City of Richmond Minutes

Planning Committee

Date: Tuesday, January 16, 2007
Place: Anderson Room

Richmond City Hall
Present: Councillor Harold Steves, Chair

Councillor Bill McNulty, Vice-Chair
Councillor Linda Barnes

Councillor Sue Halsev-Brandt
Councillor Rob Howard

Also Present: Councillor Cynthia Chen

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

MINUTES

. Itwas moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on
Tuesday, December 19, 2006, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

It was agreed to add West Cambie Area Plan Update 1o the agenda under:
[tem 17. MANAGER’S REPORT

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

2. The next meeting of the Committee will be held on Tuesday, February 6,
2007, at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room.
DELEGATION

3. School Trustee Linda McPhail, Chair, Board of School Trustees, School

District No. 38 (Richmond) — City Centre Area Plan
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Accompanied by Trustee Donna Sargent, Vice Chair, and Trustee Sandra
Bourque, Linda McPhail, Chair of the Board of School Trustees, School
District No. 38 (Richmond) expressed the Board's concerns regarding the
proposed City Centre Area Plan (CCAP).

(A copy of the School Board power point presentation is on file in the City
Clerk’s Office. A copy of the School Board’s submission to the Committee is
attached as Schedule A and forms part of these minutes.)

Some of the concerns expressed by the School Board were:

the School Board considers that the time frame to comment on the CCAP
15 too short;

the CCAP has not yet provided information regarding the rate of
development or projected demographics of people who will live in the
City Centre;

the CCAP includes School Board land in its calculation of City park
quolas;

there is a stated need for more school sites in the City Centre, but there is
a lack of information necessary for the School Board to determine school
needs.

Discussion ensued on the following topics:

communication between City Council and the School Board should be
improved, in order for the two organizations to discuss planning and
other issues that affect both, thereby enhancing cooperation between the
two organizations; it was suggested that a School Board Trustee could
attend Planning Commitice meetings: staff could come back to
Committee with ideas and options on how better o communicate;

the School Board currently has lands for sale and City staff has indicated
that the City is not interested in purchasing some of the sites;

i the future, City staff could monitor School Board land for sale and
could ensure that City Council is aware of the availability of the land; in
addition a formalized protocol could be created to allow the City to look
at each parcel of land the School Board has for sale;

the City should have a land bank, and a process of land banking is
something that the City could undertake:

analysis is being done on the CCAP and after that process is complete,
the City would submit that information to the School Board:

the CCAP requires approximately six more months of technical work,
and will not be finalized until later in 2007, which would allow time for
the City to share details of the concept and analyvsis with the School
Board;

[
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o  Community Schools, as defined by the Ministry of Education, is an idea
that could be explored;

e throughout the City there are park sites that are Jointly administered by
the City and the School Board;

It was moved and seconded

That the City (i) request the School Board to clarify its definition of
Community Schools and (ii) request an opportunity for a visioning exercise
between the two groups.

CARRIED

It was moved and seconded

(1) That at the February 6, 2007 Planning Committee meeting, staff
provide options on how fo enhance communication, and how to
create more informed dialogue, between City Council and the
School Board; and

(2) That as one of the options, staff advise as to whether the City could
invite the School Board to identify a Trustee to sit on the City's
Planning Conunittee.

CARRIED

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

RICHMOND COMMUNITY SERVICES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
2006 ANNUAL REPORT, 2007 WORK PROGRAM AND BUDGET
(Report: December 18, 2006, File No.: 01-0100-20-RCSAL-01} (REDMS No. 2053569, 2053537}
Belinda Boyd, Co-Chair of the Richmond Community Services Advisory
Committce (RCSAC), addressed the Committee and assured the Committee
that in 2007 the RCSAC would perform more of an advocacy role than it has
been doing in the recent past.

[t was moved and seconded

That, as per the Manager, Policy Planning report duted December 18, 2006,
entitled “Richmond Community Services Advisory Committee 2006 Annual
Report, 2007 Work Program and Budget”, the Richmond Community
Services Advisory Committee 2007 Work Program be approved.

CARRIED

RICHMOND INTERCULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2006
ANNUAL REPORT AND 2007 WORK PROGRAM & BUDGET

{Report: December 18, 2006, File No: 01-0100-20-RIAD1-01) (REDMS No. 2054089, 2039872,
2011286, 1897432, 1698624, 1780080, 2011141, 1884727)

(9]
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Mr. Shawkat Hasan and Mr. Lawrence Lim addressed the Commilttee, and
Committee members expressed interest in, and support for, the Committee’s
forthcoming Newcomers Guide.

It was moved and seconded

That, as per the Manager, Policy Plannin g report dated December 18, 2006,
entitled “Richmond Intercultural Advisory Committee 2006 Annual Report
and 2007 Work Program & Budget”, the Richmond Intercultural Advisory
Committee 2007 Work Program be approved.

CARRIED

RICHMOND SENIORS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2006 ANNUAL
REPORT AND 2007 WORK PROGRAM

(Report: December I8, 2006, File No.: 01-0100-20-SADV1-01) (REDMS No_ 205.404 7, 2050004,
2037589, 2054061)

Angela Gauld and Stephen Ngan represented the Commitee, Lesley Sherlock,
Social Planner, spoke on behalf of the absent Committee Chair, Olive Basset.
and informed Committee that Ms. Bassctt appreciated Council’s support
throughout her three years as Chair, and that Ms. Basset would not be
standing for a further term of Chair.

[t was moved and seconded

That, as per the Manager, Policy Planning report dated December 18, 2006,
entitled “Richmond Seniors Advisory Committee 2006 Annual Report and
2007 Work Program”, the Richmond Seniors’ Advisory Committee’s 2007
Work Program be approved.

CARRIED

CITY-WIDE INTERIM VOLUNTARY AMENITY CONTRIBUTION
GUIDELINE

(Report: January 4, 2007, File No.: 08-4000-00 Vol 01) (REDMS No. 2052979)

Holger Burke, Development Coordinator, stated that staff
recommendedstablishing a guideline for a voluntary contribution. He reported
that during consultation with members of the development community, the
performa and land lift approach caused uncertainty and concern in the market,
and that a fixed flat rate was the preferable option.

In addition, staff heard from developers that the City should not introduce and
then quickly implement new fees, which would leave little time for
developers to prepare for new fees. For this reason. the guideline is praposed
to be implemented on July 1, 2007, and it would apply only to residential
rezoning applications.



Planning Committee

Tuesday, January 16, 2007

Consuitation with members of the Urban Development Institute (UDD)
highlighted two major concerns: contribution rates and the amenity
contribution  guideline preceding discussion of the affordable housing
strategy.

Mr. Burke stated it is unlikely that a unanimous consensus on contribution
rates would ever be achieved, and, in defending the proposed rates, he added
that the recommended rates are in line with the work done, and conclusions
reached, by the consultant Paul Rollo. He added that the proposed rates are
comparable with those in some other municipalitics.

To explain why the amenity contribution guideline was discussed in advance
of the affordable housing strategy, Mr. Burke stated that it is important for
Council to establish amenity guidelines first, and staff can then feed that
information into the affordable housing strategy and help establish affordabie
housing targets. He added that upon approval of the guideline, it is expectled
that the amenity contributions will at best meet 1/3 of the target for subsidized
housing.

Discussion ensued and Mr. Burke further advised that:

o the guideline will be reviewed later in 2007 with the CCAP, and again in
2008 with the Official Community Plan;

e BC Housing’s waiting list grows by approximately 64 houscholds a vear
in Richmond, which indicates the demand for subsidized housing
(houscholds with an annual income of less than $20,000);

o it is projected that the amenity contribution guideline could raise
approximately $1,000,000 a year;

e assuming another $4.000,000 was sccured from other sources, this would
only result in 25 new subsidized housing units (assuming a cost per unit
of $200,000);

e staff recommends an annual review of the rates;

The Chair invited delegations to address the Committee. Jeff Fisher, the
UDI's Director of Municipal Affairs and Research, Scott Baldwin, Chair of
UDI’s Liaison Committee with City Staff, and developer Nelson Chan, UDI
Board Member, made the following points:

» UDI (1) believes that more consultation with members of the
devclopment community is needed, and (11} 1s concerned that the
guideline could be approved by Council within a week's time;

o UDI 1s concerned that when costs are increased and those costs are
passed along to the home buyer, housing becomes less obtainable:

e  Richmond has identified how to collect the funds but the report does not
outline how the City will spend the monies collected;
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o UDI believes that Richmond is approaching the maximum level it can
charge developers;

»  UDI suggested that Council approve the flat fee approach but consult
further with the development industry to ascertain what the actual flat fee
should be.

The Chair thanked the UDI representatives for their presentation. Developer
Dana Westermark then addressed the Committee and expressed concern that,
in its rush to put a charge in place, the City is risking distorting the responses
that are currently being developed for affordable housing.

He described a project he is developing for the West Cambie neighbourhood
that would include approximately 298 affordable units for sale. MHe
acknowledged that the plans for this development are outside the policies of
the West Cambie Area Plan but that his is a creative solution that could help
the City deliver the affordabte housing product.

He remarked that the various levels of government and the media are paying
attention to the affordable housing issue, and at the same time the
development communtty is willing to respond to the issue.

Mr. Westermark recommended that the City take a step back in order to
clarify its goals and define its targets.

Staff advised that:

» the recommendation to establish a guideline for a voluntary contribution
would create a fund carmarked for subsidized housing which is deeply
subsidized, for entry level ownership units;

s the affordable housing strategy is exploring incentives, such as density
exemptions, parking relaxation, and DCC breaks; and

o  the amenity contribution guideline and affordable housing strategy do not
apply to the West Cambie area because this area has its own plan that
was recently adopted with its own affordable housing target, density
bonus provisions and amenity contribution rates,

It was moved and seconded

That the “City-Wide Interim Voluntary Amenity Contribution Guideline”
dated January 4, 2007, which applies to the residential floor area of
residential and mixed use rezoning applications, be approved (Atiachment 3
to the report dated January 4, 2007 from the Director of Development and
Manager, Policy Planning),

The question on the motion was not called as the Commitice sought
confirmation that the guideline for a voluntary contribution would be brought
back for review.



Planning Committee

Tuesday, January 16, 2007

2063747

Mr. Burke stated that the review would take place by the fall of 2007 at a
Planning Committee meeting, during the discussion of the City Centre Area

“Plan Iinplementation Strategy.

The question on the motion was then called and it was CARRIED, with
Councillors McNulty and Howard opposed.

RICHMOND COMMENTS: GVYRD DISCUSSION PAPER ON A

REGIONAL AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGY
(Report: January 5, 2007, File No.: 08-4057-05/2007-Vol 1) {REDMS No. 2057041}

It was moved and scconded
(1)  That the Greafer Vancouver Regional District (G VRD) be advised
that the City of Richmond.

(a) supports the GVRD Board in preparing and implementing «
Regional Affordable Housing Strategy, since affordable housing
is an important federal, provincial, regional and municipal issue;

(b) has no major objections or conceris regarding the GVRD
“Discussion Paper on a Regional Affordable Housing S frategy”
received with a letter dated December 8, 2006 from Lois E.
Jackson, Chair, GVRD Board; and

(¢c) requests further information and discussion on how a Regional
Affordable Housing Strategy will be implemented (e.g., the
proposed 350 million regional surcharge; the affordable housing
targets; the requirement that these targets be achieved in an
Official Conmunity Plan regional context statement; etc. ).

(2)  That copies of this resolution be forwarded to:

(a) all GVRD municipalities with a suggestion that they may wish
to provide similar support to the GVRD Board preparing and
implementing a Regional Affordable Housing Strategy; and

{b) the Richmond Federal MPs and Richmond Provincial MLAs
with a request that the Federal and Provincial Governments
support the GVRD in preparing and implementing a Regional
Affordable Housing Strategy.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY SAMUEL YAU FOR REZONING AT 10351
ARAGON ROAD FROM SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT,

SUBDIVISION AREA E (R1/E) TO COACH HOUSE DISTRICT (R9)
{RZ 06-329755 - Report: December 19, 2606, File No.: 12-8060-20-8130) (REDMS No. 2053580,
791415, 2054867, 2054882)

It was moved and seconded
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That Bylaw No. 8130, for the rezoning of 10351 Aragon Road Srom “Single-
Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (RI/E )" te “Coach House
District (R9)”, be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY SIMON DEVELOPMENT LTD. FOR REZONING
AT 7791 AND 7931 NO. 4 ROAD FROM SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING
DISTRICT, SUBDIVISION AREA F (RI/F) TO TOWNHOUSE

DISTRICT (R2 - 0.6)
(RZ 05-313124 - Repost: January 2, 2007, Fite No.; 12-8060-20-8147) (REDMS No. 2046866,
2027181, 2046874)

[t was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8147, for the rezoning of 7791 and 7931 No. 4 Road Sfrom
“Single-F'amily Housing District, Subdivision Area F (RI/F)” 1o
“Townhouse District (R2 - 0.6)", be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY PATRICK COTTER ARCHITECT INC. FOR
REZONING AT 8400 AND 8440 ANDERSON ROAD, A PORTION OF
ANDERSON ROAD, AND A PORTION OF SURPLUS CITY OWNED
LAND FROM “TOWNHOUSE DISTRICT (R2)” AND “TWO-FAMILY
HOUSING DISTRICT (R5)” TO "COMPREHENSIVE

DEVELOPMENT (CD/170)"
(RZ.04-272735- Report: December | 1. 2006, File No.: 12-8060-20-8179) (REDMS No. 2049662,

2002295, 2049749)

In response to queries, staff confirmed that the (i) city owned some of the
land, and (it) that the development does include green initiatives, such as
amenity space on the roof level.

It was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8179, to create “Comprehensive Developmtent District
(CD/170)” and for the rezoning of 8400 and 8440 Anderson Road, a portion
of Anderson Road, and a portion of surplus City owned land Sfrom
“Townhouse District (R2)” and “Two-Family Housing District (R5)” to
“Comprehensive Development District (CD/I70)”, be introduced and given

Jirst reading.
CARRIED

APPLICATION BY AM-PRI DEVELOPMENT (2004) LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 9400 FERNDALE ROAD FROM SINGLE-FAMILY
HOUSING DISTRICT, SUBDIVISION AREA F (R1/F) TO

COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT {CD/167)
(RZ 06-327611 - Report: December 15, 2006. File No.. 12-8060-20-8181) (REDMS No. 2051827
2054346)
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It was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8181, to reduce the wminimimn lot size Jrom 0.300 ha (0.741
acre) to 0.117 ha (0.289 acre) in “Comprehensive Development District
(CD/167)", and to rezone 9400 Ferndale Road from “Single-Family
Housing District, Subdivision Area F (RI/F)” fo “Comprehensive
Development District (CD/167)", as amended, be introduced and given first
reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY 450470 BC LTD. FOR REZONING AT 11840
DUNAVON PLACE FROM SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT,
SUBDIVISION AREA E (RI/E) TO SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING
DISTRICT, SUBDIVISION AREA A (RI1/A)

(RZ 06-345322 - Report: December 14, 2006, File No.: 12-8060-20-8 182) (REDMS No. 2037628,
714236, 2053522

Councillor Chen declared a conflict of interest and left the meeting at 8:24

p.m.

It was moved and seconded
That Bylaw No. 8182, for the rezoning of 11840 Dunavon Place from
“Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (RI/E)” to “Single-
Family Housing District, Subdivision Area A (R1/4 )7, be introduced and
given first reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY BENN PANESAR FOR REZONING AT 10680
WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT,
SUBDIVISION AREA E (RI/E) TO SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING
DISTRICT (R1-0.6)

{RZ 06-338011 - Report: December 19, 2006, File No.: 12-8060-20-8183) (REDMS No. 2055080,
1791415, 2055114, 2055120)

Councillor Sue Halsey-Brandt expressed support for the application. but noted
that she looks forward to input from the public at the February, 2007 Public

Hearing.

It was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8183, for the rezoning of 10680 Williams Road from
“Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Areq E (RIZE)"” 1o “Single-
Family Housing District (R1-0.6)", be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED
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APPLICATION BY RAMAN KOONER FOR REZONING AT 10080
WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT,
SUBDIVISION AREA E (RI/E) TO SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING

DISTRICT (R1-0.6)
(RZ 06-347545 - Report: December 19, 2006, File No.: 12-8060-20-8184) (REDMS No. 2055 196,
1791415, 2055207)

Councillor Sue Halsey-Brandt expressed support for the application but noted
that she looks forward to input from the public at the February, 2007 Public
Hearmg.

Councillor Cynthia Chen returned to the meeting at 8:28 p.m.

It was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8184, for the rezoning of 10080 Williains Road from
“Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (RI/E)” to “Single-
Family Housing District (R1-0.6)", be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED

APPLICATION BY ALL-LINE CONSTRUCTION LTD. FOR
REZONING AT 10500 WILLIAMS ROAD FROM SINGLE-FAMILY
HOUSING DISTRICT, SUBDIVISION AREA E (RI/E) TO SINGLE-

FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT (R1-0.6)
(RZ 06-342754 - Report: January 2, 2007, File No.: 12-8060-20-8 187} (REDMS No. 2056649,
1791415, 2056683)

Councillor Suc Halsey-Brandt expressed support for the application but noted
that she looks forward to input from the public at the February, 2007 Public
Hearing.

[t was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 8187, for the rezoning of 10500 Williams Road Srom
“Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (RI/E)” to “Single-
Family Housing District (RI1-0.6)", be introduced and given first reading.

CARRIED
MANAGER'S REPORT
(1)  Affordable Housing — No report was given.
(2)  Steveston Study — No report was given.

(3)  Official Community Plan/Liveable Region Strategic Plan Review —
No report was given.

10.
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(4)  West Cambie Area Plan Update — Joe FErceg, General Manager,
Planning and Development Department, advised Committee that during
the Closed Planning Committee mecting. to be held immediately
following the Planning Conumittee mecting, he would update the
comimittee.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (8:37 p.m.).

CARRILD

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Tuesday, Januarv 16.
2007.

Councillor Harold Steves Sheila Johnston

Chair

2065747

Commutiee Clerk



SCHEDULE 1 TO THE MINUTES OF
THE PLANNING COMMITTEE
MEETING OF TUESDAY, January 18,
2007.

Creating the Future We Want

Comments to the City of Richmond Planning Committee
Concerning the Draft City Centre Area Plan
From the Richmond School Board
January 16, 2007

Purpose (Shde 1)

As the only other level of elected government in Richimond, the Board feels that it is much more
than just another stakeholder, but rather a partner, in the process of planning for the future of
Richmond and creating a vibrant, livable city. The School Board provides a vital service that is a
primary determinant of the quality of life for citizens of all ages - PUBLIC EDUCATION.

The Board is eager to continue working with you, in partnership, because we believe that is the
right thing to do and the best way to achieve our goals. We note, however, that we are also
legally obligated under section 881 of the Local Government Act' to consult with one another,
not only at the staff level but also at the political level. Therefore, we feel a duty to share
information with you that we feel is relevant to vour deliberations in this planning stage for the
City Centre Arca Plan.

Timeline to Date
June 2006 City Staff Presentation (o Trusiee Representatives (Slide 2)

On June 30, 2006 the board was invited to hear a presentation on the draft City Centre Area Plan
from city staff. Realizing the smail window of opportunity for input into this phase of the public
consultation we did opt for a presentation to district staff and trustees that were available desptite
the summer recess. On July 11" Trustees Sargent, Tsang and myself, as well as school district
staff, did have an informative meeting. We were invited to give suggestions and comments and it
was indicated by city staff that the Board’s concerns would be reported to Council. The
comments that trustees and staff had at that time were:

* Asnoted in our presentation to Council on tanuary 8th, in our opinion the time frame for
feedback regarding the proposed changes to the City Centre Area Plan was too short to allow
for meaningful and carefully considered input.

* After careful reading of the outline provided, trustees uppermost concern was that the word
“school™ appeared only once in the entire report, page & where it is commented that “Some of
the villages may provide... Community School.™ We believe that public schools should
be an integral part of the plan from the outset.

' See Attachment #1 — Local Government Act, Section 881
The report did not define what it meant by a “community school.” However, as that term is commoniy understood

we do not currently have any community schools in Richmond.
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* The report did not provide any information about the rate of development or the projected
demographics of the people who would be living in the City Center that would allow the
Board of School Trustees to determine the need for public schools in the area. Detailed
information is also needed in order for the Board to make the necessary representations to the
Ministry of Education to acquire funds for site acquisition and school construction.
Tumelines for such funding are long and we face strong competition from other districts.

Another concern that was raised at the meeting was that the amount of park space that would
be required by the City as the City Centre becomes higher in density. It is our understanding
that you intend to reduce the traditional allocation for parks in the City Centre by over 50%
compared to other arcas of Richmond. As you are aware, the City of Richmond and the
Richmond School district have previously had an enviable record of working together
collaboratively to acquire contiguous joint school/park sites. The acquisition of parkland in
the West Cambie sub-area across the street from Tomsett Elementary School rather than
contiguous 1o the school site breaks this pattern and we wonder if the large open spaces that
residents of Richmond have come to expect will no longer be available.

We have advised City staff that School Boards do not have a statutory mandate to provide
parkiand and to count school sites in the inventory of parkland is, in our opinion, misleading
to the public. Counting school sites, which can subsequently be sold if demographics
change, could result in the further crosion of the park standards that Richmond residents have
enjoyed and we believe the proposed reduction of parkland detracts from the livability of the
City Centre,

In summary, the Board has previously asked for more time to consider the draft City Centre Arca
Plan, access to complete demographic data and timelines for the densification of the City Centre
Area and a copy of the final City Centre Arca plan, when complete, as it is difficult to comument
on a draft report when there is missing information and substantive changes to be made.

November 2006 City Staff Presentation to Public Board Meeting (Slide 3)

The next opportunity, and the first for the Board as a corporate body, to make comment on the
City Centre Area Plan came when City Staff came and made a presentation to the whole Board at
the November 6™ Public meeting. We requested this presentation because we felt that not only
the Board but also our stakeholders were uninformed about a plan that was of vital interest to
them. Comments and concerns raised in response to that updated draft of the plan, many of
which echoed those at the June meeting, were:

* There was still very little consideration of schools in the plan, input from the Board was
available and would be important when considering the demographic study, the timelines for
reporting back and adopting the plan concept (January 2007) were very short, various growth
scenarios were suggested without resolution, the capacity of schools identified in the arca
plan was limited, the amount of designated park space was too little and school-board owned
land was still included in the calculations, and there were no guarantees or controls in place
to ensure adherence to the conceptual plan as it moved forward to actual construction.
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The Board also had questions about contributors to school park space, relocation of industries
displaced by the Riclunond Oval, open space provisions in the neighbourhood village concept,
and increasing green space in the northern part of the City. They once again stated serious
concerns about their ability to fulfiil the Board’s mandate to provide an educational program for
children in the City Center without sufficient notice and information to allow them to plan for
school site acquisition and/or construction, reminding City staff that it usually takes years to get
funding for site acquisition and then more years 1o get funding for construction, often 6 years or
more from initial request to school completion.

In recent conversations the Ministry of Education has indicated that before it would consider
providing any funds it would require the Board to sell other school board owned lands within
Richmond which it considers to be in excess of requirements for public schooling and use those
funds for schools in the City Centre.”

The Board directed district staff to move up the date of the planned City Centre Area Plan
presentation to Ministry of Education staff by City staff. This meeting took place on December
Ist. In a wide-ranging discussion following the presentation, information was provided about
how the school district is provided capital funding, alternative methods of financing and the
capital planning process for school districts.

Concerns (Slide 4)

I City staff has proposed the establishment of 10 or 11 “mini villages” within the city center
boundaries. They have also suggested in a presentation to the School Board that schools
could be established within these “villages.”

Trustees would suggest that the concept of establishing schools in several or most of these
villages 1s not realistic or practicable given:

- the provincial funding mechanisms for new school space and sites;

- the provincial funding for yearly ongoing operational expenses on a per pupil basis, not on
a per school site basis, which creates a financial preference for larger, more “efficient”
schools;

- the long-term projections for declining enrollment in general (55 of the 60 schools district
in the province are declining, Richmond being one. with the decline projected until 2013);

- the current location of school sites within the city center; and

- the fact that most current city center schools are full (although there are empty rooms in
schools outside the city center but within the Ministry of Education walk limits® for city
center children).

" In the last few vears the Board has closed Sidaway, Garrett, Kilgour, Rideau and the Shell Road site. The Shell
Road site was sold, the City bought Garrett, Kilgour is currently rented by the Francophone Authority, Rideau in use
by our Continuing Education Department and Sidaway is currently offered for sale. Also, with the amalgamation of
Steveston and London Secondary schools on the London site, Steveston Secondary is currently offered for sale.

¥ The province will not provide funding to bus children deemed to be within walking distance of a school. For
Kimdergarten children the walk limit is 4.2 km and for others it is 4.8 km.
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Because of these factors the trend is to fewer, larger schools, not more small schools. If the
City is interested in community schools within mini-villages that will require detailed
discussions about the cconomics of such facilities and would probably require a contribution
from the City 10 both capital and operating expenses in order to create a joint use facility.

2) ltis often suggested that public schools could serve as joint facilities for schooling K to 12,
daycare, preschool and adult schooling, shared libraries, community centers, health and
other public community services, etc. To the extent that we have space available and are
financially able, Trustees have always been willing to entertain the use of our facilities for
diverse community purposes. We currently provide space for community sports and youth
groups in exchange for the ¢ity maintaining our grounds (approximately 30,000 booked
hours}), and we rent space very economically to numerous language schools, churches,
daycare providers and others. It is generally not known that 38 daycares operate in 31 of
our 50 elementary schools — the highest ratio in the province. As well, our Continuing
Education program provides many affordable programs for adults and children, from high
school completion to computer training to wine tasting, and many of these courses are
offered in Chinese. We will continue to explore with the broader community and the City
the possibility of increasing the use of our school buildings and grounds - both because our
sense of what’s best for the community directs us to do so and because we may be mandated
to do by the provincial government - so long as that does not compromise our core mandate
for the provision of educational programs.

3) City staff and Councillors have both suggested that the form of school buildings might be
very different in the future. Trustees are interested in exploring this idea - indeed we have
suggested this possibility for a number of years. However, the main consideration for us is
what form of building is best for the well being of students, contributes best to engaging
them in their learning and their community, provides space for exercise and connects them
to-the natural world through opportunities to meet and be in the out-of-doors. Our main
consideration is not what form of school building best scrves a building/planning exercise to
accommodate a desired population density. The size (enrolment) of the school would also
have to be sufficient to permit its economical operation under the funding formula
established by the Ministry of Education.

4) What the Board finds most problematic about the proposed City Centre Area Plan, however,
is that 1s strongly suggests the need for more school sites but has not provided us with the
necessary information to determine those needs and has not involved us in a manner that
provides sufficient lead time to acquire sites economically or to successfully garner funds
through the provincial capital planning process.® As previousty mentioned, we will have to
do a lot of work with the Ministry of Education to convince them that this is necessary — if,
indeed, it is -~ and then to acquire the funds through a complex and competitive provincial
process for capital funding.

* See Atachment #2 — Richmond School District Five Year Capital Plan
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Ability to Provide School Sites (Slide 5)

It 1s often noted that services within the City and District are paid for by the same taxpayer, but
this does not imply common ownership. The Board owns all of the schools and all of the school
sites, which have been carefully acquired over the years for the provision of public education.
This Ministry of Education, however, oversees the Board’s stewardship of its sites and facilities.
If the Board wants or needs to build new sites or add on to old schools, the provincial
government has every right to demand that it sell sites no longer needed for public Education in
order to pay for it. The province sees the district as a whole and expects the Board to use its
facilities in a cost-effective manner. It does not distinguish between areas of the city.

Approximately half of the schools in or adjacent to the City Centre have some space available to
accommodate the increase in enrollment projected from the West Cambie Area Plan and the
Pinnacle Project (Talmey, Tomsett, MacNetll). For the reasons noted earlier, it is highly unlikely
we could persuade the provincial government to fund the acquisition of a new site in the city
center. Rather, they would expect us to add on to the existing schools.

Setling any of the Board’s sites would further reduce open space in the City Center unless the
City were willing and able to acquire them at the fair market value at the time of sale. Therefore,
school sites should not be considered as parks because the Board may in the future decide to sell
such lands due to shifting demographics. Including school sites in the 'park calculation' misleads
the public into believing there is more park space than there actually is.

In calculating the reduced park space for the City Center Plan, city staff has included current
school sites (43 of 189 acres identified as park area are actually school sites that are owned by
the Board). This is problematic because the Board cannot guarantee that this space will continue
to be available for public use.’

The City has suggested that if in the future the Board wishes to sell a school site in the City
Centre that the City would purchase the land. Currently the Board is selling land — 7 lots
totalling 3.06 acres in the South McLennan area - which is within the City Centre Area Plan.
The proceeds will go to replace Whiteside Elementary School and put an addition to Anderson
Elementary School. City staff has indicated that they arc not interested in purchasing the land.®

Conclusion (Slide 6)

As was noted at the January 8th Council meeting and mentioned in the letter the Board received
from the Mayvor on December 21si, the City Center Area Plan will be open for further discussion.
We welcome the opportunity for further input to the draft plan and would ask what the specific
process for consultation would be and what the specific timelines are. In our opinion, given the
magnitude and pace of the proposed changes to the City Centre Area the Board believes it would
be inappropriate for Council to approve a conceptual City Centre Area Plan.

f_’ See Attachment #3 - City Centre Area Plan Updale Study, B. Open Spaces and Amenity, Nov./06, pg. 13
~See Attachment #4 - City Centre Area Plan Update Study, B. Open Space & amenity, Nov./06, page 11
* See Attachment #5 — SD 38 lots for sale in South Mclennan
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We would recommend that City staff be directed to complete a final version of the City Centre
Area Plan and the Board of School Trustees (Richmond) be provided a copy of the final version
with adequate time to provide Richmond City Council with its full and complete comments.
Otherwise, we fear that we will be unable to analyze the implications of the plan for public
education with sufficient detail and accuracy to provide the advice that we believe is eritical to
the City Center being the vibrant community we both want. Moreover, if the conceptual plan
then changes as it becomes more concrete we fear that the original concept may be modified
significantly in practice and unforeseen implications may creep up on us both.

Although we have a very successful history of collaboration with the City that has provided
demonstrable benefit to the citizens of Richmond in the form of generous open recreational space
and hidden benefits in terms of mutual efficiencies for the City and the Board, we are very
concerned that our consultative and collaborative processes are not adequate to the scope and
pace of the City Center Arca Plan. We need new and improved mechanisms to ensure adequate
consultation and collaboration at both the staff and political levels at this critical juncture in the
life of Richmond. Hopefully, this presentation has been helpful in explaining our concerns, and
also our excitement about what is possible, and will mark the beginning of a period of enhanced
communication between the only two locally elected bodies representing the citizens of
Richmond.

That is the end of the presentation on behalf of the Board. | now would like to make a personal
commient on behalf of Trustees, as citizens of Richmond:

Creating new city plans and dreaming of new possibilities can be invigorating and
exciting. Our collective and individual experience is that such planning processes take
much time and energy and unfortunately, once plans are agreed upon they are often
changed significantly by other development pressures and subsequent amendments which
historically seem to occur outside of local government control, and population projections
set for many decades in the future seem 1o constantly be superceded by higher than
anticipated growth.

It does not seem to us that the quality of life will improve by creating an environment
where those people most densely gathered have the least open space. Youth in particular,
but also all citizens in general, need open spaces close by in which to meet, lounge, play
and recreate. They will need an outlet from the confines of smaller living, learning and
working spaces. Adequate park space, we believe, contributes to a healthier population
and a safer, more connected society. I attach for your consideration a report from the
Canadian Research Institute for Social Policy on “Neighbourhood Parks and Health
Outcomes.™

Thank vou

? See Attachment % 6, Netghbourhood Parks and Heaith Outcomes



ATTACHMENT #1

EXCERPT

Local Government Act
{RSBC 1996] CHAPTER 323

Part 26 — Planning and Land Use Management

Division 1 — General

Planning of school facilities

881 (1) Ifa local government has adopted or proposes to adopt or amend
an official community plan for an area that includes the whole or any pait of
one or more school districts, the local government must consult with the
school boards for those school districts

(a) at the time of preparing or amending the community plan, and
(b} in any event, at least once in each calendar year.

(2) For consultation under subsection (1), the local government must seek
the input of the school boards as to the following:

(a) the actual and anticipated needs for school facilities and support services
in the school districts;

(b) the size, number and location of the sites anticipated to be required for
the school facilities referred to in paragraph (a);

(¢) the type of school anticipated to be required on the sites referred to in
paragraph (b);

(d) when the school facilities and support services referred to in
paragraph (a) are anticipated to be required;

(¢) how the existing and proposed school facilities relate to existing or
proposed community facilities in the area.
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ATTACHMENT #3
CCAP Open House 2 Pianning Framework

btir.emrer 7006

B. Open Space & Amenity

The framework provides for a combination of City and School
District owned open spaces, facilities. and linkages designed to
support both the downlown's villages and its broader role as a
centre for Richmond.,
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ATTACHMENT #4
Planning Framework

teetroes 2006

CCAP Open House 2

B. Open Space & Amenity

Objective: Provide a framework of well-connected spaces and
services that support community building, sustainability and wellness.

Curernt mohbcy recuires that Ciy and School Distnct open space serve Cily Centre rasidents al a ratio

r
[N

oH 768 actes1.000 peopre, of whch 3.25 acres1.000 people must be situated within the downiown,

Assuming 120,060 City Centre residents, 390 acres of open space is required (189 acres existing + 201 acres new)
and it1s proposed that:

1. New school sites will be proviged in addition 1o this land,

2. Buitding encroachment will be imited by to-locating ibraries and otber facilties on non-park land where possible

Majcr Open Spaces
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spaces define the downtown PR .
- enhancing the rofe of the
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ATTACHMENT #5
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ATTACHMENT #6

UNB

‘)) CANADJIAN RESEARCH
IPJSTITLJTEfbrS()CIAL P(JLICY

CRISP RATSING AND LEVELLING THE BAR FOR CHILDREXN & YOUTH

Parks and

Neighbourhood
Health Outcomes

Recent research from geograptiy. emdemiolegy, and
public health suggests that "where you are” affects
your health culcomes as much as “who you are’
Researchers are now studying everyday health-
relevant fealures within the immediate
neighbourhood context, such as sieres {o purchase
nutntious faod, and facilties for exercise

Green space has been finked with belter measures
cf self-discipine and ability to concentrate among
chiidren, and stronger social fies in adults Parks
provide important  opporiunibes  for  chidren's
outdoor play in the urban environment particulacly in
dhisadvantaged neighbournocds Resulls of a recent
study of reghbourhood parks and contrasting
heatth outcomes in hontreal by Cohen and Ross
suggest that park qualty varies by neighbourhosd-
level health status and is generally lower among
pcor health neighbourhocds and higher as healih
status  improves Parks n poorer health
nerghbeurhocds have limited provision of facilities
for physical exercise and localion drawbacks due 10
nearby ndustrial sies and multilane highways
Parks In the heallhiest neighoourhoods conlain
tore high-quality features. specifically facilities for
recreatien and ghysical actvily

Pecor park gquatity in poor pealth neighbourhoocds
may be an example of what Maciniyre (20508
derntifles as deprivalion amphicaticn — in places
where pgople are poorer, more #l and have fewer
personal resources such as money or privale
transport, tocal faciliies that may encourage people

o tead healtiver lives are also poorsr

The ways 0 which these parks vary may have
serious implications for the ulility of faciities and the
promotion of  healthy behaviours. These
consequences could be mediated by communily
sceial nonms guiging park use or individual mobilty

in lerms of accessing faciities further from home.

This CRISPfact is a summary of Stephanie Coher and
Hancy Ross' 2005 article Exploring the matenal basis
for health: Characterislics ©of parks in Monireal
neighbourhoods  with  contrasting  health  cuicomes
Healih & Place 12 361-371. See also: Macinlyre, S &
Ellaway, A (2003} Newghbourhoods and heailh An
cverview in Kawachi. i & Berkman, LF (Eds ) People
Places New York. NY. Van Nosland Reinhold
WMacintyre. S. {2000) The social patterning of exercise
hehaviauts: The sole of personal and local rescwces
Briish Journal of Sports Medione 34, 1. 6 Kue, F.E,
el at, (1998}. Fentle ground for communily Inner-cily
reighbeurhocd common spaces American Journal of
Community Psychology 26. 6, 823-851  Taylor. AF . et
al. (2002). Views of nalure and seil-discipline
Evidence from inner-city  chidren  Jownal  of
Environmental Psychology 22, 1-2 45-63

CRISPIacts are sponsored by the Social Sciences ang Humandies Research Council through its Inihialives on the Mew
Econorny pregram. Copyright & 2005 UNB Canadian Research Insmule for Social Pohcy (CRISP) Al R:gms Reserved.






