposed soil
pltacement area. This water connects to the water to the west - the southern
half of these properties towards the railway are completely undeveloped.

1973

BC5525-131, -
132

Photo taken Aprit 30, 1973. Approximately 2/3rds of the property is visibly wet
with standing water and shrubs in the photo - the northern 1/31 is drier. The
17260 River Road property has a wet swale through the centre and towards
the northwest corner where the house is. The neighboring properties to the
west are forested towards their southern extent at the railway.

1982

BCC324-208, -
209

First colour airphoto available. There are numerous cranberry and blueberry
farms in the surrounding area.

Approximately 2/3rds of the property is now covered in small trees and shrubs.
The 17260 property and right of way are covered in grass (compietely
deforested) but do not appear to be cultivated. There are no farm rows. There
may be hay/forage. This photo is taken during the fall as the cranberry wet
harvest is clearly visible.

No apparent wetness on the property. The ditch along River Road is full of
water. There may be water in the vegetated area on the property but it is not
visible. This is upland bog forest.

1986

30BC86039-
021, -22

Photo taken July 6, 1986. The 17260 property appears to have a plowed field.
There is no agriculture in the right of way or on the subject Property. Similar to
1982, the property is forested and has shrubs. It appears quite dry - this photo
is taken during the summer. The ditch between the property and the railway
does have visible water.

1991

FF9131-106

Colour photograph taken September 18, 1991. The quality is good but the
scale is quite small (1:24,000). There are no significant changes to the site
since 1986. The property is still covered in upland forest and shrubs. Only the
northern part of the property near the right of way is clear of vegetation.

No apparent agricultural activity at 17260 Road. There may be hay grown in
the field as it is kept continucusly clear of vegetation but detall is difficult to
see.

1997

FFCVCR9O700L
-5-145, -146

Colcur photograph taken September 22, 1997.

As for 1991 - increasing density of upland forest on the property. The bog to
the south of the railway is now completely developed into farmiand.

Of significant note - the property to the west of the Site is cleared and there
appears to be soil deposition and earthworks underway. All trees have been
removed.
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Drainage tile functions entirely through subsurface conveyance of water to the perforated
pipe, and subsequent gravity-driven drainage to ditching. The spacing of drainage tile is
adjusted based on the soil texture, while the depth is varied depending on local water table
elevation and intended crop type. Drainage tile does not function when the water level in

the receiving drainage ditch is hjgher than the drainage pipe.

The issue here is ‘freeboard’, which is the elevational difference between water in the
ditches (in this instance, the ditch to the south) and the water table of the property.
Underground drainage pipes must at least 30 cm (some references suggest up to 50 cm) and
preferably 60 c¢m deep, meaning that the freeboard must be 50 cm at a minimum. In
Richmond, the freeboard in the winter is often less than this. If this is too small, then

subsurface drainage will not work without pumping.

As described in Section 2.6, there is a ditch situated at the south property line and on the
north side of the railway grade. Water levels were below the crest of the ditch at the edge
of the property near the fence but the ditch was not completely full. The elevations of this
ditch relative to the property is unknown as the land survey does not extend into private
railway property. The ditch collects drainage from the property as well as the railway right
of way. My initial observation is that water levels in the ditch are not significantly lower
than that of the property, perhaps on the order of less than 0.5 m. Confirming ditch
elevations would require taking topographic points (land surveyor), however, it is noted
that this ditch appears to be on CN railway property, as it is situated outside the property

fence.
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It is thus a legitirnate concern that the timely and costly establishment of a farm on the Site
without prior soil placement or drainage system will lead to poor~yielding crops. In

addition, establishing crops in waterlogged soils poses a risk of root disease.

Suggested Improvement Method - Soil Placement

The importation of good-quality and well-draining (loam, sandy loam, loamy sand) soil is
thus considered a viable option to resolve the agricultural limitations of the poorly drained
native peat soils, which are excess wetness at Class 4W. Raising the land will also improve
the undesirable soil structure encountered in the Cg horizon, as this will now be located
much deeper from plant roots (greater than 1 m — undesirable soil structure does not take
into account depths below 1 m). This dense, impervious layer has a Class 3D limitation for

a griculture .

Methodology to Calculate Soil Depth and Volume

In determining the ideal depth and ultimately, the volume of soil required to raise the land

to improve wetness limitations, I considered:

1 The natural topography of the Site (as determined from the topographic survey,
Figure 2).

2 The drainage (ditches, natural slopes), as well as areas of ponded water.
3 The area to be cultivated (in ha).

4 Any features, including city infrastructure or private infrastructure that may require
setbacks.

The proposed farm use following soil deposition, which according to Mr. Sahota is

o1

open field farming with an access road (unpaved) along the western perimeter of the

property .

The average elevation of the property, as taken from the land survey, is approximately 0.9
m. As described above in Section 2.5, the elevations on the property range from 0.77 m to
a topographic high of 1.29 m. Raising the land by 0.5 m, for example, may be insufficient,
as there will be settling of placed soils and decomposition of the peat once it is disturbed.

Therefore, I considered that raising the average elevation of the property (which is
approximately 0.9 m) by 1 .0 m yields 1.9 m. Therefore, the depth of soil required to bring
the property uniformly to 1.9 m, which will still be below the grade of the River Road dyke,
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have maximum slopes of 1:3 (33%) on all sides. This is to reduce the effect of rill and gully
erosion, as well as the potential for instability (slumping) if the slopes of the soil placement

area are graded too steeply.

Peat Stripping & Topsoil Management

The imported soil will not be placed over the peat topsoil. Rather, the peat topsoil
will be stripped to the surface of the mineral horizon (which is the distinctly grey silt loam
horizon), stockpiled, and the imported mineral soil will be placed at the top of the silt loam
(Cg). The peat will then be spread on top in an even layer. The volume calculation still
stands, as we are simply ‘swapping” another soil layer between the existing peat (Oh) and
silt loam (Cg) horizons. The volume of soil does not change whether it is placed on top or

‘in the middle’. The net elevation increase is the same.

There are several reasons why peat stripping should be done for this project.

1 Covering the peat with a mineral soil will constitute a loss of a valuable topsoil
resource. In the interests of preserving the good-quality topsoil, stripping should be
done before soil deposition over the area. From my soil investigation (detailed in
the Land Capability Assessment) the first soil horizon (Oh) is a black to reddish
brown, humic peat layer that is between 35 cm and 80 cm thick. The geotechnical
test pits were done at different locations on the property and recorded peat between
0.6 m and 1.8 m thick. The geotechnical test pits were done in the summer when
site conditions were drier and enabled augering into portions of the property where
peat is deeper. During my assessment, I could only excavate in sparse dry areas.

Despite this, my soil pits all filled with water however at different rates.

2 The peat is subject to settlement if loaded by placed soils.

According to Zanelloa et al (2011),

“In drained peatlands the subsidence rate strongly depends on a number of factors, including
type of peat, density of the organic material, drainage depth, climate, and cultivation
practices. The overall settlement of the peatland surface is the sum of several components
[Wosten et al., 1997; Deverel and Leighton, 2010]: (i) consolidation of the saturated porous
medium due to the effective stress increase following the lowering of the water table; (ii) volume

reduction of peat due to organic matter oxidation; (iii) swelling/shrinking of the shallow
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1 Irecommend that silt fencing is placed around the perimeter of the soil placement
area. This will ensure that sediment-laden water does not transported to adjacent
properties to the west, south, or east. The easement, which is situated between the
Property at 17260 River Road, does not contain any infrastructure of any kind but
it is considered outside of the boundaries of both of Mr. Sahota’s access. As such,

silt fencing should also be installed to keep sediment off of the easement.

2 Prior to stripping peat, all ESC measures should be implemented and inspected by

an ESC monitor or qualified individual with experience in ESC implementation.

3 Following stripping of peat, any‘ stockpiles should be covered by erosional tarps or
seeded to protect from erosion. Stockpiles should not be left to linger for long
periods of time (i.e. more than 1 year), as there will be degradation of the topsoil

due to organic matter degradation.

4 Consider implementing a wheel wash if the gravel driveway that is currently
installed is not sufficient in cleaning truck tires. The wheel wash may require regular
cleaning by a vacuum truck. Currently, the driveway is 85 m long. Additional
gravel, if required, should be at least 75 mm.

5 A rainfall shutdown should be implemented prior to commencing any earthworks.
This is at the direction of the earthworks contractor. I recommend implementing a
shutdown of 50 mm of precipitation in 24 hours. The contractor may want to lower
the shutdown if there is significant snow on the ground (rain-on-snow event) as

higher volumes of water can be expected due-to snow melt.

There is a ditch situated on the south side of River Road (therefore, along the northern
property line of the 17260 River Road property). This ditch is treated as a watercourse and
riparian management area (RMA) by the City of Richmond. There is a 15 m riparian area
regulation (RAR) setback established by the CoR. As the 17260 River Road lot will not
be developed, the setback will not be infringed by the proposed soil
P g y prop
placement. The crossing over this ditch has been upgraded by Mr. Sahota, as seen in the
photo below.
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The total volume of soil proposed for the project is 12,000 m’. This equates to
approximately 500 m* per month, if soil is brought at relatively equal rates. There may be
periods when soil cannot be sourced (which would result in delays) or site work is delayed

due to adverse weather conditions resulting in overly wet soils.

The ALC may devise its own monitoring schedule (i.e. every month or every 3000 m’,
whichever comes first) and therefore, I will defer recommending implementing an exact
schedule at this time. However, I'strongly recommend that the project QEP should conduct

site inspections during the following important project milestones:

i Prior to any excavations, to ensure proper placement of the planned ESC measures,

as required by the CoR and the retained earthworks contractor.

2 After stripping of the peat topsoil, whether this is done completely in one phase, or
at different phases. This is to ensure that the entirety of the peat is stripped to the
silt loam horizon, and that the peat topsoil is being managed appropriately such that
degradation or erosion and sediment transport is minimized. This may also be

supervised by a geotechnical engineer.

3 After heavy rainfall or rain-on-snow events, to ensure that ESC measure are
effective and that adverse erosion (including rill and gully erosion) of stockpiled

topsoil or placed mineral soils (edge of placement area) is not occurring.

4 Prior to topsoil placement to ensure that the placed soil has been raked and
decompacted — this is ensure that large coarse fragments (cobbles, stones) have been
removed and that the placed soil is not compacted, which would impede infiltration
of rainwater and reduce soil tilth. Again, this may be done in phases, depending on
whether you wish to place all soil at once, or place it in sequence, filling individual

cells at different time periods and completing the cell by topsoil replacement.

5 At the end of the project once 12,000 m* is reached. A closure report will be
required once the project is complete. The final report should include an assessment
of the final land capability for agriculture ratings and a comparison between the
initial and final land capability for agriculture (LCA) ratings. It should contain an

estimate of the volume of soil placed and details about the soil source site(s).
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Limitations

The evaluations contained in this report are based on professional judgment, calculations, and
experience. They are inherently imprecise. Soil, agricultural, hydrological, and drainage conditions
other than those indicated above may exist on the site. If such conditions are observed, Madrone should

be contacted so that this report may be reviewed and amended Accordingly.

The recommendations contained in this report pertain only to the site conditions observed by Madrone
at the time of the inspection. This report was prepared considering circumstances applying specifically
to the client. It is intended only for internal use by the client for the purposes for which it was
commissioned and for use by government agencies regulating the specific activities to which it pertains.

It is not reasonab]efor other parties to rely on the observations or conclusions contained herein.

Madrone completed thefie]d survey and prepared the report in a manner consistent with current
provincial standards and on par or better than the level of care normally exercised by Professional
Agrologist’s currently practicing in the area under similar conditions and budgetary constraints.

Madrone offers no other warranties, either express or implied.
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Land Capability for Agriculture (LCA) in BC is a classification system that groups
agricultural land into classes that reflect potential and limitations to agriculture. The classes
are differentiated based on soil properties, landscape, and climate conditions. The system
considers the range of possible crops and the type and intensity of management practices
required to maintain soil resources, but it does not consider suitability of land for specific
crops, crop productivity, specific management inputs or the feasibility of implementing

improvements .

There are two land capability hierarchies, one for mineral soils and one for organic soils.
Each hierarchy groups the land into seven classes that describe the range of suited crops and
required management inputs. The range of suited crops decreases from Class 1 to Class 7
(Class O1 and O7 for Organic soils) and/or the management inputs increase from Class 1
to Class 7. For example, Class 1 lands can support the broadest range of crops with minimal

management units.

Lands in Classes 1 to 4 are considered capable of sustained agricultural production of
COmMmon crops. Class 5 lands are considered good for perennial forage or specially—adapted
crops. Class 6 lands are good for grazing livestock and Class 7 lands are not considered

capable of supporting agricultural production.

LCA Classes are subdivided into subclasses based on the degree and kind of limitation to
agriculture. Subclasses indicate the type and intensity of management input required to
maintain sustained agricultural production and specify the limitation. For example, lands
rated Class 2W have an excess water limitation that can be improved by managing water on
the site.

Most lands are rated for unimproved and improved conditions. Unimproved ratings are
calculated based on site conditions at the time of the assessments, without irrigation. Past
improvements are assessed as part of the unimproved rating. Forested lands are assessed
assuming they are cleared. Improved ratings are assigned assuming that existing limitations
have been alleviated. Generally, improvement practices taken into account are drainage,
irrigation, diking, stone removal, salinity alleviation, subsoiling, intensive fertilization and

adding soil amendments.

LCA Classes

Table A describes the characteristics of each mineral and organic soil class. Mineral soil

classes are 1—7 and organic soil classes are O1-07.
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TABLE A. LCA CLASSES

Class | Description Characteristics

1 No or very slight Level or nearly level.
limitations that restrict Deep soils are well to imperfectly drained and hold moisture well.

01 agricultural use Managed and cropped easily.

Productive.

2 Minor limitations that Require minor continuous management.
require ongoing Have lower crop yields or support a slightly smaller range of crops

02 management or slightly | that class 1 lands.
restrict the range of Deep soils that hold moisture well.
crops, or both Managed and cropped easily.

3 Limitations that require | More severe limitations than Class 2 land.
moderately intensive Management practices more difficult to apply and maintain.

03 management practices Limitations may:
or moderately restrict Restrict choice of suitable crops.
the range of crops, or Affect timing and ease of tilling, planting or harvesting.
both Affect methods of soil conservation.

4 Limitations that require | May be suitable for only a few crops or may have low yield or a high
special management risk of crop failure.

04 practices or severely Soil conditions are such that special development and management
restrict the range of conditions are required.
crops, or both Limitations may:

Affect timing and ease of tilling, planting or harvesting.
Affect methods of soil conservation.

5 Limitations the restrict | Can be cultivated, provided intensive management is employed or
capability to producing crop is adapted to particular conditions of the land.

05 perennial forage crops Cultivated crops may be grown where adverse climate is the main
or other specially limitation, crop failure can be expected under average conditions.
adapted crops (e.g.

Cranberries)

6 Not arable, but capable | Provides sustained natural grazing for domestic livestock.
of producing native Not arable in present condition.

06 and/or uncultivated Limitations include severe climate, unsuitable terrain or poor soil.
perennial forage crops Difficult to improve, although draining, dyking and/or irrigation can

remove some limitations.

7 No capability for arable | All lands notin class 1 to 6.
culture or sustained Includes rockland, non-soil areas, small water-bodies.

o7 natural grazing
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LCA Subclasses for Mineral Soil

LCA Classes, except Class 1 which has no limitations, can be divided into subclasses
depending upon the type and degree of limitation to agricultural use. There are twelve LCA
subclasses to describe mineral soils (Table B). Mineral soils contain less than 17% organic

carbon; except for an organic surface layer (SCWG, 1998).

TABLE B. LCA SUBCLASSES FOR MINERAL SOIL

LCA Subclass Symbol Description

Improvement
Soil moisture A Used where crops are adversely affected by Irrigation
deficiency droughtiness, either through insufficient
precipitation or low water holding capacity of the
s0il.
Adverse C Used on a subregional or local basis, from climate | N/A
climate maps, to indicate thermal limitations including
freezing, insufficient heat units and/or extreme
winter temperatures.
Undesirable D Used for soils that are difficult to till, requiring Amelioration of soil
s0il structure special management for seedbed preparation and | texture, deep
and/or low soils with trafficability problems. ploughing or blading to
perviousness Includes soils with insufficient aeration, slow break up root
perviousness or have a root restriction not caused | restrictions.
by bedrock, permafrost or a high watertable. Cemented horizons
cannot be improved.
Erosion E Includes soils on which past damage from erosion | N/A
limits erosion (e.g. Gullies, lost productivity).
Fertility F Limited by lack of available nutrients, low cation Constant and careful
exchange capacity or nutrient holding ability, high use of fertilizers
or low Ph, high amount of carbonates, presence of | and/or other soil
toxic elements or high fixation of plant nutrients. amendments.
Inundation | Includes soils where flooding damages crops or Diking
restricts agricultural use.
Salinity N Includes soils adversely affected by soluble salts Specific to site and
that restrict crop growth or the range of crops. soil conditions.
Stoniness P Applies to soils with sufficient coarse fragments, Remove cobbles and
2.5 cm diameter or larger, to significantly hinder stones.
tillage, planting and/or harvesting,
Depthtosolid | R Used for soils in which bedrock near the surface N/A
bedrock restricts rooting depth and tillage and/or the
and/or presence of rock outcrops restricts agricultural
rockiness use.
Topography T Applies to soils where topography limits N/A
agricultural use, by slope steepness and/or
complexity.
Excess Water W Applies to soils for which excess free water limits Ditching, tilling,
agricultural use. draining.
Permafrost Z Applies to soils that have a cryic (permanently N/A
frozen) layer.
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LCA Subclasses for Organic Soil

Organic soils are composed of organic materials such as peat and are generally saturated
with water (SCWG, 1998). Subclasses for organic soils (Table C) are based on the type and
degree of limitation for agricultural use an organic soil exhibits. There are three subclasses
specific to organic soils. Climate (C), fertility (F), inundation (I), salinity (N), excess water

(W) and permafrost (Z) limitations for organic soil are the same as defined for mineral soil.

TABLE C. LCA SUBCLASSES FOR ORGANIC SOIL.

LeA Subolass Map Symbol

Wood in the profile | B Applies to organic soils that have wood within | Removal
the profile
Depth of organic H Includes organic soils where the presence of N/A
soi}l over bedrock bedrock near the surface restricts rooting
and/or rockiness depth or drainage and/or the presence of
rock outcrops restricts agricultural use
Degree of L Applies to organic soils that are susceptible N/A
decomposition or to organic matter decomposition through
permeability drainage
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environmental services ltd.

July 17, 2020

Mr. Mike Morin
City of Richmond

RE: Summary of Soil Placement Plan and Garlic Farm Plan Proposal for PID: 005-480-
663, River Road, Richmond (No Civic Address) - Intended for Policy Planning and Food
Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee (FSAAC) Review

Introduction

The City of Richmond (the ‘CoR’) Policy Planning has requested a summary of the Soil Placement Plan
previously submitted to the City of Richmond and the Agricultural Land Commission (the ‘ALC’) as part
of a soil deposit application for the property identified as PID: 005-480-663, located adjacent to (south
of) 17260 River Road, Richmond. The CoR further requested that the summary include an itemized
Proposed Agricultural Plan.

We (the applicant and agrologist) understand that the summary will be submitted to the CoR Food
Security and Agricultural Advisory Committee (FSAAC) for their review when considering the proposed
project, which entails raising the low-lying peat lands by an average' of 1.0 m by placing well-draining,
sandy soil (screened by a P.Ag. for textural suitability and agricultural sultablhty pr101 to importation)
on the property.

The total volume for this proposed project is 12,000 m?, covering approximately 1.39 ha (the entirety
of the property). To clarify, this proposal pertains only to the property identified as PID: 005-480-663;
it does not include the 17260 River Road property or right-of-way that runs between the two properties.
This right-of-way was a formerly proposed city road that ultimately was not constructed.

1 A topographic survey completed for the site shows undulating microtopography and an elevation range of 0.52 m over the
property. Elevations range from 0.77 to 1.29 m according to the topographic land survey commissioned by the applicant.
The 1m elevation increase is therefore an average.

2 Contains no prohibited materials or excess coarse fragments, and is not overly sandy or clay rich.
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right~0f—way in the field. The raised gravel driveway built from River Road runs through the right~0f—
way to access the Property that is intended to be developed under this proposal.

The property is situated on the Fraser River floodplain. Mr. Sahota had a topographic survey
(Attachment 1) commissioned by Target Land Surveying for the Property (excluding 17260 River
Road) in December of 2019. The land survey shows that elevations on the Property range from a low of

0.77 m Geodetic at the centre-west property line to 1.29 m at the centre-south property line.

Item c - Legal Description

The legal description of the property is:

Lot 3 Block 5N Plan NWP4212 Section 24 Range 5W Land District 36 Except Plan 4720 & PT LYING
SOUTH OF CNR 4720, SRW 71683

The property ID is 005-480-663. There is no civic address as the property has no frontage (with River
Road). It is unofficially but commonly referred to by the CoR as a ‘backland’ property within the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).

Item d - Zoning and Current Land Use

The property is zoned AG1 (Agricultural) according to the Richmond Zoning Bylaw 2011 and the
property is within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR).

The property was cleared of the majority of its trees in 2019. As mentioned above, there is a single
residence on the 17260 property that was re-built following a fire. Otherwise, there are no other land

uses. The subject property is not farmed.

Mr. Sahota recently (also in 2019) replaced the driveway crossing (that spans the large ditch on the south
side of River Road) that was in the northwest corner of 17260 River Road with a new crossing that is

approximately 40 m east-southeast. The old crossing was removed.

The surrounding area is actively farmed for cranberries, blueberries, eggs, and forage crops. There are
also several dairy farms in the area. River Road is a heavy industrial area with trucking and

manufacturing businesses, shipyards, and railways.
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Item e - Soils Description and Unimproved Agricultural Capability

From the Soil Placement Plan prepared by Madrone and dated February 27, 2020 (Attachment 2):

My excavated soil pits on the property yielded a black to reddish brown, predominantly humic peat that
overlies a grey to blue-grey silt loam horizon called the Cg (less common: silty clay loam). These are
fluvial deposits from the Fraser River. In two of the four pits, the Cg horizon contains partly decomposed

plant material. It is also firm to very firm in consistency.

The soil type on the property is classified as a Rego Gleysol, which corresponds well with the Blundell
soil series described in the Soils of the Langley-Vancouver Map Area, MoE Technical Report 15
(Luttmerding, 1981).

Based on my soil survey, I found the primary unimproved agricultural limitation to be excess water
(4W) due to poorly drained soils. There is excess free water from early fall to late spring; high
watertables persist until the summer months. Class 4W limitations result in moderate crop damage and

occasional crop loss.

There is a less serious limitation presented by dense subsoils that result in a root restricting layer and low
perviousness within 50 cm from the surface. This is a Class 3D limitation and it is introduced by the firm

Cg horizon.

To summarize, the native soil on the property is agriculturally limited by both 1) excess free water

and 2) dense subsoils/undesirable soil structure in the Cg horizon.

Item f - Soil Management Rationale/Improved Agricultural Capability

Rationale for soil placement — 1) low-lying topography with poorly drained soils, airphoto history
showing wet site conditions through time 2) exacerbated drainage conditions due to surrounding land-

use and changes and 3) lack of improvement anticipated with attempting to install drains or pumps.

1. My site assessment shows that the Property has poorly drained soils, specifically, Rego Gleysols

that have humic soils overlying fine-textured fluvial (floodplain) deposits from the Fraser River.

The excess water limitation to agriculture (4W) results from high local groundwater conditions
and poor regional conveyance of water within drainage infrastructure due to the low-lying nature
of the floodplain. As demonstrated by the topographic survey, the property is as low as 0.77 m

above sea level. The total elevation difference over the property is 0.52 m.

DOSSIER 19.0469 MADRONE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES LTD.

GP-92



MR, HARINDER SAHOTA PAGE 5

FSAAC SUMMARY JULY 17, 2020

The historical aerial photo review shows that the southern half of the Property and the
surrounding area to the south of the railway was originally a forested peat bog. Standing water
was present throughout the bog and on the property in the airphotos ranging from 1938 to 1973.
After 1973, vegetation on the southern portion of the property increases and it becomes difficult
to see standing water in this area. The bog to the south of the railway was intensely developed

with farms and drainage infrastructure (large canals and ditches) is apparent by 1982.

From my review of historic aerial imagery, it is apparent that the Property has been subject to
excess water conditions, even having a surface water connectivity with the adjacent and now
filled property to the west (refer to Photo 1, the 1951 airphoto in Attachment 2).

2. It is my opinion that the excess wetness experienced on the property may be now artificially
exacerbated due its confinement between purposely raised land to the north (River Road dyke),
south (CN Railway grade), and to the west (soil placement, up to several metres in elevation by
visual inspection from Mr. Sahota’s Site — this property has no civic address. The purpose of this
soil placement is not known as the property has not been evidently used for agriculture since it

was placed).

3. The placement of underdrains or drain tiles may result in a limited improvement. There is only
one ditch bordering the property that is situated to the south of the site at similar elevation,
therefore, the Site lacks freeboard. Subsurface drainage* does not function when the water level
in the receiving drainage ditch (which in this case, is to the south) is higher than the drainage tile.
Pumping water out of the property would require assurance that the ditch to the south can
accommodate the volume of new water without impact to the railway or surrounding property
owners. It would also entail running discharge pumps — these are costly and may not be reliable,

which may result in losses to the farmer should they fail during a period of crop production.

I have proposed that the placement of soil will raise the growing medium above the water tables

and would be a permanent solution to improve the agricultural limitations (excess water, dense
subsoils) of the site.

+ A formerly used term for this is ‘drainage tile’. The ALC uses the term drainage tile frequently. These
are perforated pipes or ‘PVC’ placed under the surface - the exact spacing is subject to the soil
texture and local drainage.
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propagation. If 75% of the crop produced by the farm (36,000 lbs) is sold at 2019 wholesale prices of
$3.50 per Ib, this may yield approximately $126,000.

This is not the projected net annual income of the farm. There will be costs associated with
regular farm maintenance, wages, planting (including cracking bulbs to harvest cloves for further
propagation of seed), fertilization/soil amendments, harvesting, and treatment of pests and disease.
Mr. Sahota will hire an individual to conduct all farm maintenance — if he pays this individual $50,000
per year (which is higher than current reported farm wages of approximately $12-$14.00 per hour),
and spends approximately $5000 to $10,000 per year on farm supplies including tools, implements,

fertilizer, costs to run the farm can be expected to be up to approximately $60,000 per year.

There is also a one-time significant cost of purchasing the initial bulbs. This may be upwards of $80,000
for the first year (if both fields are planted, or 435,000 plants). Bulbs can be retained annually and
propagated from the original purchased stock.

The basic, projected five year net income is:

Approximately $60,000 per year to run the farm (farm wages and supplies, maintenance, soil testing,

amendments, tools, machinery upgrades ect.) = $300,000 for five years.

$80,000 initial bulb investment (difficult to source garlic locally due to popularity and limited suppliers,
this translates to high costs for the bulbs)

Sales income from 75% of the crop: $126,000 per year (if garlic prices remain stable) x 5 years =
$630,000

630,000 - $300,000 - $80,000 = $250,000 after five years (if there is continuous harvest)
10 year net income using above parameters - $500,000.

This does not include property taxes paid by Mr. Sahota, purchase of new bulbs in the event of pest or
disease affecting the initial bulbs, consulting fees for pest management/control, soil testing, or the
purchase of a tractor. A tractor may be on the order of $50,000 plus annual maintenance and fuel costs.
Mr. Sahtoa currently owns backhoes and a variety of earthworks equipment therefore; a tractor may not

be necessary for the initial farm operation.

Other potential costs include hiring additional labour (to assist a permanent farm employee) during
harvest season to ensure quick harvest. Attracting farm labour may be difficult in the Lower Mainland

therefore, higher wages may be necessary.
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Attachment 6
P 604.439.0922
F 604.439.9189
GEOPACIFIC geopacifccn
VANCOUVER KAMLOORS CALGARY 1779 W 75th Ave,
: Vancouver, B.C. Canada V6P 6P2

Sahota Holdings Ltd. February 12, 2021
5547 Marine Drive File: 12308
Burnaby, BC :
V533G7

Attention: Harry Sahota

Re: Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Report- Proposed Agricultural Development
17260 River Road, Richmond, BC

1.0 INTRODUCTION

We understand that you wish to redevelop the above referenced site with an agricultural development. No
detailed design information has been provided at this time, however, we expect the redevelopment would
consist of removing peat soils at the site, stockpiling peat soils, filling the site with structural fill, and capping
the fill with agricultural soil for farming purposes. We further expect that a gravel access road will be
provided in the area. The remainder of the site would be utilized as a storage yard.

This report has been prepared exclusively for Sahota Holdings Ltd., for their use and the use of others on
their design and construction team for this project. This report presents the results of an investigation of the
soil and groundwater conditions at the site and makes preliminary recommendations for the design and
construction of the proposed buildings and asphalt paved parking areas.

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is located east of the intersection of River Road and No. 8 Road in East Richmond, BC. The site is
bounded by River Road to the north, private property to the east and west, and a CN Railway yard to the
south. The site is presently improved with a single family home at the north west corner of the site, and is
covered in low lying vegetation and some trees. The site is essentially flat. The location of the site in relation

to adjacent lands as well as existing improvements is shown on the attached plan, Drawing No. 12308-01,
following the text of this report.

3.0 FIELD INVESTIGATION

GeoPacific Consultants Ltd. conducted a site investigation on June 27,2019, using the subcontracted services
of Uniwide Drilling of Prince George, BC. The site investigation was comprised of five augered test holes,
two cone penetration test (CPT) soundings, and one seismic cone penetration test (SCPT). All five augered
test holes were advanced to a depth of 9.1 metres below current site grades. The soils were logged in the field
and samples were collected for laboratory moisture content analysis.

Prior to our investigation, a BC one call was placed and a member of our utility locate staff was on site to
clear the test locations of buried services. All test holes were backfilled and sealed in accordance with
provincial abandonment requirements following classification, sampling and logging.
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The CPT is an in-situ testing device which is pushed into the ground employing a hydraulic ram on the drill
rig. The cone penetrometer records measurements of tip resistance, sleeve resistance, dynamic pore water
pressure, temperature, and inclination in 50 mm increments. Shear wave velocities can also be collected in
1 m intervals when required. The data obtained may be correlated to estimate engineering parameters such
as shear strength, relative density, soil behaviour type, and consolidation coefficients. The stratigraphic
interpretation was verified with the auger test holes as described above.

The test hole logs are presented on Figure A.01 to A.05 in Appendix A. The CPT sounding data is presented
in Figures B.01 to B.03 of Appendix B. Interpreted Soil Parameters are presented in Appendix C,
Liquefaction Assessment in Appendix D and Shear Wave Velocity data in Appendix E. The approximate

locations of the test hole and CPT soundings are shown on our Drawing 12308-01, following the text of this
report.

4.0 SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS
4.1 Soil Conditions

The soil conditions at our test hole locations were considered to consist of topsoil, underlain by peat,
underlain by organic silt, underlain by overbank silt deposits, underlain by Fraser River channel sands,

underlain by marine silt to the maximum depth explored. A detailed description of the soils encountered
is as follows:

TOPSOIL

The ground surface at our test hole locations is covered with between 150 and 600 mm of topsoil.
The topsoil was noted as black-brown, moist, with some organics.

PEAT/ORGANIC SILT

The topsoil is underlain by a layer of soft peat in TH 19-01, TH19-02 and TH19-05. The peat was
described as soft, semi-fibrous, moist to wet and dark brown. The peat extends to depths between
0.6 to 1.8 m below grade at the site. The moisture content of the peat was found to be between 76.9
and 289.4 percent based on laboratory analysis. The peat and/or topsoil is underlain by a sequence
of wet, soft, fibrous organic silt. The organic silt was found in all of our test holes, extending to
depths of between 1.5 to 4.0 m below grade at the site. The moisture content of the organic silt was
found to be between 53.1 and 166.4 percent based on laboratory analysis. This peat and organic silt
shows high compressibility under the anticipated loading,

SILT (Overbank Sediments)

The peat and/or organic silt is underlain by a sequence of overbank sediments comprised of soft to
firm silt to sandy silt. The overbank silt sequence extends to depths of between 7.0 to 7.6 m below
grade at the site, The undrained shear strength of the silt is between 20 and 25 kPa based on CPT
interpretations, shown in Appendix C. The moisture content of the silt was found to be between 38.8
and 86.1 percent based on laboratory analysis. The overbank sediments show moderate
compressibility under the anticipated loading.
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Fine Sandy SILT to Silty SAND (Transitional Sequence)

The overbank silt is underlain by 0.3 to 1.2 metre of a transitional sequence comprised of compact
silty sand to firm to stiff sandy silt. Laboratory testing shows the moisture content of the transitional
sequence is around 46.7 percent. The undrained shear strength was determined to be between 60 to
110 kPa. The sequence is non-plastic and therefore not compressible under the anticipated loading.

SAND (Channel Fill Sediments)

The overbank sequence is underlain by a sequence of channel deposited sands. The slight variations
in insitu density, compressibility and mineralogy and grain size are reflected in the shape of the tip
resistance curve shown on Figures B.01 to B.03. In general, the Fraser River channel sands at this
site are well graded, medium grained, predominately quartz, highly stratified and compact.

SANDY SILT TO CLAYEY SILT (Marine deposits)

The channel deposited sands are underlain by marine deposited sandy silt to clayey silt at depths of
between 25.5 and 30 meters below current site grades. These deposits are expected to continue to
a significant depth at the site.

For a more detailed description of the subsurface conditions refer tot he test hole logs in Appendix A, the

CPT sounding logs in Appendix B and interpreted soil parameters in Appendix C, following the text of this
report.

4.2 Groundwater Conditions

The water table at the site was determined by pore pressure dissipation tests carried out in the clean sand
layers present at depth, during the CPT soundings. The CPT soundings indicate a static water level of about
1.2 metres below present site grades. Groundwater levels are expected to vary seasonally and tidally with
generally lower groundwater levels during drier summer and fall months and periods of low tides. Note that
perched groundwater should be expected to occur above the relatively impermeable upper silt layer, and can
especially be expected during the wetter winter and spring months.

5.0 DISCUSSION

5.1 General Comments

We understand that the new development will consist of re-purposing the low lying, poorly drained site to
accommodate future farming. This would involve removing peat soils al the site, stockpiling peat soils, filling
the site with structural fill, and capping the fill with peat for farming purposes. We are in receipt of the soil
placement plan, prepared by Madrone. Based on the soil placement plan, we expect grades at the site would
be raised by approximately 1.0 m. We have produced a drainage plan for the site based on the soil placement
plan prepared by others,

We confirm that the proposed over excavation of peat, replacement with structural fill and grade
reinstatement of 1.0 m or less is acceptable form a geotechnical standpoint, and there will be no adverse
impacts on surrounding properties and City infrastructure during and post project completion.
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We confirm that we have reviewed the soil placement plan, and confirm that the proposed agricultural
development feasible from a geotechnical standpoint provided that our recommendations are adhered to.

6.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Site Preparation

Prior to any filling on site, all existing foundations, pipes and/or construction debris and any peat, topsoil,
loose or otherwise disturbed soil must be removed from the construction area to expose a subgrade of soft
to firm silt. Excavation of peat should extend laterally beyond the footprint of fill based on a 1H:1V offset.
In general, stripping depths are expected to be around 0.6 to 1.8m, depending on the depth of peat.

We emphasize that the stripping depths are the minimum stripping depths at the test hole locations. It should
be recognized that the thickness of unacceptable soil can vary throughout the site.

The native silt will be sensitive to moisture and disturbance; therefore, we recommend that the site be graded
to direct water to the perimeter of the excavation to sumps with pumps. The subgrade should also be blinded
with 100 mm of 19 mm clear crushed gravel.

GeoPacific must be contacted to confirm the soil conditions during initial excavations for the proposed
renovations and confirm the stripping depths and compaction of engineered fill during construction.

6.2 Permanent Fill Placement

As discussed in Section 5.1 above, the peat will be removed from the site, which will be filled with
permanent fill followed by a layer of peat topsoil to heights of up to 1.0 m above existing site grades. We
expect permanent fill will consist of silty sand to sandy silt. Permanent fill should be placed in 300 mm loose
lifts and compacted to a minimum of 90% Modified Proctor Dry Density with a moisture content that is
within 2% of optimum for compaction. Fill placement should be completed during dry periods of the year
to ensure compaction can be achieved.

GeoPacific should be contacted to review permanent fill placement and compaction.

6.3 Stockpiles

We understand that the stockpiling of both permanent fill material and peat may be required on site during
the above noted site preparation work. Due to the sensitivity of underlying soils to excess loading, we
recommend peat stockpiles are limited in height to 2.5 m, and permanent fill stockpiles are limited to a height
of 1.5 m. Stockpiles should be maintained at a minimum distance equal to the total height of the stockpile
from adjacent properties and city infrastructure.

6.4 Temporary Excavations

We expect that temporary excavations of up to 1.8 m may be required to remove the peat from the site.
Temporary excavations should be maintained at a maximum slope of 1.5H:1V. All slopes, where not
immediately backfilled by structural fill, should be covered in poly sheeting for erosion protection. All cuts

in excess of 1.2 m requiring manned entry should be reviewed by GeoPacific in accordance with WorkSafe
BC requirements.
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6.4 On Site Road Structure

Following the recommended site preparation outlined in Section 6.1, it is our opinion that the minimum road
structure identified in Table 1 is adequate to support conventional automobile and truck traffic.

Table 1: Recommended Minimum On Site Road Structure

MATERIAL THICKNESS (mm) CBR

Crushed Gravel Base Course ~ 150 80
19 mm minus

Crushed Gravel and Sand Sub- 200 8
Base - 75 mm minus

All base and subbase fills should be compacted to a minimum of 95% Modified Proctor dry density with a
moisture content within 2% of optimum for compaction.

6.5 Utility Design and Installation

We anticipate up to 2.0 metres of permanent fill willbe placed over the natural silt which is soft to firm. The
silt is sensitive to disturbance and should be protected once exposed. Backfilling of any trenches excavated
in the silt should be done with free draining granular material such as sand or clear crushed gravel. Where
sand is used, it must be compacted immediately after placement since it will quickly saturate below the water
table. Thus, use of clear crush gravel is often more practical below the water table.

All excavations and trenches must conform to the latest Occupational Health and Safety Regulation supplied
by the Worker Compensation Board of British Columbia. Any excavation in excess of 1.2 m in depth
requiring worker entry must be reviewed by a professional geotechnical engineer.

7.0 DESIGN REVIEWS AND CONSTRUCTION INSPECTIONS

The preceding section make recommendations for the design and construction of the proposed development.
We have recommended the review of certain aspects of the design and construction. It is important that these
reviews are carried out to ensure that our intentions have been adequately communicated. It is also important
that any contractors working on the site review this document prior to commencing their work.

It is the responsibility of the contractors working on-site to inform GeoPacific a minimum of 48 hours in
advance that a field review is required. In summary, reviews are required by geotechnical engineer for the
following portions of the work.

1. Stripping Review of stripping depth and peat replacement.
2, Excavation Review of temporary slopes in excess of 1.2 metres depth.
3. Engineered Fill Review of materials and compaction degree.
4. Drainage Review of drainage installation and placement of fills.
File: 12308 Proposed Agricultural Development, 17260 River Road, Richmond, BC Page 5
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8.0 CLOSURE

This report is prepared solely for used by our client and their design team for this project as described to the
general standards of similar work for similar projects in this area. GeoPacjfio, Consultants Ltd. accepts no
responsibility for any other use of this report.

We are pleased to assist you with this project and we trust this informatign is hdlpful and sufficient for your
purposes at this time, However, please do not hesitate to call if you shojild reahire anv rlarifinatinn

For: Revi
GeoPacific Consultants Ltd.

FEB16 .
Daniel Kokan, B.A.Sc., EIT Matt Kokan, M.A.5c., P.Eng,
Geotechnical Engineer in Training Principal
Tile; 12308 Proposed Agriculturel Tievelopment, 17260 River Road, Richmord, 13 Pape 6

CONSULTING GE@I%EIJI?IQAL ENGINEERS



BC Crisis §m
Line . &
vewere - chimoO @y crids -

November 9, 2021

The Honorable Mayor Malcolm Brodie
City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, British Columbia V6Y 2C1

Dear Mayor Brodie,

We are writing to inform you that our 1-800-SUICIDE, 310-6789 Mental Health line, and local
distress lines are in jeopardy.

After almost a decade of working closely with the Province to ensure crisis lines can provide
skilled and effective 24/7 crisis service for all British Columbians, the Province has decided to
dramatically increase funding and centralize the technology to allow all crisis centres across the
province to support one another’s call. That’s good news.

And there’s bad news. Because funding will be increasing, the Province has informed the Crisis
Line Network that they will put all crisis line services to competitive bid through a Request for
Proposals (RFP). This means crisis centres across the province will be preparing proposals to bid
on the contracts we have historically held at a time when demand on our services is at an all-time
high.

The RFP process will delay our transition by many months and raises the possibility that crisis
services could be taken over by a private corporation.

As Crisis Centres, we are keenly aware of the importance of responding to the record-breaking
number of British Columbians, including your constituents, who need us to answer their call when
they are in distress. We are ready to grow.

We request you formally engage the Minister of Mental Health and Addictions and the Minister
of Health to stop the ongoing process to put these crisis services out to tender, delaying our
important work and risking the introduction of more for-profit operators in the system as well
as the more significant concern of jeopardizing ongoing access to crisis services.

GP- 121



Additional information has been included in this letter, and we invite you to reach out to us. We
serve the same folks you represent. Their lives matter. Their wellbeing is our top priority.

In good health,

Tty Nk b

Kathy Nakhleh (she, her, hers)
Manager of New Initiatives and Crisis Lines
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120-7000 Minoru Blvd. Richmond, BC V&Y 3Z5
P 604.279.7072 | F 604.279.7075

Chimo is situated on the traditional and ancestral territory of the Scawadn Masteyax™
(Tsawwassen People), and the traditional, ancestral, and unceded territory of the Kwantlen,
x"mak“ayam (Musqueam), Sto:16, and Stz'uminus Peoples.
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MayorandCouncillors

From: Kathy Nakhleh <knakhleh@chimoservices.com>

Sent: November 9, 2021 6:20 PM

To: MayorandCouncillors; Baker,Gillian; Adamson,Claire; Somerville,Kim M

Cc: Tabitha Geraghty; Joyce Alisharan; Kathy Nakhleh

Subject: Chimo - Save BC's Crisis Lines

Attachments: Letter to City of Richmond Council Members.docx; Letter to mayor 1.docx; Brief from BC

Crisis Line Network.docx; Councilman Fry motion to Vancouver City Council.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

City of Richmond Security Warning: This email was sent from an external source outside the City. Please do not click or open
attachments unless you recognize the source of this email and the content is safe.

Dear Honorable Mayor Malcolm Brodie and City of Richmond Council Members,

We are writing to inform you that our 1-800-SUICIDE, 310-6789 Mental Health line, and local distress lines are
in jeopardy.

After almost a decade of working closely with the Province to ensure crisis lines can provide skilled and
effective 24/7 crisis service for all British Columbians, the Province has decided to dramatically increase
funding and centralize the technology to allow all crisis centres across the province to support one another’s
call. That’s good news.

And there’s bad news. Because funding will be increasing, the Province has informed the Crisis Line Network

that they will put all crisis line services to competitive bid through a Request for Proposals (RFP). This means

crisis centres across the province will be preparing proposals to bid on the contracts we have historically held
at a time when demand on our services is at an all-time high.

The RFP process will delay our transition by many months and raises the possibility that crisis services could
be taken over by a private corporation.

As Crisis Centres, we are keenly aware of the importance of responding to the record-breaking number of
British Columbians, including your constituents, who need us to answer their call when they are in distress.
We are ready to grow.

We request you formally engage the Minister of Mental Health and Addictions and the Minister of Health
to stop the ongoing process to put these crisis services out to tender, delaying our important work and
risking the introduction of more for-profit operators in the system as well as the more significant concern of
jeopardizing ongoing access to crisis services

Additional information has been included in this email, and we invite you to reach out to us. We serve the
same folks you represent. Their lives matter. Their wellbeing is our top priority.

In good health, GP-123



Kathy Nakhleh (she, her, hers)
Manager of New Initiatives and Non Facing Client Services
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120-7000 Minoru Blvd. Richmond, BC V6Y 3Z5
P 604.279.7072 | F 604.279.7075

X Yolin
Chimo is situated on the traditional and ancestral territory of the Séawadn Masteyax"™ (Tsawwassen People), and the traditional,
ancestral, and unceded territory of the Kwantlen, x*madk*ayam (Musqueam), Sté:16, and Stz'uminus Peoples.
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